COMBINED CPG/TTF MEETING #5

Meeting Data/Time:  October 25, 2011
1:00 PM- 3:00 PM

Meeting Location: The Avalon Manor
3550 US HWY 30
Merrillville, IN 46410

Invited to Attend: IDOT, INDOT, PB, Images, Inc., HR Green, Christopher Burke, Corridor Planning
Group Membership, Technical Task Force Membership

Agenda:

l. Introductions
1. CPG/TTF #4 Review
. Transportation System Performance Report
V. Purpose and Need
V.  Initial Alternatives to be Evaluated

VI. Next Steps
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llliana Corridor Location Studies

Corridor Impact Screening Categories

Initial Corridor Screening

Assessment Item Location GIS Manual Source Units
Areas
Infrastructure
South Suburban Airport (Inaugural) Development Y N IDOT / SSA Program Office Total Area Crossed - Acres
South Suburban Airport (Proposed) Development Y N IDOT / SSA Program Office Total Area Crossed - Acres
Farmland
lllinois Built Y N County GIS Dept/ UDA Total Area Crossed - Acres
Indiana Built Y N County GIS Dept/ UDA Total Area Crossed - Acres
Land Cover
IL Land Cover Built Y N USDA/State DNR Total Area Crossed - Acres
IN Land Cover Built Y N USDA/State DNR Total Area Crossed - Acres
Parks
Kankakee Parks Enviromental/Existing Y N State DNR and ESRI Total Area Crossed - Acres
Will County Parks Enviromental/Existing Y N State DNR and ESRI Total Area Crossed - Acres
Lake County Parks Enviromental/Existing Y N State DNR and ESRI Total Area Crossed - Acres
Nature Areas
Midewin Enviromental/Existing Y N State DNR and ESRI Total Area Crossed - Acres
Kankakee Conservation Enviromental/Existing Y N State DNR and ESRI Total Area Crossed - Acres
Will County Forest Preserve Dist. Enviromental/Existing Y N State DNR and ESRI Total Area Crossed - Acres
High Quality Natural Communities Enviromental/Existing Y N State DNR and ESRI Total Area Crossed - Acres
Natural Areas IL Enviromental/Existing Y N State DNR and ESRI Total Area Crossed - Acres
Nature Preserves IL Enviromental/Existing Y N State DNR and ESRI Total Area Crossed - Acres
Indiana Managed Lands Enviromental/Existing Y N State DNR and ESRI Total Area Crossed - Acres
Natural Communities Enviromental/Existing Y N State DNR and ESRI Total Area Crossed - Acres
Wetlands
Wetlands Enviromental/Existing Y N ESRI/ State DNR/ County GIS/ National Total Area Crossed - Acres
Wetland Survey
Floodplains
lllinois Enviromental/Existing Y N FEMA and County GIS Total Area Crossed - Acres
Indiana Enviromental/Existing Y N FEMA and County GIS Total Area Crossed - Acres
Threatened & Endangered
lllinois Enviromental/Existing Y N State EPA, DNR, and Counties Total Area Crossed - Acres
Indiana Enviromental/Existing Y N State EPA, DNR, and Counties Total Area Crossed - Acres
Water Bodies (Rrivers, Lakes, Ponds)
Water Bodies Enviromental/Existing Y N ESRI / State DNR/ County GIS Total Area Crossed - Acres
Land Parcels
County Land Parcels Enviromental/Existing Y N County GIS Dept Total Area Crossed - Acres
Forest Preserve Dist Will Co Enviromental/Existing Y N County GIS Dept Total Area Crossed - Acres
Lake Co Parcels Enviromental/Existing Y N County GIS Dept Total Area Crossed - Acres
Will Co Parcels Enviromental/Existing Y N County GIS Dept Total Area Crossed - Acres
Kankakee Parcels Enviromental/Existing Y N County GIS Dept Total Area Crossed - Acres
Special Waste
Impared Lakes Built Y N County GIS Dept/ DNR Total Area Crossed - Acres
Landfills Built Y N County GIS Dept/ DNR Total Area Crossed - Acres
Other
Cemeteries Built Y N SHPO/HAARGIS Total Area Crossed - Acres
Federal Dept of Defense Built Y N ESRI/ County GIS Total Area Crossed - Acres
Golf Courses Built Y N Project Team Total Area Crossed - Acres
Affected Buildings/Property (Surmised)
Business Parks Built Y N ESRI/ County GIS Total Area Crossed - Acres
Buildings Built Y N ESRI/ County GIS Total Area Crossed - Acres
Intermodal Built Y N Project Team/ ESRI/ County GIS Total Area Crossed - Acres
Lines
Infrastructure
Roads Crossed Built Y N INDOT/IDOT Total Crossed - Miles
Railroads Crossed Built Y N ESRI/ DOT Total Crossed - Miles
Commuter Rail Built Y N MPO / County GIS Total Crossed - Miles
Freight Rail Built Y N ESRI/ DOT Total Crossed - Miles
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llliana Corridor Location Studies

Corridor Impact Screening Categories

Initial Corridor Screening

Assessment Item Location GIS Manual Source Units
Trails Built Y N MPO/ State DNR / County GIS Dept Total Crossed - Miles
Pipelines Built Y N County GIS/Water Commission Total Crossed - Miles
Transmission Lines Built Y N County GIS Dept./ Project Team Total Crossed - Miles
Streams
303d Streams Enviromental/Existing Y N DNR/ EPA/ County GIS Dept. Total Crossed - Miles
Points
Infrastructure
Schools Built Y N County GIS Dept. Count - Direct Hits
Cemeteries Built Y N SHPO/HAARGIS Count - Direct Hits
Police Built Y N County GIS Dept. Count - Direct Hits
Fire Built Y N County GIS Dept. Count - Direct Hits
Hospitals Built Y N County GIS Dept. Count - Direct Hits
Industrial Parks Built Y N County GIS Dept. Count - Direct Hits
Libraries Built Y N County GIS Dept. Count - Direct Hits
Rail Stations Built Y N MPO / County GIS Count - Direct Hits
Places of Worship Built Y N County GIS Dept. Count - Direct Hits
Recreation Areas Built Y N County GIS Dept. Count - Direct Hits
Airports Built Y N County GIS Dept. Count - Direct Hits
Ports Built Y N County GIS Dept. Count - Direct Hits
Utilities
Water Wells Built Y N County GIS/Water Commission/ DNR Count - Direct Hits
Manufactured Gas Facilities Built Y N USGS Count - Direct Hits
Electric Built Y N County GIS Dept. Count - Direct Hits
Cell Towers Built Y N County GIS Dept. Count - Direct Hits
Cultural Resources
Historical Sites Built N Y SHPO/HAARGIS/ County GIS/ NRHP Individually Assessed
Centennial Farms Built Y SHPO/HAARGIS/ County GIS/ NRHP Count - Direct Hits
Sesquicentennial Built Y SHPO/HAARGIS/ County GIS/ NRHP Count - Direct Hits
Special Waste
Waste Facilities Built Y N County GIS Dept./ DNR/ EPA Count - Direct Hits
Water Resources
Dams Built Y N County GIS Dept./ DNR Count - Direct Hits
Gauging Stations Built Y N County GIS Dept./ DNR Count - Direct Hits
Buildings Impacted (Hand Counted in GIS)
Residential Built N Y ESRI/ Aerial Photography/ Project Team Count - Direct Hits
Commercial Built N Y ESRI/ Aerial Photography/ Project Team Count - Direct Hits
Agricultural & Farms Built N Y ESRI/ Aerial Photography/ Project Team Count - Direct Hits
Unknown Built N Y ESRI/ Aerial Photography/ Project Team Count - Direct Hits
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Alternative Development Summary

Stakeholder Suggested Alternatives

Stakeholders
Identify
Concepts

Figure 1

Identifv Concepts: alternatives were developed from

the stakeholder suggestions. All of those alignments can be seen in Figure 1.
Many different types of improvements were suggested, including freeway al-
ternatives, arterial improvements, and rail only options. Corridor alignments,

shown in Figure 2, include a buffer around alternatives with similar locations.

Alignments were then grouped together based on similar starting and ending
points, avoiding densely populated areas, and other identified constraints.
These potential conceptual alternatives were then further refined to avoid
natural features, environmental constraints and other large impacts Figure 3

depicts these 21 groupings. The alignments will be screened using a 400’

Alternatives Combined/Adjusted to Minimize Impacts

Potential First Round Major Corridors

Potential

Conceptual

Alternatives Combined/Adjusted to Minimize Impacts

Figure 2 Figure 4

Additional Links to Initial Alternatives

Alternatives

35 included a tolling option
19 included General Purpose highway lanes

16 included P3

21 included a freight rail component

23 included a Public Transit component

11 Arterial Alternatives

Figure 3 Figure §

buffer for direct environmental impacts and a 2000’ buffer for inventory of

items adjacent to the potential corridor.

From those 21 alignments, 8 primary corridors emerged, which encompass
a majority of the alternatives (as shown in Figure 4), with slight variations
presented as possible links to the major corridors. Travel benefits will be
the same for corridors in similar locations, so less impacting corridors were
designated as the primary routes to evaluate in this round. Figure 5 displays

the additional links to the 8 primary corridors.
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Stakeholder Suggested Alternatives
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Alternatives Combined/Adjusted to Minimize Impacts
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Alternatives Combined/Adjusted to Minimize Impacts
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Potential First Round Major Corridors
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Additional Links to Initial Alternatives
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llliana Corridor
CPG/TTF Meeting #5

Agenda

Introductions

CPG/TTF #4 Review

Transportation System Performance Report
Purpose and Need

Initial Alternatives to be Evaluated

Next Steps

10/25/2011
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Corridor Planning Group/
Transportation Task Force #4
Review

CPG/TTF #4 Meeting Summary

Over 80 members from both
lllinois and Indiana attended

Draft Purpose & Need Outlined

Initial Alternatives Development
Process reviewed

Transportation Alternatives
Workshop in which stakeholders
submitted alternative(s)

10/25/2011
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Transportation System
Performance Report

Transportation System Performance Report

Describes existing and future transportation
conditions without major improvement

Study area transportation system (roadways,
freight, public transportation, intercity passenger,
air transportation, non-motorized transportation)

Socio-economic and land use

Study area transportation system demand
Transportation system performance
Public input

10/25/2011
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Roadways Functional Classification

Functional classification

Strategic Regional Arterial and National
Highway System Facilities

10/25/2011

J9 - 343 4



Current Level of Rail Freight Service

Source: National Rail Freight Infrastructure Capacity and Investment Study, AAR, 2007

2035 Improved Rail Freight Level of Service

Source: National Rail Freight Infrastructure Capacity and Investment Study, AAR, 2007

10/25/2011
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Regional Freight Railroads

Freight Railroads in Study Area

Freight Railroads

97% of primary corridor mileage will be operating below
capacity with track, signal, and train type improvements.

Source: National Rail Freight Study (2007)
Recent freight railroad changes and improvements
CN acquisition of the EJ&E
CREATE
Discussions with major freight railroads have begun with
regards to any potential needs and ties to llliana corridor

10/25/2011
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Transit Network

Limited public transit facilities in study area
Mostly serve more populated areas in far north

2010-2040 Transit Service
Thresholds

2010

Densities that will support feeder service to transit lines
and local transit service

10/25/2011
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10/25/2011

2010-2040 Transit Service
Thresholds

2040

2040 densities show more areas can support fixed-
route bus service

Transit Summary

Existing bus and radial commuter rail service, primarily in northern
portion of the study area
Potential for expansion of radial transit rail services

Metra South-West Service extension

Proposed Metra South-East Service

Proposed Metra Electric extension/shuttle to SSA & Kankakee

Proposed NICTD West Lake Commuter Service to Valparaiso and/or Cedar
Lake/Lowell

llliana Corridor Study will coordinate with agencies and other
studies of potential radial commuter rail expansions

J9 - 347 8



Air Transportation

Gary-Chicago International Airport

Proposed South Suburban Airport

Intercity Bus and Passenger Rail

Amtrak intercity passenger train service from Chicago to St. Louis,
Carbondale, and Indianapolis through the study area

Intercity Bus (Greyhound & MegaBus) from Chicago to Markham,
Kankakee, Champaign, Normal, Springfield, and Indianapolis

Chicago — St. Louis high speed passenger rail to allow higher speeds
($1.2 billion in federal funding awarded)

Potential for expanded higher speed rail service

Illiana Corridor Study will coordinate with intercity bus and passenger
rail studies

10/25/2011
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Non-Motorized Transportation

Many proposed non-motorized improvements

Non-Highway Modes Summary

Freight Rail

Freight Rail capacity is being improved through CREATE and other private
railroad investments

Confirming study area freight railroad needs with the individual railroads
Transit

Potential for expanded local bus service in areas of growth

Several studies evaluating radial commuter rail expansion
Intercity Bus and Rail

Existing services pass through the study area

Potential for expanded high speed rail services

10/25/2011
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Non-Highway Modes Summary

Non-Motorized

Some existing facilities; many new facilities planned
Opportunities primarily serve recreational and community needs

Air Transportation

Gary/Chicago is the closest existing regional airport
South Suburban is proposed as an “inaugural” airport for 2040 planning

purposes

Illiana Corridor Study will coordinate with proposed projects

2010 - 2040 Population Growth

Region 2010 2040 Change
7-County CMAP Region| 8,431,383 | 11,011,000 +31%
3-County NIRPC Region| 771,822 970,790 +26%
(Kankakee Co.) KATS Region| 113,449 150,000 +32%
Total Region| 9,585,801 | 12,496,150 +30%

Study Area 2010 2040 Change

Study Area| 233,400 644,640 +176%

10/25/2011
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2010 - 2040 Employment Growth

Region 2010 2040 Change
7-County CMAP Region| 4,912,135 | 6,622,970 +35%
3-County NIRPC Region| 355,733 484,490 +36%
(Kankakee Co.) KATS Region| 55,231 75,000 +36%
Total Region| 5,453,420 | 7,354,810 +35%

Study Area 2010 2040 Change

Study Area| 92,070 299,470 +225%

Purpose and Need

10/25/2011
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2010 & 2040 Travel Performance
Measures

Travel Performance measures are shown in the
context of supporting the Purpose & Need for the
project:

Improve Regional Mobility

Address Local System Deficiencies

Provide Efficient Movement of Freight

Purpose & Need Point #1.:
Improve Regional Mobility

Improve Regional Mobility

Address lack of higher functional class east-west
roads that serve longer distance travel

10/25/2011
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Study Area Lane Miles

by Functional Classification

Functional Classification| North-South ~ East-West

Interstate 207 0

Other Principal Arterial 224 141

Minor Arterial (Urban) 76 123

Minor Arterial (Non-Urban) 33 24

Collector (Urban) 54 100

Major Collector (Non-Urban) 66 129
Minor Collector (Non-Urban) 52 39

Local Road 1,203 890

Total 1,914 1,445

Existing Roadway System:

Number of Lanes

Lack of east-west continuous multi-lane roads in study area

10/25/2011
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Purpose & Need Point #1:
Improve Regional Mobility

Improve Regional Mobility

Address lack of higher functional class east-west
roads that serve longer distance travel

Address projected growth in regional east-west
travel

Southern Region

Southern Region

10/25/2011
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2010 - 2040 Growth in Total
Vehicle Trips

61,733,000 77,685,000 26%

_ 13,557,000 17,818,000 31%

East-West & North-South Auto VMT

3,291,600 5,880,200 79%

- 4,046,700 6,753,400 67%

10/25/2011
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Purpose & Need Point #1:
Improve Regional Mobility

Improve Regional Mobility

Reduce regional travel delay/improve regional
travel times

Regional Travel Congestion

56,126,000 31% 42,733,000 83%

_ 20,640,500 46% 12,915,000 197%

10/25/2011
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Regional Travel Congestion

1,579,000 34% 44,400 106%

- 527,000 53% 14,000 320%

Purpose & Need Point #2:
Address Local System Deficiencies

Address Local System Deficiencies
Address projected growth in local traffic

10/25/2011
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2010 - 2040 Growth in Vehicle Trips
for the Study Area

666,724 1,505,180

662,996 1,495,177

350,341 823,251

1,680,060 3,823,607

126%

135%

128%

Study Area 2010 ADT
ﬁ§®§§
i$9é©
G@Q@c
V\eﬁﬂf)
((\’b

10/25/2011
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Study Area 2040 ADT
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2010 Volume to Capacity

10/25/2011
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2040 Volume to Capacity

Purpose & Need Point #2:
Address Local System Deficiencies

Address Local System Deficiencies

Address lack of continuous east-west routes
through the study area

10/25/2011
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Major Study Area Constraints

Existing and proposed constraints, both natural and human-
made, inhibit through east-west traffic

Purpose & Need Point #2:
Address Local System Deficiencies

Address Local System Deficiencies

Reduce local travel delay/improve local travel
times

10/25/2011

J9 - 361



Study Area Congestion

- 8,591,000 14,890,000 73%

415,000 2,696,000  549%

177,000 326,000 84%

346 1,899 448%

Purpose & Need Point #2:
Address Local System Deficiencies

Address Local System Deficiencies

Improve access to jobs

10/25/2011
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10/25/2011

Access to Jobs

Employment Accessible 2010 2040 Change | % Change
Within 15 Minutes 128,300 82,900 -45,400 -35%
Within 30 Minutes 620,600 491,100 -129,500 -21%
Within 45 Minutes 1,313,400 | 1,107,300 | -206,100 -16%
Within 60 Minutes 2,283,300 | 1,953,700 | -329,600 -14%

Accessibility to 2040 jobs from centrally located zone in study area

Purpose & Need Point #2:
Address Local System Deficiencies

Address Local System Deficiencies

Improve safety

J9 - 363 24



Crash Analysis

14,000 total crashes in study area over a 3-year period
2,700 injury and fatal crashes (81 Fatalities)

Predominant crash types

Illinois: 28% run-off-the road type crashes (fixed object, other non-
collision, over-turned), 23% rear-end crashes, 16% turning

Indiana: 24% rear-end, 12% right-angle, 12% run-off the road
1,100 truck crashes in study area
8,600 total crashes on I-80
8,600 total crashes on US-30

Purpose & Need Point #3:
Provide Efficient Movement of Freight

Provide Efficient Movement of Freight
Improve accessibility to study area freight facilities

10/25/2011
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Regional Freight Facilities

Intermodal Facilities and
Distribution Centers

Intermodal facilities are selected based on freight modes
served and size of facility

Distribution Centers and Warehouses are used to transfer
truck shipments

Destination 1

L.A. Long Beach

Destination 4

10/25/2011
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Intermodal Facilities and
Distribution Centers

Wi

IL Ck\\\\\\\\\
Joliet/Elwood

Multi-Unit Trucks from Joliet/Elwood

Wi

IL D&\\\\\\\\\
Joliet/Elwood

10/25/2011

J9 - 366



2010 Truck Accessibility

2040 Truck Accessibility

10/25/2011
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Purpose & Need Point #3:
Provide Efficient Movement of Freight

Provide Efficient Movement of Freight

Provide more efficient freight movement through
the study area

2010 - 2040 Growth in Truck Trips
for the Study Area

36,860 105,530 186%

36,560 104,330 185%

14,420 47,200  228%

87,840 257,000 193%

10/25/2011
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Initial Alternatives to be
Evaluated

Initial Alternatives

Alternative Suggestions
Over 70 suggestions
35 included a tolling option

19 included General Purpose
highway lanes

16 included P3
21 included a freight rail component

23 included a Public Transit
component

11 Arterial Alternatives
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Alternatives Development Process

Stakeholders Suggested Alternatives

*Includes all submitted transportation modes
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Alternatives Combined/Adjusted to Minimize
Impacts

Adjusted to minimize impacts
& Apply Standard Design Criteria

10/25/2011
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Alternates Digitized on Constraint Mapping

Alternatives Combined / Adjusted to
Minimize Impacts

10/25/2011
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Potential First Round Major Corridors

Additional Links to Initial Alternatives

10/25/2011
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Next Steps

Initial Alternatives Evaluation

Travel Performance

Measure and compare how each alternative meets the
project’s Purpose and Need points

Environmental Impacts

Measure and compare impacts in broad corridors as
well as “working alignments”

GIS Based
Financial Sustainability

10/25/2011
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Travel Performance Measures

Potential measures include, but are not limited to:
Total traffic volumes and truck traffic volumes (ADT, ADTT)
Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT)
Vehicle Hours of Travel (VHT)
Congested Vehicle Miles of Travel (CVMT)
Hours of Delay
Travel time contours, access to jobs within a time range
Projected point-to-point travel time
Percentage of local and regional travel
Additional lane capacity
Projected # and severity of crashes
Alternatives will be measured against a “no build” 2040

baseline to determine their effectiveness in meeting
Purpose and Need

Environmental Impacts

Potential measures are anticipated to include:

Social/Economic Natural Resources
Environmental Justice Flood Plains

Indirect and Cumulative Water Quality/

Impacts Resources

Agricultural Wetlands

Cultural Special Waste

Air Quality Special Lands

Noise Permits/Certifications

Energy Other Issues
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Virtual Tour - GIS Impact Identification

Resources identified in the GIS database can be
superimposed on Google Earth

Google Earth can be used to visually verify
resources with respect to corridors without the need
for GIS software.

Additional information such as “street view”
photography can be accessed in this format

Financial Sustainability

Financial sustainability is the ability to adequately fund
the design, construction, operation and continued
maintenance and upgrading of the transportation
solution(s)

P3 enabling legislation gives another option in the
financial sustainability toolbox — it is not a requirement

For private investors, reducing uncertainty is the key in
producing the best value proposals for the public

10/25/2011
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Public Private Partnerships (P3)

Feasibility of P3 implementation dependent upon:
Defined Concept
Financial Sustainability
Clarity on:
Land Acquisition
Funding
Decisions in Governance
Timing Critical
Too early in the process higher risk to investors
Too late in the process reduces time savings benefits

Upcoming Meetings

Meeting #6:
December 6, 2011
1:00 p.m. - 3:00 p.m. (CST)
(Matteson)
Initial alternatives evaluation results
Public Meeting #2 Preview

Public Meeting #2:
December 13, 2011 Crown Point, Indiana
December 14, 2011 Matteson, lllinois

10/25/2011
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Tier 1 Timeline

Public Meeting Public Meeting

June 2011 Winter 2011
« Study process e Present Purpose
« Solicit issues and Need
and concerns  Present Transportation

Performance Report

« Solicit Alternatives and
Evaluation

Public Meeting

Spring 2012

¢ Continued
alternatives
evaluation

 Alternatives to be
carried forward

Tier 2 Studies timeline and outreach schedule to be established -

estimated completion 2014

Public Hearing
Summer 2012

¢ Present DEIS

¢ Recommended
Alternative(s)

B CPG/TTF Meetings

QUESTIONS?

10/25/2011
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Illiana Corridor
Corridor Planning Group / Technical Task Force Meeting #5 Summary
October 25, 2011

CPG/TTF Meeting #5:

The fifth CPG/TTF meeting for the Illiana Corridor Phase I Study was held on October 25,
2011, at The Avalon Manor 3550 East US Hwy 30 Merrillville, IN from 1:00 p.m.-3:00
p.m. The meeting included a PowerPoint presentation which recapped CPG/TTF
#4, presented the draft Transportation System Performance findings, the draft Purpose and
Need outline, and a summary of the initial stakeholder alternatives identified at the
previous CPG/TTF meeting.

To announce the October 25, 2011 CPG/TTF Meeting #5, an email invitation was sent on
October 5, 2011, with an RSVP reminder that followed on October 21, 2011.

The meeting was attended by 86 participants, 64 of which are members of the Corridor
Planning Group, or Technical Task force. General Public, as well as Media representatives
were in attendance.

Draft Transportation System Performance Findings (TSP)

The draft transportation system performance findings were outlined during the meeting.
The findings describe existing and future transportation conditions without major
improvement, including:

e Study area transportation system (roadways, freight, public
transportation, intercity passenger, air transportation, non-motorized
transportation)

e Socio-economic and land use

e Study area transportation system demand

e Transportation system performance

e Public input

The format of the TSP report was described. It will contain detailed information about the
study area’s socio-economic characteristics; the multi-modal transportation system within
the study area and its relationship to the larger regional and national transportation
systems; and will include performance characteristics and measures, including areas of
deficiency, for existing conditions (i.e, 2010) as well as those projected in the 2040
regional planning horizon without the proposed project.
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Draft Purpose and Need

Using stakeholder input and technical analysis compiled to date, the draft Purpose and
Need framework was prepared by the study team. The outline was presented at the
workshop and identified the following three key points:

1) Improve regional mobility
2) Improve local system deficiencies
3) Provide for efficient movement of freight demand

Detailed information supporting each of the three Purpose and Need points was provided
to give attendees a better understanding of the identified project needs. Modeling results
were presented outlining the growth trends in the study area, including travel demand. The
travel demand model results presented explained the 2040 projected conditions of travel
for the regional and study area transportation systems, including measures of congestion,
vehicle hours of travel, vehicle miles of travel, and job accessibility. Deficiencies in the
existing and 2040 “no build” projected transportation network were also outlined.

Stakeholders Alternatives Development Summary

The information generated at the workshop held on September 19 was used to develop an
initial set of system improvement alternatives. Over 70 suggestions were received and
summarized in the Alternatives Summary handout. A list of different modes identified by
the CPG/TTF was also displayed. The steps in the alternatives identification process were
then explained. Similar alternatives received from the CPG/TTF were combined and
refined to minimize potential impacts to major constraints. In all, 8 different corridors were
identified to assimilate the various alternative alignments. Since, travel benefits will be the
same for corridors in similar locations, less impacting corridors were designated as the
primary routes to evaluate in this round. This initial set of alternatives will be presented to
the public in December, and additional alternatives will be accepted for further review.

Next Steps
CPG/TTF Meeting #6 will be held on December 6, 2011 at Matteson Hotel and Conference
Center in Illinois. Agenda topics will include:

e Initial Set of Alternatives and Evaluation
* Public Meeting #2 Preview
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TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PERFORMANCE REPORT EXECUTIVE SUMMARY NOVEMBER 2011

%mmmn

The Illiana Study Area (shown below) is approximately 950 square
miles in portions of southern Will County and northern Kankakee
County in Illinois and southern Lake County in Indiana. The general
location of the Study Area is between I-55 in Illinois on the west, I-65
in Indiana on the east, the edge of the urbanized area south of U.S. 30
to the north, and the southernmost tip of Will County to the south, and
including the northern portion of Kankakee County in Illinois. The
Study Area is projected to see substantial population and employment
growth, and has a roadway network lacking higher-class east-west
highways to handle growth demands. In addition, emerging intermodal
freight centers, as well as the bypass effects of national freight de-
mands, further strain the existing Study Area transportation network.

OTHER STUDY AREA AND REGION CHARACTERISTICS

»

Serves as a vital national link for inter-state and

national transportation and commerce movement

Study Area is a key intermodal logistical area for
transfer of rail, port, and truck freight

Portions of the region are fully developed population
centers while others are less developed and rural
in nature

Between 2010 and 2040, the study area is
projected to see increases of 176% in population,
and 225% in job growth

Illiana Corridor Model

The Illiana Corridor was first envisioned as a vital link of an outer encircling highway
in the Chicago region in the early 1900's, and has since been studied in a number
of forms over the last 40 years indicating
possible benefits. For this study the llliana
Study Team created a model network tak-
ing into account recent 2010 census data
and created an existing 2010 baseline
and a future 2040 no build condition.
The model looked at the northeast lllinois
and northwest Indiana region which are
influenced by three key travel sectors. The
region serves as a vital national link for

maximum capacity and is included as such in the "no build" 2040 transportation
network. As traffic volumes on other highways in the region have increased, the as-

N

Region (18 Counties)

sociated congestion has resulted in travel delays
with substantial economic impacts to industries
that depend on the ability to efficiently move
freight within and through the region.

For the Study Area to meet the regional, local,
and freight demands, a more balanced functional
transportation network is needed. By comparing
what is happening in the Region and South Sub-
Region the model better defined the transporta-

inter-state and national transportation Subsg{:atgion tion needs of the Study Area in terms of improving
and commerce movement. The region is regional mobility, local system deficiencies and
also a key intermodal logistical area for efficient movement of truck freight.
transfer of rail, port, and truck freight
between modes, which adds substantial STUDY AREA
trucking demand throughout the region. & =35 ' Ed N

?:5:3 University Park. : St. John N
As the travel demands throughout the Wdifon L s e NP
region increase, the impact on performance and the corresponding needs are o 7 (=23 will E k . Lake
quite different due to the varying character of the existing areas of the region. E N &1

7 o 21 (5}

T o = /I :

For this reason, the South Sub-Region has been defined to include the areato | #~ A" [ ! Lot
the south of Lake Michigan, as shown (figure above). The South Sub-Region ~ [fF=a= E
includes regional transportation facilities such as |-80, the Indiana Toll Road, e« ~ w/ Kankakee [T t

and portions of 1-55, |-57, and |-65. 1-80 is projected to be expanded to its
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Transportation System Performance Report Findings

In November 2011, the llliana study team completed the Transportation System Performance (TSP) Report, a comprehensive evaluation of
existing transportation conditions, needs and deficiencies in the Study Area — both those that exist today, as well as those that are anticipated
to exist in the future without any major improvements in the Study Area. By understanding the existing and future conditions and problems of
the corridor and how they affect the Region, solutions can be developed that can address the deficiencies and enhance and improve the overall
transportation system in the Study Area. Specifically, the objectives of the TSP Report include:

* Description of the existing and planned
transportation systems

e Analysis of current and projected 2040
population, employment, and land use

* Analysis of current and projected
2040 traffic characteristics

> The Study Area contains nearly 2,560 lane miles of roadways, more
than half of which are local streets.

> The Study Area roadway system is lacking in east-west highway facilities
of higher functional classification. There are no east-west interstate
highways and 141 miles of other principal arterials. The north-south
roadway system in the study area is well balanced between higher
and lower functional classification facilities.

> There is a lack of continuous east-west highway routes, limiting direct
route choices to traverse the Study Area.

> The 18-county northeastern Illinois and northwestern Indiana region
is projected to see 29 percent growth in population and 35 percent
growth in employment between 2010 and 2040. The South Sub-Region
is projected to grow 49 percent in population and 72 percent in
employment over this same period.

> The Study Area is projected to see substantial population and employment
growth between 2010 and 2040 of 176 percent and 225 percent,
respectively, exceeding both South Sub-Region and Region growth.

> The South Sub-Region has historically had a jobs-to-people ratio that is less
than the region as a whole, with many residents needing to commute to
other areas for jobs. The Study Area is even more disproportionate in its
jobs ratio. Even with the projected increases in job growth as stated above,
the South Sub-Region and Study Area will still trail the overall Regional jobs
ratio by 2040 resulting in continued longer work commutes.

> The South Suburban Airport is proposed
for development on 4,000 acres in its
initial phase, with more than 20,000
acres planned in later phases.

> Total vehicle trips from the Study Area are projected to increase by 126
percent between 2010 and 2040, while the South Sub-Region is projected
to grow 36 percent and the Region by 26 percent.

%II.I.IRNR

* Analysis of existing and projected 2040
transportation system performance

o Public perceptions of transportation
needs through stakeholder meetings

> Total truck trips from the Study Area are projected to increase by 193
percent between 2010 and 2040, while the South Sub-Region is projected
to grow 63 percent and the Region by 36 percent.

> Current and projected future average daily traffic volumes within the
Study Area are projected to substantially increase. This growth is
projected to occur in the highest percentages on the lower functional
classification roads, with collectors and local roads expected to
increase by 159 percent, interstate highways by 65 percent, and other
principal arterials by 124 percent.

> There is substantial projected growth in east-west vehicle and truck
movements between 2010 and 2040 for the South Sub-Region, including
the Study Area.

> East-west truck miles of travel (TMT) are projected to increase at a
higher percentage (80 percent) in the Study Area between 2010 and
2040 then north-south TMT (60 percent increase).

> Drivers in the Study Area will experience increased delay because of
increased traffic congestion. Travel delay in the Study Area is projected
to increase by nearly 450 percent between 2010 and 2040.

> Truck Hours of delay are projected to increase 447 percent between
2010 and 2040 within the Study Area, while the South Sub-Region is
projected to increase by 324 percent and the Region by 111 percent.

> It is estimated that 130,000 fewer jobs can be reached within a
30-minute commute in 2040 versus 2010 due to increased traffic
congestion. For a 60-minute commute time or less, 330,000 fewer job
locations can be reached in 2040 versus 2010.

> Planned development of intermodal facility
sites throughout the Study Area is projected
to include 8,600 acres of land and more than
50 million square feet of warehousing space
between 2010 and 2040. As many as 35,000
jobs will be created by these facilities, resulting in substantial growth in
truck travel (an estimated 47,000 trucks by 2040).

3 | www.IllianaCorridor.org

Transportation Needs and Deficiencies

Transportation Needs

Improve
Regional Mobility

Address Local System
Deficiencies

Provide Efficient
Movement of
Truck Freight

Stakeholder Problem

Statement

* Relieving congestion on
major highways

* Access to major traffic
generators and Study
Area /regional jobs

+ Future traffic congestion

* Provide improved east-west
connections

+ Address growing truck
traffic

» Access to intermodal
facilities

* Solutions should support
the regionally and nationally
significant freight system

Technical Analysis Findings

Study Area contains no higher functional class east-west routes.

1-80 to the north is the primary available east-west interstate route
for regional travel. The next available east-west route is I-74, 100
miles to the south.

Manhattan-Monee and Peotone-Wilmington-Beecher Roads are
the main east-west principal arterials in the Study Area; they are
2-lane facilities that do not extend completely across the Study Area.

There are only 141 east-west lane miles of other principal
arterials in the Study Area and no multi-lane east-west highways.

Population and employment forecasts show strong growth
over the next 30 years.

Projected major regional growth will contribute to substantial
increases in both east-west and north-south vehicle trips and miles.

Average daily and forecasted traffic volumes are projected to
increase substantially.

Large average daily traffic increases will be experienced on east-west
roads in the Study Area.

Substantial traffic volume increases will be found along higher-
classification roadways.

The two main east-west roads directly north of the Study Area, I-80/94
and U.S. 30, both experience high levels of congestion currently.

Multi-lane and two-lane highways will continue to experience
substantial deterioration in operations.

There were 14,000 total crashes and 1,000 truck crashes in the Study
Area over a 3 year period.

Truck volumes are projected to significantly increase in the Study
Area between 2010 and 2040: north/south by 60% and east/west by
106%, for a total increase of 80%.

Truck volumes are projected to significantly increase in the study
area between 2010 and 2040: north/south by 60% and east/west
by 106%, for a total increase of 80%.

Total truck trips originating in or destined to the Study Area are projected
to increase by 186% and 185%, respectively between 2010 and 2040.

Local truck trips made entirely within the Study Area are
projected to increase by 228% between 2010 and 2040.

Truck trips entering, leaving, or through the Study Area are
projected to increase by 193% between 2010 and 2040.

The full P&N and TSP report are available on the project website.

llinois Departimert
of Transportation
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COMPLEMENTS

NEXT STEPS >

The technical analysis of how transportation
performs in the Study Area was complemented
by input received from stakeholders regarding
their perceptions of the transportation problems.
Information from and observations of travelers,
residents, area officials, transportation agencies,
and other stakeholders offered at nearly 20
one-on-one stakeholder briefings, five Corridor Planning Group Meetings, and public
meetings supplemented the technical analysis for the corridor and region.

Using break out groups, notes on study area maps, and comments, a number of key
study issues were identified. These issues included: accessibility to airports, inter-
modal, and freight facilities; congestion; truck and vehicular traffic; cost; financing;
economic development opportunities; environmental impacts; resource accessibil-
ity; land use; multi-modal opportunities; regional mobility; safety; and the overall
study process.

Stakeholder Goals identified for the study included:

e Improving east-west connectivity

o Efficient freight movement while addressing congestion
and providing future capacity needs

¢ Avoiding and mitigating environmental, social
and property impacts

e Maximize economic development opportunities
e Coordinate land use plans

¢ |dentify a financially feasible sustainable transportation project

Refine Purpose and Need, and the Identification of Initial
Alternatives to Address Transportation Needs and Deficiencies

> Five Class I freight railroads operate within the Study Area:
Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF), Canadian National (CN),
CSX, Norfolk Southern (NS), and Union Pacific (UP).It is anticipated
that the growth in freight railroad demand will be accommodated
through investments by railroad and public partnerships to improve
the congestion and delay through the Chicago Region.

> Limited public transportation services

exist in the Study Area. Commuter rail

and bus transit services are provided

by Metra, Pace, Regional Bus Authority

and River Valley Metro. Projected 2040

population and employment densities are

not sufficient to support circumferential
(east-west) rail transit in the Study Area. However, there are locations
that could support extensions of radial commuter rail service and
expansions of local and feeder bus service.

%luumn

Over the past six (6) months, IDOT and INDOT have focused on examining
the existing transportation system and travel patterns of the llliana Study
Area. This analysis has included comprehensive study of the existing and
future transportation characteristics and performance in an area that has,
is and will continue to experience the demands of regional growth and its
resulting increased congestion.

A clear and comprehensive understanding of the corridor transportation
needs and deficiencies is an important first step towards identifying a
solution (or solutions) that can address those needs. The findings from
the TSP and stakeholder input were used to craft a transportation Purpose
and Need statement, and will help guide the identification and evaluation
of alternatives to address the transportation needs and deficiencies of the
llliana Corridor Study Area.

A draft of the TSP and P&N is available on the project website. The project website and public
meetings provide additional forums for the engagement of residents, business and property
owners, facility users, and all interested parties to communicate concerns and suggestions.
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llliana Corridor
CPG/TTF Meeting #6

Agenda

Introductions

CPG #5 Recap

P & N Update

Initial Alternatives Evaluation Results
Public Meeting #2 Preview

Next Steps

12/5/2011
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Corridor Planning Group/
Transportation Task Force #5
Review

CPG/TTF #5 Meeting Summary

Over 80 members from both
lllinois and Indiana attended

Transportation System
Performance Report was
presented

Purpose and Need points were
developed in detail

Initial alternatives to be evaluated
(developed from stakeholder
alternatives) were shown

12/5/2011
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Purpose and Need

What is a Purpose and Need Statement?

The fundamental building
block of an EIS

A concise statement

Provides information and
facts describing the
transportation needs

Explains the problem(s) to be
addressed in general terms

Establishes a framework by
which alternatives can be
measured

Does not describe solutions

12/5/2011
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Study Area Setting

National truck freight projected increases

47,000 daily intermodal distribution truck trips by 2040
Population increase 176%- Jobs increase 225%
Transportation network varies from north to south

1-80 assumed at ultimate capacity & full build out
Travelers seek routes in less developed south area
Area to south lacks balanced roadway network
Mismatch of trip types creates travel needs

Purpose and Need — Study Area

Region
(18 Counties)

e

South Sub-Region

~ Study Area

J9 -413 4



Purpose and Need — Study Area

Improve Regional Mobility

Address Projected Growth in Regional Traffic

by 2040, South Sub-Region traffic will grow almost 40% faster
than the Region as a whole

Within the Study Area, east-west travel will grow 79% by 2040,
compared to 67% for north-south travel

Reduce Regional Travel Delay/Improve Regional Travel Times
by 2040, Hours of Travel Delay in the South Sub-Region will
increase at a rate 3 times the Region as a whole

Improve Access to Jobs

by 2040, over 200,000 less jobs will be accessible within 45
minutes, from a central zone in the Study Area

12/5/2011
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Address Local System Deficiencies

Address Projected Growth in Local Traffic
By 2040, there will be 128% growth in trips with at least one end
in the Study Area

Address Lack of Continuous Higher Functional Classification

East-West Routes through the Study Area
The unavailability of east-west routes in the Study Area forces
some trips having an east-west destination to first travel north to
I-80, leading to congestion on I-80 and its north-south feeder
routes)

Reduce Local Travel Delay/Improve Local Travel Times

by 2040, Hours of Travel Delay in the Study Area will increase
over 200%

Provide for Efficient Movement of Truck Freight

Improve Accessibility for Freight Facilities

by 2040, Hours of Travel Delay for trucks in the Study Area will
increase at a rate 4 times the Region as a whole

Provide More Efficient Freight Movement

by 2040, daily vehicle-miles of truck travel in the Study Area will
more than double in the east-west direction

12/5/2011
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Purpose and Need Revisions

Moved “address projected growth in regional east-west travel”

to Address Local System Deficiencies and combined with

“address lack of continuous east-west routes through the

study area”

Moved “improve access to jobs” to Improve Regional Mobility
Added jobs-to-population ratio discussion

Removed Safety Discussion

Not a compelling need to address local deficiencies within regional
study format

Opportunity to address safety issues during later study activities

Purpose and Need Revisions

Expanded set of travel performance measures
Additional truck performance measures
Added economic costs of delay
Emphasis on 3 levels of travel study — 18-county Region, South
Sub-Region (southern half of Region), and Study Area
Improved exhibits

Show areas adjacent to the Study Area (up to I-80 on the north and
Kankakee metro area to south)

Improved clarity of some exhibits

12/5/2011
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Stakeholder Transportation Issues

Increased truck traffic of intermodal facilities
Increased truck through the study area

Accommaodate and complement proposed South Suburban
Airport location

Improve rail connectivity

Truck traffic on local roads and 1-80
Capacity for future growth
Increased traffic on I-55 / I-57

Other Transportation System
Performance Report Findings

Freight Rall
Freight Rail capacity is being improved through CREATE and other
private railroad investments
Confirming Study Area freight railroad needs with the individual
railroads
Transit
Potential for expanded local bus service in areas of growth
Several studies evaluating radial commuter rail expansion
Intercity Bus and Rail
Existing services pass through the Study Area
Potential for expanded high speed rail services

12/5/2011
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Other Transportation System
Performance Report Findings

Non-Motorized
Some existing facilities; many new facilities planned
Opportunities primarily serve recreational and community needs
Air Transportation
Gary/Chicago is the closest existing regional airport
South Suburban is proposed as an “inaugural” airport for 2040
planning purposes
llliana Corridor Tier 1 EIS coordinated with proposed projects

Purpose and Need Comments

Please submit your comments by January 4, 2012 on:
Purpose & Need Statement
Transportation System Performance Report

Comment Forms
Online comments
at www.illianacorridor.org

12/5/2011
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Initial Alternatives Evaluation
Results

Identification of Alternatives

|dentified deficiencies in the TSP report
Solicited alternatives from CPG/TTF

Continued extensive public outreach to apply
principles of Context Sensitive Solutions

Received public collaboration of need

Workshops and stakeholder meetings have
generated over 80 improvement suggestions

Collecting additional alternatives

12/5/2011
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Alternatives Analysis
Travel Benefits

Define travel benefits for each alternative
Measure benefits in meeting Purpose & Need

Test representative corridors with travel model

Alternatives Analysis
Environmental Impacts

|dentified environmental features. Critical
environmental issues including:

Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie

Developments / Displacements

Threatened and Endangered species (T&E)

Parks and Natural Areas

Agricultural lands
Performed iterative conceptual layout process to
reduce impacts

Compared environmental impacts of alternatives

12/5/2011
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Alternative Layout Process

Develop initial alternative corridors

Corridor Analysis

| 400’ Working Alignment |

2000’ Corridor

—

Arterial Analysis

400’ Corridor

200" Working Alignment

Stakeholders Suggested Alternatives

*Includes all submitted transportation modes
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Alternatives Combined/Adjusted to Minimize
Impacts

Representative Major Corridors

12/5/2011
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Example Corridor Codes

Corridor A1

Correct corridor label

12/5/2011
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Corridor A1N1

Correct corridor label

Corridor A2

Correct corridor label

12/5/2011
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Corridor A3

Corridor A4

12/5/2011
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Corridor A3S1

Corridor B1

12/5/2011
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Corridor B3

Corridor C4

Correct corridor label

12/5/2011
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Arterial Roadway Alternatives A-1 & B-2

Travel Benefit and Environmental Impact
Evaluation

Results reported on a 1 to 10 relative scale for comparison

Travel Benefit
Model forecasts 2040 performance
Best improvement is a “10”  Least improvement is a “1”

Environmental Impacts
Over 100 categories of impacts measured in GIS
Least impacting is a “10” Most impacting is a “1”

12/5/2011
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Alternative Characteristics

Northern Corridors Central Corridors
Close proximity to congested Direct route, shorter Alignment
areas

_ Complex interchange at I-55
Close to intermodal centers Longer floodplain crossing areas

Higher Wetland impqct; Close spacing of interchanges at I-55
Greater impact to buildings and RTE 50

Greater number of grade -
separated crossings required South Corridor

North — Central Corridors Indirect route

Longest alternative

R?duced wetland impacts Highest farmland impacts

Higher land management Far from local major traffic generators
Impacts Arterial Roadway Extend & Widen
Less direct routes Footprint impacts Existing Features

Lower Functional Class routes
At-grade intersections limit flow
Increased crash potential

Alternatives Development Process

12/5/2011
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Alternatives Development Process

Environmental Resource Evaluation
Screen Out High Impacts

B,
U,
SLlic invol

= Alternative(s)

i

Alternatives Continued Evaluation

Listen and incorporate public comments on the
evaluation of the alternatives

|dentify improved alternatives and combinations
with others such as Traffic System Management

Develop recommendations for the alternative(s) for
further detailed engineering and the environmental

impact statement (EIS)

WE WANT YOUR OPINIONS ON THE ALTERNATIVES

12/5/2011
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Public Meeting #2 Preview

Public Meeting Outline

PM #1 summary
Purpose and Need/TSP Report

Opportunity to provide more alternative ideas and
comment period

Alternatives to date and evaluation results

12/5/2011
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Next Steps

Upcoming Meetings

CPG/TTF Meeting #7: February/March 2011
1:00 p.m. - 3:00 p.m. (CST)
(Avalon Manor)
Public Meeting #2 Review
Initial alternatives evaluation results / Finalist Alternative(s)
Public Meeting #3 Preview

Public Meeting #2:
December 13, 2011 Crown Point, Indiana
December 14, 2011 Matteson, lllinois

12/5/2011
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Tier 1 Timeline

Public Meeting Public Meeting

June 2011 Winter 2011
« Study process * Present Purpose
« Solicit issues and Need
and concerns  Present Transportation

Performance Report

« Solicit Alternatives and
Evaluation

Public Meeting

Spring 2012

¢ Continued
alternatives
evaluation

« Alternatives to be
carried forward

Public Hearing
Summer 2012

e Present DEIS

» Recommended
Alternative(s)

B CPG/TTF Meetings

QUESTIONS?

12/5/2011
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Illiana Corridor
Corridor Planning Group / Technical Task Force Meeting #6 Summary
December 6, 2011

CPG/TTF Meeting #6:

The sixth CPG/TTF meeting for the Illiana Corridor Phase I Study was held on December 6,
2011 at the Matteson Hotel and Conference Center (Holiday Inn), 500 Holiday Plaza Drive,
Matteson, Illinois from 1:00-3:00 PM. The meeting included a PowerPoint presentation
which recapped CPG/TTF #5, presented updated Purpose and Need information, initial
alternatives evaluation results, and a preview of the Public Meeting information to be
presented the following week.

To announce the December 6, 2011 CPG/TTF Meeting #6, an email invitation was sent on
November 21,2011, with an RSVP reminder that followed on November 30, 2011.

The meeting was attended by 65 participants, 55 of which are members of the Corridor
Planning Group, or Technical Task force. General Public, as well as Media representatives
were in attendance.

Updated draft Purpose and Need

Using stakeholder input and technical analysis compiled to date, the draft Purpose and
Need framework was prepared by the study team. Comments have been received to date
and the following revisions were made to the Purpose and Need:

1) Improve regional mobility
a. Moved “address projected growth in regional east-west travel’ to Address
Local System Deficiencies and combined with “address lack of continuous
east-west routes through the study area”
b. Moved “improve access to jobs” to Improve Regional Mobility
i. Added jobs-to-population ratio discussion

2) Improve local system deficiencies
a. Removed Safety Discussion
i. Not a compelling need to address local deficiencies within regional
study format
ii. Opportunity to address safety issues during later study activities

J9 - 435



3) Provide for efficient movement of truck freight demand
a. Expanded setof travel performance measures
i. Additional truck performance measures
ii. Added economic costs of delay
ili. Emphasis on 3 levels of travel study - 18-county Region, South Sub-
Region (southern half of Region), and Study Area

4) Overall Updates
a. Improved exhibits
i. Show areas adjacent to the Study Area (up to I-80 on the north and
Kankakee metro area to south)
ii. Improved clarity of some exhibits

Stakeholders were provided access through the project website to download and review
the draft Purpose and Need document. The study team is looking for comments to be
received through January 4, 2012.

Transportation System Performance Report (TSP)

In addition to the Purpose and Need revisions, meeting attendees were provided a
summary of the TSP report’s findings and were provided access through the project
website to download and review the draft TSP Report. The study team is looking for
comments to be received through January 4,2012.

Initial Alternatives Evaluation Results

At the previous CPG/TTF meeting alternative suggestions were received and consolidated
into potential major corridors that were evaluated by the study team. Participants were
presented with a summary of characteristics for each alternative. Travel benefit and
environmental impacts were displayed in color coded tables. Initial evaluation results
showed greater travel benefit for the alternatives to the north rather than the south
however the environmental impacts were also greater to the north than those alternatives
to the south. The study team stressed that finding the best blend of improving travel
performance, minimizing impacts, providing financial sustainability, and being compatible
with community plans is the goal to finding the best alternative. Copies of these tables will
be available at the public meeting. Detailed results were not presented at this time, only an
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overall summary was shown. Based on these initial results the study team is soliciting
additional alternative corridor suggestions.

Questions and Comments Summary

During the presentation several questions were addressed by study team members. More
specific details were addressed regarding the categories of environmental impacts that
were measured. The membership requested detailed information as to the specific results
as what was presented was a summary. Participants cited that the range of impacts that
affects each area is different and that the summarized results could be misleading. Also
sustainability to the corridor was discussed both environmentally and also financially.
Overall stakeholders were quick to discuss the details for the alternatives evaluation
results and give feedback on possible new configurations. These discussions were
continued around aerial exhibit maps where additional alternatives were suggested to be
evaluated by study team members.
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2/7/2012

[lliana Corridor
CPG/TTF #7 Meeting

Agenda

Introductions

Purpose & Need Update

CPG #6 / Public Meeting #2 Recap/Comments
Initial Alternatives Evaluation & Screening

Second Round Alternatives Evaluation & Screening
Preliminary Recommendation

Next Steps

J9 -438 1



Purpose and Need Update

Purpose and Need Updates

Improve Regional Mobility
Address Local System Deficiencies

Provide Efficient Movement of Freight
Removed emphasis of Truck Freight

Received Public Comments
Minor edits have been made

Currently under review with Resource
Agencies

2/7/2012
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CPG/TTF #6 Review
Public Meeting #2 Review

CPG #6 Recap

Over 65 Participants attended

Purpose and Need updates were
summarized, comments requested

Transportation System Performance
Report published for review

Initial Alternatives presented
Initial Evaluation Results summarized

J9 - 440
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Public Meetings #2 Recap

Over 240 Participants
attended

Purpose and Need points
were outlined

Initial range of alternatives
and evaluation results
presented for public
review

Round 1 Evaluation and
Screening

J9 - 441
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Alternatives Development Process

Screening Criteria

Initial alternative screening based on travel performance and
fatal flaw environmental impacts

Travel Benefits Environmental Impacts
Based on computerized Over 100 types of
Regional travel model impacts assessed
Measures reflect performance in Measures reflect amount
meeting each Purpose and of impact (less is better)
Need point Rated relative to best
Rated relative to best and worst performance
and worst performance in each category

in each category

J9 - 442
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First Round Representative Major Corridors

Travel Performance Summary

Travel performance decreases as
location shifts south

J9 - 443
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Travel Performance Summary

Truck performance strongest on B3

Travel Performance Summary

Northern Corridors have highest forecasted
ADT closer proximity to more developed areas

J9 - 444
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Travel Performance Summary

Closer to population densities -more
commuter traffic vs. regional traffic
trips increase

Travel Performance Summary

The diagonal routes are longer distance
and create out of direction travel

J9 - 445
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Alternative Characteristics

Al, A2, A3 & A4

Close proximity to congested
areas

Greater utilization

Higher wetland impacts

Higher impact to buildings
Higher impacts to wooded areas

Bl & A3S1
Reduced wetland impacts
Higher land management impacts
Less direct routes
B1 higher utilization
A3S1 lower utilization

Central Corridor B3
Complex interchange at I-55
Longer floodplain crossing areas

C4
Indirect route
Longest alternative
Highest farmland impacts
Lowest utilization

Arterials A-1 and B-2
Higher building impacts
Parks and Cemeteries impacted
Arterial B2 overall lowest utilization

Public Meeting #2 Comments

Indiana Public Meeting
Lack of support for A1 or A2
Support for A3S1
Preference for northern routes
Support for C4 because it does not
disturb existing housing or wetland area
Recommendation to utilize existing
state routes and arterials for the
preferred alternative
Avoid the Kankakee River floodplain
Preference for a route between Lowell
and Cedar Lake
Support for a monorail system

lllinois Public Meeting
Support for A3S1, B1, and B3
Concern about the route near Midewin
Preference for northern alternatives (two
comments)
Support for C4
Preference for a route with a transit
component
Preference for a route that combines B1
and B3

J9 - 446
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First Round Conclusion

“A” alternatives carried Forward
higher travel performance
higher impacts
“B” alternatives carried Forward
medium travel performance
lower impacts
Alternative C4 and Arterial B-2 Not carried Forward
poor travel performance
Arterial A-1 Not carried Forward
Over 700 building impacts

Corridors to Carry Forward

2/7/2012
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Second Round Corridor Refinements
Evaluation and Screening

Second Round Screening

The “A” and “B” Alternatives were advanced as part of a
second round of alternatives refinement and evaluation.

The alternatives were refined to further avoid or minimize
impacts.

Financial considerations added to the second round
Concept level capital costs
Potential toll revenue
Potential financial viability
Corridor flexibility for multiple uses evaluated
Solicited stakeholder input

J9 - 448
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Alternative Corridors Refinements

Northern Corridor Issues /
Refinements

J9 - 449
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Northern Corridors

“A” 1-55 Interchange

J9 - 450

2/7/2012
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“A” Elwood/Joliet Intermodal Complex

O

Al, A2, A3, A4 Governors State University, IL

J9-451
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Al, A2, B1 Plum Valley Preserve /IL 394

Al, Bl St.John /Homestead Acres Park, IN

J9 - 452
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Al, Bl Schererville, IN

Al, B1 Schererville, IN
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A1, B1 Merrillville, IN

Al, B1 Merrillville, IN

J9 - 454
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2/7/2012

Central Corridor
Issues/Refinements

Central Corridor
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B1, B3 I-55, IL

B1, B3 IL-53

J9 - 456
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2/7/2012

A3, A3S1, B3 West Creek, IN

>

A3, A3S1, B3 Cedar Lake, IN

J9 - 457 20



2/7/2012

Impact Summary of Refined
Corridors

Natural Impacts

Forest: A2- 146 Ac, A1- 70 Ac and B3- 43 Ac
Nature Areas: Al impacts the most acres

Recreational Facilities:
Al & B1- has the highest impact
Al & B1- 5000 impact to Homestead Acres Park 4(f) St. John, IN
B3- intersects 3 trail crossings

Wetland/Water Bodies:
Al & A2- have 3to 5 times the wetland impacts of B3

“A” Alts- Des Plaines River Bridge over 1 mile long,
$180M construction

“B” Alts- Kankakee River Bridge 2500’ long,
$90M construction

J9 - 458 21



Potential 4(f) Impacts

Al, B1: Homestead Acres Park #2
Al, B1: St. John Trall
Al, A2, B1: Plum Valley Preserve

Al, A2, A3, A4, B1:Thorn Creek Headwaters
Preserve (potential de minimis)

B1, B3: Des Plaines Fish & Wildlife area
(potential de minimis)

Impacts All Alternatives
Historic Route 66 impacts
Wauponsee Glacial Trail (potential de minimis)

Built Environment Impact

Utility Impacts:

Al impacts over 15 miles of existing pipelines and 6
miles of overhead electrical transmission lines
($150M Relocation Costs)

B3 has less than 3 miles of total major utility
relocation

Property Impacts:

Al Corridor will impact buildings of over 270
individual property owners

B3 Corridor will impact buildings of 67 individual
property owners

J9 - 459
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Community Planning Compatibility

“A” and “1” Alternatives - B3 Alternative

Less compatible with More compatible with
community development future potential 3™ party
plans multimodal initiatives

Severe community
impacts in several
locations

Limited opportunity for
future expansion

Constrained right-of-
way for design flexibility

“A” and “1” Alternatives Impact Summary

All alternatives with the “A” end point have
high impacts - Al, A2, A3, A3S1 & A4

All alternatives with the “1” end point have
high impacts - Al & B1

Refinement process unable to mitigate
these impacts

From an environmental impact perspective
these alternatives should not be carried
forward

2/7/2012
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Financial Viability

Financial Analysis

Previous travel performance measures were all based on non-toll
scenario
Preliminary toll revenue estimation performed

Based on diversion analysis using travel model output

Tolling assumptions subject to refinement

Toll revenue maximization has not been performed yet
Conceptual cost estimation performed

Unit costs based on refined IDOT/INDOT unit costs

Cost assumptions subject to design refinement

Value engineering has not been performed yet

0&M and financing life cycle costs
Financial Viability

The ability to implement a project based on its costs and revenues

2/7/2012
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Financial Viability Summary

B3 has
Atermative | C3PIt Toll | Financial Lowest potential cost
Cost | Revenue | Viability Lowest potential toll revenue
Al High High Low High Financial Viability
A2 High Medium Low
A3 High Low Low The “A” alternatives have
B3 Low Low High Highest potential costs

Highest toll revenue
potential

Low Financial Viability

Stakeholder Input

2/7/2012
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January/February Stakeholder Meetings

Beecher Lowell Forest Preserve District
Braceville Manhattan of Will County
Braidwood Merrillville Northwest Indiana Forum
Cedar Lake Monee .
Lake County Farm

Channghon Manteno Bureau
Coal City Peotone
Crete Schneider Governors State

) University
Crown Point SSMMA
Diamond St John South Suburban Airport
Elwood University Park Will County Farm Bureau
Joliet Wilmington Grundy County Economic
Kankakee County Will County Development Center

Will County Center for
Economic Development

January/February Stakeholder Meetings

“A” Alternatives
Stakeholders indicated several impacts, some not acceptable
Some preference, but lack of strong widespread support

Overall cost of addressing engineering challenges outweighing
travel benefit

“B” Alternatives
Overall more support of the locations and minimized impacts
Seen as the best alternative for regional travel and future needs
No other corridor received the level of public support of B3

C4 Alternative / Arterials
Lacked support due to low travel benefits

2/7/2012
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2/7/2012

Preliminary
Recommendation

J9 - 464 27



Second Round Screening Summary

Alternative B3 has the:
Lowest potential cost
Lowest potential funding gap
Lowest environmental impacts
Medium travel benefit
Most local support
Highest multipurpose corridor compatibility
Lowest risk

The preliminary recommendation is for Alternative B3
to be carried forward as the finalist alternative

Preliminary Recommendation

B3 is the best balance of performance, minimizing
impacts, financial viability and compatibility with
community plans.

J9 - 465
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Next Steps

Tier 1 Timeline

Public Meeting Public Meeting

June 2011 Winter 2011
« Study process e Present Purpose
« Solicit issues and Need
and concerns  Present Transportation

Performance Report

 Solicit Alternatives and
Evaluation

Public Meeting

Spring 2012

e Continued
alternatives
evaluation

« Alternatives to be
carried forward

Public Hearing
Summer 2012

e Present DEIS

¢ Recommended
Alternative(s)

B CPG/TTF Meetings

2/7/2012
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Next Steps: Draft Environmental Impact Statement

DEIS federal/state document that includes:
The Purpose and Need of the project
The environmental setting of the project

The range of transportation alternatives that were
considered

The environmental impacts of the transportation
alternatives

Discuss mitigation strategies

Presented at Public Hearing

Final EIS submitted for approval followed by
a “Record of Decision”

Mitigation Opportunities

Midewin and Goose Lake Conservation Area

J9 - 467
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Next Steps

Refine Corridor
Identify potential interchange locations

Coordination with local officials for public
safety issues

Coordination with local land use conditions

Upcoming Meetings

CPG/TTF Meeting #8: April 2012
1:00 p.m. - 3:00 p.m. (CST)
(Matteson)

Public Meeting #3 Recap

DEIS Summary

Public Meeting #3:
February 22, 2012 Crown Point, Indiana
February 23, 2012 Matteson, lllinois

2/7/2012
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Illiana Corridor
Corridor Planning Group / Technical Task Force Meeting #7 Summary
February 8, 2012

CPG/TTF Meeting #7:

The seventh CPG/TTF meeting for the Illiana Corridor Phase I Study was held on February
8, 2012 at the Avalon Manor in Merrillville, Indiana from 1:00-3:00 PM. The meeting
included a PowerPoint presentation which recapped CPG/TTF #6, presented updated
Purpose and Need information, initial alternatives evaluation results, and a preview of the
Public Meeting information to be presented the following week.

To announce the February 8, 2012 CPG/TTF Meeting #7, an email invitation was sent on
January 19, 2012, with an RSVP reminder that followed on February 6, 2012.

The meeting was attended by 70 participants, 52 of which are members of the Corridor
Planning Group, or Technical Task force. General Public, as well as Media representatives
were in attendance.

Second Round Corridor Refinements Evaluation / Screening

At this meeting we recapped CPG/TTF #6 and the public meeting comments. We discussed
the alternatives evaluation process and screening criteria. Based on the criteria the initial
evaluation results of both travel benefits and environmental impacts were summarized and
led to further refinement of the “A” and “B” alternatives. These alternatives were carried
forward for further evaluation while alternative C4 and arterial improvements A-1 and B-2
were removed from consideration.

Outlined in the second half of the presentation was a detailed explanation of the
refinements to the “A” and “B” corridors to further mitigate socioeconomic and
environmental impacts. A summary was provided to provide additional detail of this round
of evaluation.

Financial Viability was also added to the preliminary evaluation of the corridors. It was
mentioned that this is not a criteria that would be included in the Environmental Impact
Statement. This further evaluation was provided because of the uniqueness of the Bi-State
legislation for Public-Private Partnerships but has no bearing on the final Record of
Decision.

1 | liana CPG/TTF Meeting #7 Summary 3/1/2012
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The study team also evaluated stakeholder input that was provided during a series of One-
on-One meetings held in January with Municipalities and other Stakeholders throughout
the study area.

The B3 corridor had lower impacts than the “A” corridors and had greater potential for a
multimodal corridor. B3 had better community compatibility and more support from local
elected officials than the northern alignments. Based on these evaluation findings the study
team recommended B3 as the corridor to carry forward for further evaluation in the Tier 2
studies.

The next steps include further refinement of the corridor, which would identify potential
interchange locations, and continued coordination with local officials. A Tier 1 - Draft
Environmental Impact Statement will be presented at the Public Hearing this Summer for
review and comment.

Comments

After the presentation the study team fielded comments and questions from the CPG/TTF
members. Comments included whether or not B3 was a true bypass, and wanting more
detailed traffic numbers that would further support B3. Comments were received
concerning increased traffic on north/south routes that would feed the B3 corridor
particularly Rt. 53. Concern was expressed regarding the environmental impacts south of
Lake Dale that B3 would pass through; preference was stated for going further south of
Lowell. A greater detail of the impacts of the B3 corridor was requested, including how
many property impacts, and the limits of the noise/light pollution impacts. Also questions
were addressed about the construction timeline and the possibility of a partial build
scenario.

2 | llliana CPG/TTF Meeting #7 Summary 3/1/2012
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Overview of Public Comments on Alternatives

Initial and Second Round Alternatives
Evaluation & Screening Results Presented

Preliminary Recommended Corridor
for Further Studies

70+

Attendees



7 00 + - Stakeholders viewed detailed

Attendees maps of the corridors

inIL/IN * Reviewed alternatives evaluation
and refinement process

*Introduced preliminary
recommended corridor to be
carried forward for further studies
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What did stakeholders say?

Concerns about

Lack of
funding

in both states

DY — Want it to go through
| Midewin

acquisition

p rOCessS Suggested '
Alfernative south

B31s of Lowell
/ ogi cal away from population centers

aue to
“A” corridor
impacts

Northern
alternative sugges*

WMinois



Population &

SIH1PIOYITICNTL UIOWLU

Travel Demand

National transportation
& commerce corridor
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Travel Performance Measures

Improve Regional Mobility

Address projected growth in regional east-west travel
* Region East-West Vehicle Hours of Travel

Reduce regional travel delay/improve travel times
* Region Vehicle Hours of Travel

Improve access to jobs
* # of Jobs Accessed within 30 Minutes

Provide Efficient
Address Local System Deficiencies Movement of Freight

Address projected growth local traffic Improve accessibility

o Study A VMT on Arterial Total ADT & Truck ADT .
udy Area Congested on Arterials and Tota & Truc to frelght facilities - Study Area

Address lack of continuous east-west routes Truck Miles of Travel on Arterials

* L ane Miles of New East-West Limited Access and Arterials Provide more efficient

Reduce local travel freight movement

delay/improve travel times * Region Truck Hours of Travel
* Study Area VHT on Arterials

J9-501



2040 Study Area Travel Performance

17,000 -
30,000

More Jobs

Are accessible

from the Study Area
J9 - 502




llliana Corridor Addresses Purpose and Need

Region (all 18 counties)
7,000 - 15,000 daily hours of vehicle travel time savings
Equivalent to $61M - $131M per year or $4.6B - $9.9B over 75 years*

South Sub Region (excluding Study Area)
14,000 - 36,000 daily hours of vehicle travel time savings
Equivalent to $123M - $315M per year or $9.6B — $23.7B over 75 years*

Study Area

9,000 - 15,000 daily hours
of vehicle travel time
savings on arterials

Equivalent to $79M -
$131M per year or $5.9B -
$9.9B over 75 years*

* Assumes a value of time of $24 per vehicle hour
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- First Round Evaluation

Diverts long distance travel from [-80;

» ngheSt VOlume and h/Qh however, additional trips on 1-80 projected

regiona/ trave/ beneﬁt by South Sub-Region local travel

previously using arterials




- First Round Evaluation

» Improves travel B3 serves less local Study Area traffic

due to smaller population; however

peIfOI’mance fOI’ the [’egion more long distance truck travel




- First Round Evaluation

? ReSU/tS in Travel performance is lower than
out-of-direction travel E/W routes




- First Round Evaluation

2% DI’OPPed from Low travel performance for the region

further evaluation




- Alternative Impact Zones

5 XA

» All impacts




[ insert video ]
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- Alternative Impact Zones

5 XA

» All impacts




- Preliminary Recommendation

At CPG Meeting #7 and Public Meetings in February 2012,
ALTERNATIVE B3 and the NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE were
recommended to be carried forward into the DEIS.

83 Best blend of improved travel performance

and minimizing environmental impacts



30

One-on-one

stakeholder
meetings

February outreach
presented B3

Public comments indicate
desire for 2 additional
corridors to be studied
further in DEIS

Since the February Public
Meetings, stakeholder
meetings to assess new
alternatives
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Released for
public review on April
20, 2012

Very few comments
received to date

999999



Alternatives in DEIS
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- Alternatives in DEIS

A3S2

Schererville &
St. John

residential,
wetlands,
forest

Major impact zones for Al and A2 alternatives

avoided by moving corridor south



- Alternatives in DEIS

B 3 B3 advanced for further study from initial

range of alternatives



- Alternatives in DEIS

Lowell and Lake
Dalecarlia
residential,
wetlands

B4 Residential and natural impacts of A3 and B3
alternatives avoided by moving corridor south
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- A3S2 & B3 have similar travel performance
— A3S2: REGION: Best for VHT, Job Access, Truck VHT
STUDY AREA: Best for VHT & Congested VMT on Arterials
— B3: REGION: Best for East-West VHT
STUDY AREA: Best for ADT, Truck VMT on Arterials

- B4: Worse travel performance than A3S2 & B3
in nearly all cases

Tolled scenario travel performance

follows similar pattern as non-tolled scenario
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High number of

displacements High impacts to new

intermodal facilities

Bridge Piers on

Treat Island 39527
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Diagonal Severances
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Midewin

Avoidance
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Wetlands

Calumet Observatory

& Buckley Homestead

5 miles of flood plains / Additional Waterway structures.

High water table. Interchanges in floodplain.




cucipuj

41

(orse]

55

Poor soils
ppy conditions

J iniersiate §
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Comparison of key environmental
impacts between alternatives

Threatened &
Endangered Species

Wetlands

Floodplains

Stream Crossings
Impaired Streams

Water Bodies
Parkland/Preserve Impacts
Forested Areas

Trails

Section 4(f)

Farmland

Building Impacts (Residential,
Commercial, Agricultural)

Intermodal Facilities
Alignment Length
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.~ MOSTIMPACTINGBYCATEGORY:
Ass2 B 53 BB B4

Wetlands Trails Floodplains
Water Bodies Proximity to Midewin Streams Crossed
Parkland/Preserves Impaired Streams
Forested Areas Farmland
Building Impacts Trails

Intermodal Facilities

B3 is lowest impacting of all corridors



Finding the Balance
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PROS

» Diagonal benefits N-S
and E-W travel
» Close to population centers/
blend of local and regional trips
» Diverts most traffic from |-80
» Closer access to
intermodal centers
» Most improved job accessibility
» Close to population for shifting
economic development
» Compatible with MPQO goals

CONS

» Complicated and costly 155/180 interchange

» Most diversion back to [-80 with toll

» Heavy impact to intermodal sites

» Most environmental impacts

» Most relocations

» Highest potential for sprawl

» Conflicts with many local development plans
» Least flexible for future multi-purpose needs
» Highest cost

» High risk for increased mitigation

» Longest corridor



B 7352 B3, B4 and No-Build Highlights

PROS

» Best for improving regional E-W travel

» Best for taking trucks off study area arterials

» Best volume of cars and trucks

» Lowest overall impacts

» Least building impacts

» Diverts [-80 traffic with less population shift

» Connects communities with less impact to existing planning
» Most flexible for future multi-purpose needs

» Lowest cost

» Lowest probability for risk increase

CONS

» Farther from population
centers/less
benefit to commuters

» Proximity to Midewin

» Impacts sensitive features
near Lowell



- A3S2, B3, B4 and No-Build Highlights |

Elwood

Cedar Lake

O/

Beecher

[1]

Symerton Peotone

Lowell

Manteno
Grant Park

eville

PROS CONS

» »
»
»
»

» »
»
»

»
»
»



A3S2-B3 similar travel performance
A3S2 most impacts of all corridors

B4 less performance than B3 or A3S2
B3 less impact than A3S2 or B4

B3 best balance

B3 least costly

B3 most flexible

B3 is study team recommended corridor



Questions



Next Steps



DEIS federal/state document that includes:
Purpose and Need of the project

Range of transportation corridors that
were considered

Environmental setting and impacts of the
transportation alternatives

General Mitigation Strategies



Release of Tier 1 Draft EIS
Public Hearing

CPG #9
Tier 1 Final EIS

Tier 1 Record of Decision

EEEEERTTY TIER 2 completion: Estimated summer 2014
Land Acquisition, Design, Construction unfunded
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Illiana Corridor
Corridor Planning Group / Technical Task Force Meeting #8 Summary
June 6, 2012

CPG/TTF Meeting #8:

The eighth CPG/TTF meeting for the Illiana Corridor Phase I Study was held on June 6,
2012 at the Matteson Hotel and Conference Center, Illinois from 1:00-3:00 PM. The meeting
included a PowerPoint presentation which recapped CPG/TTF #7 and Public Meeting
information. Additional alternatives evaluation results were also presented, and the
preliminary recommended corridor to be carried forward for further studies was
introduced.

To announce the June 6, 2012 CPG/TTF Meeting #8, an email invitation was sent on May 3,
2012, with an RSVP reminder that followed on May 31, 2012.

The meeting was attended by 65 participants, 54 of which are members of the Corridor
Planning Group, or Technical Task force.

Second Round Corridor Refinements Evaluation / Screening

At this meeting we recapped CPG/TTF #7 and public comments received to date. In
response to comments two additional alternatives were identified, evaluated, and
recommended to be carried forward in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
for further study. Alternatives A3S2, B3 and B4 were presented to the group and
evaluation results were provided including a review of the developed alternatives
constraints, purpose and need, and impact zones. A video fly-through of these alternatives
highlighting these environmental impacts was also provided. The Alternatives to Carry
Forward Technical Memorandum was publicized in April and solicitation of comments is
ongoing. The alternatives highlighted in this memorandum were then outlined to the
planning group, including key features, location and suggestions received. Travel
performance for each of these alternatives was presented along with the environmental
impacts. A DEIS impact comparison was provided and the team outlined the need for
finding a balance between several factors that will all weigh into the finalist alternative
determination.

The next steps include a Tier 1 - Draft Environmental Impact Statement will be presented
at the Public Hearing this Summer for review and comment, another CPG/TTF meeting in

1 | liana CPG/TTF Meeting #8 Summary 6/13/2012
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the late summer. The Tier 1 Final EIS would be released and the Tier 1 Record of Decision
is anticipated to be made in early 2013.

Following this presentation a travel forecasting presentation/workshop was provided. This
included a review of the CMAP Travel Demand model, Truck Model and 2040 No Build
Travel Models. These models further explained the Travel Performance results identified in
the prior presentation and the content in the DEIS.

Comments

After the presentation the study team fielded comments and questions from the CPG/TTF
members. Comments were provided including what benefits individual communities along
the corridor would receive, concerns were cited for additional EMS services, local road
severances and potential lack of development. Further coordination was requested with
additional Lake County, IN officials for unincorporated areas along B3/B4. Cons of the No-
Build alternative were outlined, stating members need to further consider the greater cost
of no-action against any impacts discussed. Urban sprawl was brought up as a concern on
B3/B4. In regards to the methodology of the severed parcels clarification was requested for
the impacts accounted for. Right of Entry notices were sent out and officials wanted to
know if there was a more specific timeframe during which survey activities would be
occurring on individual properties, also Quick-take legislation was discussed and further
explained how that would come into play on the Illiana Project. In addition, interchange
locations were discussed in which the team is undergoing review to be presented later this
year.

2 | llliana CPG/TTF Meeting #8 Summary 6/13/2012
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Good regional modeling platform, with recent
improvements and integration of CMAP and NIRPC
modeling data and methods

Rapidly growing area on southern edge of major
metropolitan area

Importance of trucks and intercity long distance travel in the
corridor

P3 planning context and need for toll traffic and revenue
forecasts to support financial analysis
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CMAP regional travel demand model
Short-distance truck model

National (long-distance) truck model
National (long —distance) auto model
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Short-Distance

Long-Distance

Auto Source: Both trip ends within Source: At least one trip end
CMAP CMAP region NELDT outside CMAP region
Source: Both trip ends within Source:

Truck QRFM?2 CMAP region and trip FAF3 All trips > 50 miles

length < 50 miles
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CMAP Regional Travel
Demand Model

555555



CMAP travel model
has evolved over
50 years

CMAP travel model
covers all or
portions of 21
counties in 3 states

NIRPC is working
cooperatively with
CMAP for them to
perform future
travel modeling
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Trip Generation
Previous CMAP trip generation based on older data
Updated CMAP trip generation rates based on CMAP/NIRPC
2007-2008 Travel Tracker Survey and Census American
Community Survey (ACS)
Revised pedestrian environment factors
Stratified home-based work trips by high and low income levels
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Trip Distribution
Stratified home-based work by high and low income levels

Mode Choice

Stratified home-based work by high and low income levels
Updated transit costs

Updated bus route density and driving distance to transit
Developed and implemented auto occupancy nest

Trip Assignment

Updated time-of-day factors
Developed improved tolling procedures
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llliana Corridor Study Zone System
Using CMAP zone system as starting point
Disaggregate zones in study area and buffer area
Converting to rectilinear zones in Indiana portion of study area

J9 - 579




llliana Corridor Study Highway Network
2010 & 2040 CMAP highway networks modified for disaggregated zones
Additional highway network detail in southern portion of study area
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Short-Distance Truck Model

JJJJJJ



Short-Distance Truck Model

Replaces CMAP static truck model based on very old data
More sensitive to socioeconomic and travel network changes
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Based on QRFM2 Methodology:

Trip generation: Employment by four employment types
and households

Trip distribution: Gravity model using truck travel
distance between zones

Assignment: Multi-class assignment with long-distance
trucks and autos

J9 - 583
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National (Long-Distance) Truck Model



Freight Analysis
Framework 3.2

Published by FHWA and
provided free of charge
Contains commaodity
flows between 123 FAF
Zones

Provides base year 2007
and forecasts for 2015,
2020, 2025, ..., 2040

J9 - 586
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To increase spatial resolution, FAF3 data are
disaggregated from 123 FAF zones to 3,241 counties

FAF Zones Counties CMAP area

disaggregaté
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Distance Single-Unit Trucks Multi-Unit Trucks
0-50 82% 18%
50-100 63% 37%
100 - 200 44% 56%
200 -500 27% 73%
<500 17% 83%

Source: VIUS 2002

J9 - 588
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Facility Selection set Size term
Distribution | Small facilities: Within county of | Square feet
Center destination

Large facilities: In CMAP area
Rail Yard Cargo
Marine Port | In CMAP area Number of berth
Airport Cargo

J9 - 589
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National (Long-Distance) Auto Model



BTS air
travel data

State NHTS
Population 2002 data

[

v v

.| Synthesize missing Derive nation-wide
states control total

| |

v

Expand NHTS records
to match air travel data

Vv

Disaggregate to
ILLIANA zones

\ 4

Add to ILLIANA
multi-class assignment

24
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2040 No Build Travel Model Inputs



Transportation improvements included in 2040 Baselifié’



llliana used a market-driven forecast, the MPOs have policy-based
forecasts

Regional totals for market-driven forecast are the same as MPO
policy-based forecasts

Both sets are economic (employment) driven and a step-down of
national and midwestern forecasts

CMAP retained REAL - joint venture of University of lllinois and
Federal Reserve Bank, Chicago - for its economics forecast

Market-Driven forecasts are based on Woods & Poole (W&P)
Economics, Inc.

Jobs and workers are balanced
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2040 Market-Based No Build socioeconomic file for travel
model input developed by The al Chalabi Group based on:

2010 Census data

Historic trend data by
township

Available land for
development by township

Local land use plans
Woods & Poole forecasts

Population/Employment
@ & o s =

nnnnnn

000000

Percent Developable Land

J9 - 599

29




2010 2040 2010 2040
Will 677,560 1,366,460 249,680 672,960
Kankakee 113,450 150,000 21,870 36,980
Lake 496,010 625,000 229,560 309,600
Total 1,287,020 2,141,460 535,160 1,057,560

J9 - 600
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Initial Alternatives Evaluation & Screening
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Using 2040 No Build highway network and 2040 No Build
population & employment forecasts as inputs, the initial
alternatives were coded and tested

Initial limited access alternatives assumed interchanges at U.S.
and State marked routes
Evaluation measures (vehicle hours of travel, congested VMT,

ADTs, truck hours of travel, etc.) corresponding to Purpose &
Need points were prepared based on the travel model output.
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42,000 49,000 36,000 54000 45,000
49,000 30,000
gtgagp%ct corridor Igbgbo 39.000 68,000

22,000 24,000

2040 Average Daily Traffic = 48,000
2040 Truck Average Daily Traffic = 24,000
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Correct corridor label

4 46,000
13333 25,000 23,000 46 500
45,000 46,000 17,000 o, 449
24,000 24,000 30,000 34,000
17.000 47000 13,000
21,000

2040 Average Daily Traffic = 41,000
2040 Truck Average Daily Traffic = 21,000
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40,000 46,000

41,000
25,000 )
5000 a00 45000 24,000
24’000 24,000
38,000 32,000
20,000 13,000
38,000
20,000

2040 Average Daily Traffic = 41,000
2040 Truck Average Daily Traffic = 21,000
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36,000

22,000
36,000
18,000
42,000 34,000 24,000
43,000 24,000 22,000 10,000
22,000 36,000 35,000
22,000 22,000

2040 Average Daily Traffic = 36,000
2040 Truck Average Daily Traffic = 21,000
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37,000 44,000 38.000

16,000 ong 2% sz 16000
’ 21,000

22,000

36,000
17,000

2040 Average Daily Traffic = 39,000

2040 Truck Average Daily Traffic = 18,000

36,000

16,000
43,000
16,000
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45,000

35,000 51,000 16,000
o 26000
’ 38,000 66,000
35,000 30,0005 40 19,000 21,000
15.000 14,000 42500
30,000
15,000

2040 Average Daily Traffic = 40,000
2040 Truck Average Daily Traffic = 18,000
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39,000 35,000 32,000
18,000 21,000 20,000

o
’ 20,000

2040 Average Daily Traffic = 35,000
2040 Truck Average Daily Traffic = 20,000

26,000
14,000

33,000
20,000
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30,000

20,000 12,000
23,000 11,000
16,000 12,000 igggg
6,000 17,000 Correct cd@U¥ label ’

6.000 11,000

2040 Average Daily Traffic = 20,000
2040 Truck Average Daily Traffic = 10,000
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15,000 16,000 13,000 18,000

6,000 9,000 9,000 32,000 7+000
) 3,000 4,000 8,000
8,000 9,000 10,000 4,000 5,000 10,000 12,000

2,000 2000 2000 1000 2000 3000 3000

2040 Average Daily Traffic = 18,000 / 8,000
2040 Truck Average Daily Traffic = 5,000 / 2,000
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36,000

18,000
39,000

12,000
30,000
20,000

35,000
21,000

34,000
21,000
34,000 27,000
22,000 12,000
34,000
21,000

2040 Average Daily Traffic = 34,000
2040 Truck Average Daily Traffic = 20,000 9012




34,000
13,000

31,000
16,000

29,000
16,000

24,000

14,000
27,000 33,000

15,000 15,000
26,000

15,000

2040 Average Daily Traffic = 28,000
2040 Truck Average Daily Traffic = 15,000
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Region (all 18 counties)

7,000 — 15,000 daily hours of vehicle travel time savings
Equivalent to $61M - $131M per year or $4.6B — $9.9B over 75 years*

South Sub Region (excluding Study Area)

14,000 - 36,000 daily hours of vehicle travel time savings
Equivalent to $123M - $315M per year or $9.2.6B — $23.7B over 75 years*

Study Area

9,000 — 15,000 daily hours of vehicle
travel time savings on arterials

Equivalent to $79M - $131M per year
or $5.9B — $9.9B over 75 years*

* Assumes a value of time of $24 per vehicle hour
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Study Area

85,000 — 165,000 daily truck miles of travel time savings on
arterials

Equivalent to savings of1,250 to 2,400 times around the earth
annually

Job Accessibility
17,000 to 30,000 more jobs are accessible from the Study Area
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DEIS Alternatives Evaluation
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2040 NB 2040 Build 2040 NB 2040 Build
Will 1,366,460 1,371,330 672,960 676,510
Kankakee 150,000 151,080 75,000 75,560
Lake 625,000 630,230 309,600 313,130
Total 2,141,460 2,152,640 1,057,560 1,065,220

J9 - 617
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47,000 40,000 39,000 28,000

21,000 24.000 25,000 14,000
43,000 :
’ 25,000 24,000

2040 Average Daily Traffic = 41,000
2040 Truck Average Daily Traffic = 24,000
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42,000

23,000
46,000

27,000

35,000
23,000

42,000
27,000

38,000
24,000
37,000 29,000
24,000 000
38,000
24,000

2040 Average Daily Traffic = 39,000
2040 Truck Average Daily Traffic = 24,000 99619




43,000
17,000

39,000
20,000

35,000
20,000

29,000

17,000
35,000 35,000

19,000 17,000
30,000

16,000

2040 Average Daily Traffic = 34,000
2040 Truck Average Daily Traffic = 18,000
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msssm Total trucks

Trucks with origin and destination within CMAP Region
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A3S2 & B3 have very similar overall travel performance

A3S2 slightly better for Region VHT, Congested VMT on Study

Area Arterials, VHT on Study Area Arterials & Region Truck Hours
of Travel

B3 slightly better for Region East-West VHT, ADT on Build
Alternative & Truck Miles of Travel on Study Area Arterials

Same Truck ADT on Build Alternative

B4 travel performance is worse than A3S2 & B3 in nearly all
cases
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