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Mr. R. Krall 
Illinois Department of Transportation 

Bureau of Programming  
201 W. Center Court  

Schaumburg IL 60196   

RE:  Elgin O’Hare – West Bypass Study: Tier Two Draft Environmental Impact Statement, 
Section 3.10 through 3.13 

Dear Mr. Krall, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Elgin O’Hare West Bypass Expansion Study 
Tier Two draft Environmental Impact Study.  The DRSCW recognizes that the expansion is a vital 
infrastructure project that will greatly increase the efficiency of traffic flows between the planned 
O’Hare Airport improvements the western suburbs and beyond.  DRSCW’s area of concern is the 
Expansion’s impacts on area waterways.  The waterways addressed in this letter are those bodies 
of water that lie in the basins of the West Branch DuPage River and Salt Creek (including Addison 
Creek).  DRSCW is focused mainly on post construction impacts; while impacts will occur during 
construction, DRSCW assumes that all best practices set out in the EIS will be followed to 
minimize discharges of pollutants or excess flows during this phase.  Post construction impacts of 
principle concern include a higher concentration of pollutants (chlorides, metals, TSS, PAHs) and 
alteration of the physical characteristics of the stream (stream alteration at crossing points and 
buffers, extension of linear feet of stream that is enclosed and alteration of flow regimes).   

In several areas of the EIS there are statements such as “  As a result (of various impairments), the 
dominant fish species are pollutant tolerant and potential impacts to fishing and other recreational 
surface water uses near the proposed improvements are anticipated to be minimal with 
implementation of BMPs” (Page 3-121 line 14).  References to the degraded nature of the 
waterways’ fish and macro-invertebrate communities being a large factor in minimizing the 
impacts of any pollution are also made on pages 3-228 “The Project corridor is highly urbanized 
and built-up. Therefore, impacts to sensitive resources are minimized.”

The statement may be true but it does not accurately reflect the situation of the waterways in 
relation to the Clean Water Act (CWA) and the obligations of regulated entities that discharge to 
those waterways.  Compliance with the aquatic life goal of the CWA in Illinois means that the 
Fish Index of Bio-integrity (fIBI) should be greater than 41 and the macro-invertebrate Index of 
Bio-integrity (mIBI) greater than 41.8, or that at least one of the communities be in this range and 
the other in the moderately impaired category (<41 and >20 for fish and < 41.8 and > 20.9 macro-
invertebrates). Failure to support communities to this degree means that a water body may be 
listed on the State’s list of impaired water bodies (303 (d) List).  As part of restoring the 
waterbody, current discharging entities may find their allowable loadings decreased, and new 
discharges of impairment-causing pollutants may not be allowed. In the Salt Creek and West 
Branch DuPage River basins all assessed segments are on the State’s 303 (d) list. 
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Surveys by the DRSCW show that if the remaining segments were assessed by IEPA, they too would be included on
the 303 (d) list.  The listing of a waterway on the State 303 (d) list creates obligations on local government to 
ameliorate water quality and major obstacles to waste water treatment plant expansion.  Total Maximum Daily 
Loads (TMDLs) may be performed on 303 (d) listed water bodies to estimate the loadings allowable while still 
meetings water quality standards.  Four assessed segments of the Salt Creek mainstream, one segment of Addison 
Creek and four assessed segments of the West Branch DuPage River have had TMDLs for chlorides approved since 
2004.   

Each TMDL for the Salt Creek watershed was developed to achieve full compliance with Illinois general-use (GU) 
water quality standards or criteria that are correlated to the pollutant of concern (500 mg/L chloride).  The Salt 
Creek TMDLs requires an 8 percent reduction in overall chloride application to Salt Creek and a 41 percent 
reduction in Addison Creek (allocations estimated that up to 12 miles of new roads might be constructed in the 
process of land-use change). The TMDL noted, “Since salt application for deicing is the major source of chloride 
leading to standard exceedence, the chloride TMDL indicates the need for salt application chloride reduction.”  

The TMDLs for the West Branch DuPage River recommended a 35 percent reduction from modeled conditions 
(load allocation for future road construction was assumed but a lane mile figure was not identifiable).  The 
DRSCW’s 2007 Chloride Reduction reporti suggests that the loading assumptions used in the TMDLs were 
conservative, meaning reductions necessary to meet the State standard need to be larger than those recommended by 
the TMDLs.  

Based on the data found in the EIS, the project would add a total of 95.94 lane miles to the Salt Creek (including 
Addison Creek) and West Branch DuPage River watersheds, increasing the annual road salt loading by
approximately 3,809 tons. This increase, which is the equivalent of adding a large municipal entity such as Wheaton 
or Villa Park, would increase overall chloride loadings by 3 percent for the DRSCW program area (including East 
Branch DuPage River). Looking at the increase in loading to the two watersheds effected (Salt Creek and West 
Branch DuPage River) we would see an increase of approximately 4.3 percent.   

It should also be noted that the TMDLs and the analysis presented in the EIS are based on the State water quality 
standard of 500 mg/l.  Studies by the DRSCWii suggest that in the impacted watersheds aquatic populations 
experience a statistically significant decline when chloride concentrations of 141 mg/l and 112 mg/l (for macro –
invertebrates and fish respectively) are exceeded.  The US EPA recommends an acute standard of 220 mg/l, though 
this standard is currently under review and is likely to be become more stringent. From an aquatic resource 
protection scenario the current State standard does not seem protective enough but 500 mg/l is the current regulatory 
standard and will be used for this review.   

The stressors analysis detailed in the 2012 draft DRSCW report found that in the three DRSCW watersheds, 
chloride was, out of  41stressors analyzed,  one of the most significant stressors to aquatic life.  The statement in the 
EIS that states, “Studies of the effects of sodium chloride on fish, aquatic invertebrates, and aquatic plants, including 
acute and chronic toxicity, indicate that salt does not have substantial harmful effects on aquatic biota in large or 
flowing bodies of water, where dilution takes place quickly (Jones and Jeffrey, 1992)” (page 1-125) is clearly not 
relevant in this situation.  Project area inputs and ambient conditions are typically concentrated and the receiving 
streams are neither large nor “flowing” relative to the rivers where that narrative statement was produced. Chlorides 
do not degrade in the environment and chlorides released at one point will add to loadings further downstream.  The 
EIS states that, “Addison Creek, Higgins Creek, and Spring Brook meet the General Use Water Quality Standard in 
the existing condition, but exceed the standard in the proposed condition. Meacham Creek exceeds the General Use 
Water Quality Standard in both the existing and proposed conditions,” (Page 3-123).   Meacham Creek chloride 
loadings would increase from 532 mg/l to 842 mg/l, a 58% increase.  

The EIS concludes that concentration compliance may be possible because a detention system will accompany the 
proposed conditions and lower peak concentrations.  It is not clear where the dilution flows might come from given 
the ubiquitous nature of chloride treated transport infrastructure in the area.  Neither is it clear that increasing the 
exposure time by lowering the peak concentration would be less impactful to aquatic communities.  Empirically, 
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violations of the chloride standard are ubiquitous in the watersheds, despite the presence of similar flood mitigation 
infrastructure.  Based on the information provided in the EIS it is difficult to conclude that the additional chloride 
loading would not impact existing aquatic life; make it more difficult to improve IBIs; be in contradiction to the 
segments’ listing for the State’s 303 (d) list and US EPA approved TMDLs.  Ultimately it is likely to result in higher 
future costs for local stakeholders to comply with the aquatic life goal of the CWA.    

In order to mitigate this outcome the DRSCW suggests commitment to the following post construction steps: 

�� Full review of current road salting policy and procedures  
�� A binding commitment to fully implement chloride reduction practices, including anti-icing and use of 

alternative products throughout the project area, and to measure chloride reductions  
�� Review of procedures, including frequency of equipment calibration and a review of the procedure to set 

and control application rates 
�� Upgrade storage and handling facilities and incorporate storage and handling training for operators 

Table 3-37 presents salt application/ loading calculations for the project which show a predicted average loading of 
39.7 tons of salt per lane-mile.  Based on DRSCW’s experience, this rate seems high, and is higher than has been 
reported by the Tollway in the past.  For example in 2007, municipalities in the DRSCW program area reported 
using an average of 13.53 tons/lane-mile annually (only one reported rates higher than 39.7 tons/lane-mile).   The
table does not specify the source(s) for the information presented and it is possible that the total used was skewed by 
the relatively severe winter weather experienced 2008 -2010.  Whether the application rate used represents a long 
term average or not, large reductions in salt application rates can be achieved for the project area and this should be 
the primary focus in chloride reduction efforts.   Page 3-313 provides a useful summary of these practices and 
resources to develop them.  The DRSCW would like the language to include solid commitments to adopting the 
practices set out and the setting of measurable reduction goals. 

The EIS suggests “strengthening watershed collaboration with the DRSCW by exploring opportunities for 
sponsoring research and assisting in regional capital improvements for the reduction of chloride concentrations 
within the sub-watershed areas. By assisting with regional capital improvements through the DRSCW, member 
communities and groups will have the opportunity to receive assistance in up-grading salt application equipment to 
current standards, thereby reducing application rates and chloride concentrations within the watershed” (page 3-
313).  Obviously even under the most generous reduction scenario the build alternative will increase watershed 
pollutant loadings.  Looking at the increase in loadings projected, offsetting them by lowering application rates in 
watershed communities seems like a feasible option.  Once again such reductions will require commitments from the 
municipal and county agencies involved to increase capital funds invested in chloride reduction, rather than simply 
offsetting investments already planned, and to commit to application rate reductions.  The preference would be that 
such a program would make the off- site reductions as close to or upstream of the project to avoid water quality 
impacts to that area.   

The aim of both on site and off site reductions should be to show no net gain in chloride concentration at the site or 
to show a reduction.  The DRSCW looks forward to working with the project partners towards this goal.   

Page 3-195 refers to riparian woody buffers and concludes that “Due to the urban nature of the proposed project and 
the relatively narrow, degraded, and fragmented riparian environment within its corridor, these functions are limited. 
Subsequently, adverse impacts to riparian corridor functions and values as a result of the proposed project are 
expected to be minimal and would be mitigated as described in subsections 3.10.3 and 3.13.3”.  DRSCW agrees 
with the assessment of area riparian buffers as “relatively narrow, degraded, and fragmented”, however again Draft 
2012 analysis by the DRSCW shows that buffer width is correlates strongly and positively with macro-invertebrate 
communities.  Like chloride reduction, rebuilding riparian buffers is a primary activity of the DRSCW 
Identifications and Priority System (IPS).  The DRSCW would urge project management to look at how preserve 
existing buffers to the maximum extent possible and consider granting easements on riparian property obtained by 
the expansion project where the DRSCW could rebuild buffers in the future.    
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The EIS’s summary of fish IBIs in Salt Creek and West Branch DuPage River match those found by the DRSCW 
basin assessments.  However a full review of the fIBIs throughout the both watersheds reveals that fIBIs fall 
precipitously on both rivers main stems at river miles 10.5 and 8 respectively.  In both cases this drop in fIBI is 
linked to dams that prevent fish passage.  In both cases certain species are found below the dam but not above it.    
FIBI is then not solely a function of the conditions at the survey site but has to be interpreted based on the 
understanding of downstream conditions.  DRSCW is working to remove both these constraints, and based on 
experience on the East Branch DuPage River, is optimistic that fIBIs will rise throughout the watershed if the 
barriers can be successfully modified (a second barrier at river mile 22.5 on Salt Creek is also due for removal).   
Further degradation of habitat, passage and water quality in the upper watershed will negate some of these potential 
improvements if consideration is given only to the pollutant tolerant species currently present.   

In addition to striving to maintain or improve existing water quality DRSCW would also like to express to the 
expansion projects management the importance of insuring that fish passage be maintained at any river crossing or 
culvert that the project places.  DRSCW would be available to assist in reviewing the plans for such infrastructure  

No comparison was made to DRSCW macro –invertebrate scores.  DRSCW used the Illinois mIBI protocol and the 
EIS used the MBI protocol.    It should be noted that MBI is generally used to examine only the relationship between 
organic pollution and macro-invertebrates.  mIBI is designed to be sensitive to habitat modification, flow and a wide 
range of water quality issues and would have been a superior method to evaluate the potential impact of this type of 
project.  mIBI scores found on the main stem Salt Creek ranged from were in the range of poor to fair category, 
while the scores were consistently characterized as poor along Spring Brook.   

The EIS correctly identified polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) as a surface water quality concern.  The 
practices set out are reasonable and concur with the DRSCWs opinion that beyond the discontinuation of coal tar 
based sealants, stormwater BMPs that capture suspended solids are the most effective mechanism for abating PAHs.  
Attention must be paid to the size of the solids capture as studies have shown that the concentration of PAHs 
increase in the very fine (< 100 μm) particlesiii.  The expansion project’s management team may also want to 
consider regenerative air street sweeping as an abatement mechanism for these pollutants.   

Finally the EIS notes that the expansion project’s management team will continue to coordinate with the DRSCW to 
investigate potential local sites within the Salt Creek Watershed for mitigation of impacts.  The DRSCW is 
continuing to look at possibilities outside of the airport buffer that meet the team’s criteria.   

The Board of the DRSCW would like to thank the project team again for the chance to comment on the EIS and 
looks forward to working with them to make the project an environmental, as well as transportation, success story.   

Sincerely  

Stephen McCracken  

DRSCW Watershed Coordinator  

                                                           
i DRSCW Chloride Usage Education and Reduction Program Study, CDM 2007 
ii Priority Rankings based on Estimated Restorability for Stream Segments in the DuPage Salt Creek Watersheds,
MBI 2012 (Draft) 
iii Metals and PAHs adsorbed to street particles Sim-Lin Lau, Michael K. Stenstrom Water Research (2005) Volume: 
39, Issue: 17, Publisher: Elsevier, Pages: 4083-4092 
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·1· ·that issue addressed, and that's at 850 Elmhurst Road.

·2· ·There's a school bus parking lot on the property, and

·3· ·the only access in and out of the property is off of or

·4· ·onto Elmhurst Road.

·5

·6· · · · · · · · · · · ·-· -· -· -· -· -

·7

·8· · · · MR. BOSKELLY:· Mr. Terrence J. Boskelly,

·9· ·B O S K E L L Y, 1070 Tennessee Lane, Elk Grove Village,

10· ·Illinois 60007.

11· · · · · · ·I'd like to say that this sound barrier, where

12· ·they have the proposal here, I would like it to stay

13· ·where it's at.· It shows it being moved to the north of

14· ·the pond.· I would like it to stay south of the pond,

15· ·where it basically exists right now.· So I kind of

16· ·oppose this proposal of where they want to move it to.

17

18· · · · · · · · · · · ·-· -· -· -· -· -

19

20

21

22

23

24
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·1· · · · MS. FRERES:· Andrea and Greg, G R E G, Freres,

·2· ·F R E R E S, 1089 Florida Lane, Elk Grove Village,

·3· ·Illinois.

·4· · · · · · ·We do want the sound barrier to remain, and we

·5· ·do want it to remain right where it is.· Because we had

·6· ·heard it was going to move.· So we do, definitely, want

·7· ·it because it is noisy even with the noise barrier

·8· ·that's there.· So we definitely want the sound barrier,

·9· ·but we would like it to remain exactly where it's at

10· ·because if they move it, it will affect our property

11· ·value.· Thank you.

12

13· · · · · · · · · · · ·-· -· -· -· -· -

14

15· · · · MR. PETZOLD:· Paul Petzold, P E T Z O L D,

16· ·1246 Dover Lane, Elk Grove Village, Illinois 60007.

17· · · · · · ·Well, I would like to say that all of the

18· ·people that have the name tags on and that help the

19· ·people are doing an excellent job and I couldn't find

20· ·anything without them.· That's it.

21

22· · · · · · · · · · · ·-· -· -· -· -· -

23

24
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·1· · · · MR. HUDGINS:· Scott Hudgins, 1062 Tennessee Lane,

·2· ·Elk Grove Village, H U D G I N S.

·3· · · · · · ·We would like to have the sound barrier wall,

·4· ·but we would like it placed in the same spot it is now.

·5· ·We don't want it moved to the north side of the lake or

·6· ·retention ponds there.· They show that on -- It's on one

·7· ·of the pamphlets.· She's got the other one.· They had

·8· ·showed it in one of the pamphlets, that they were moving

·9· ·it.· We just want it where it is, to be placed where it

10· ·is.· Then we would like it.· Otherwise, we don't want

11· ·it.

12

13· · · · · · · · · · · ·-· -· -· -· -· -

14

15· · · · MR. HARTMAN:· My name is Donald Hartman,

16· ·H A R T M A N, at 1074 Tennessee Lane, Elk Grove

17· ·Village.

18· · · · · · ·This is pertaining to the noise wall.· We

19· ·would like to retain the noise wall if it stays in its

20· ·current location and doesn't move north of the retention

21· ·pond.· And we'd also like it to be made of something

22· ·aesthetically pleasing.· Thank you.

23

24· · · · · · · · · · · ·-· -· -· -· -· -
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·1· · · · MR. MUSSO:· I'm the property owner, Joseph,

·2· ·J O S E P H, Musso, M U S S O.

·3· · · · · · ·And I'm leaving a comment in regards to the

·4· ·intersection alternatives for Illinois Route 72 and

·5· ·Elmhurst Road.· I would like to say as a business owner

·6· ·that we support either the Old Higgins Road alternate or

·7· ·the Greenleaf Avenue alternate.· I believe it would be

·8· ·far less detrimental to our business and have a more

·9· ·positive impact.· Thank you.

10

11· · · · · · · · · · · ·-· -· -· -· -· -

12

13· · · · MR. HOREJS:· Scott Horejs, H O R E J S,

14· ·209 East Murray Drive, M U R R A Y, in Wood Dale,

15· ·Illinois 60191.

16· · · · · · ·I'm for the full build of the ring road, and

17· ·I'm also for any additional improvements, transit and

18· ·bicycle and pedestrian.

19

20· · · · · · · · · · · ·-· -· -· -· -· -

21

22

23

24
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·1· · · · MR. HUDGINS:· Scott Hudgins, 1062 Tennessee Lane,

·2· ·Elk Grove Village, H U D G I N S.

·3· · · · · · ·We would like to have the sound barrier wall,

·4· ·but we would like it placed in the same spot it is now.

·5· ·We don't want it moved to the north side of the lake or

·6· ·retention ponds there.· They show that on -- It's on one

·7· ·of the pamphlets.· She's got the other one.· They had

·8· ·showed it in one of the pamphlets, that they were moving

·9· ·it.· We just want it where it is, to be placed where it

10· ·is.· Then we would like it.· Otherwise, we don't want

11· ·it.

12

13· · · · · · · · · · · ·-· -· -· -· -· -

14

15· · · · MR. HARTMAN:· My name is Donald Hartman,

16· ·H A R T M A N, at 1074 Tennessee Lane, Elk Grove

17· ·Village.

18· · · · · · ·This is pertaining to the noise wall.· We

19· ·would like to retain the noise wall if it stays in its

20· ·current location and doesn't move north of the retention

21· ·pond.· And we'd also like it to be made of something

22· ·aesthetically pleasing.· Thank you.

23

24· · · · · · · · · · · ·-· -· -· -· -· -
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·1· · · · MS. FRERES:· Andrea and Greg, G R E G, Freres,

·2· ·F R E R E S, 1089 Florida Lane, Elk Grove Village,

·3· ·Illinois.

·4· · · · · · ·We do want the sound barrier to remain, and we

·5· ·do want it to remain right where it is.· Because we had

·6· ·heard it was going to move.· So we do, definitely, want

·7· ·it because it is noisy even with the noise barrier

·8· ·that's there.· So we definitely want the sound barrier,

·9· ·but we would like it to remain exactly where it's at

10· ·because if they move it, it will affect our property

11· ·value.· Thank you.

12

13· · · · · · · · · · · ·-· -· -· -· -· -

14

15· · · · MR. PETZOLD:· Paul Petzold, P E T Z O L D,

16· ·1246 Dover Lane, Elk Grove Village, Illinois 60007.

17· · · · · · ·Well, I would like to say that all of the

18· ·people that have the name tags on and that help the

19· ·people are doing an excellent job and I couldn't find

20· ·anything without them.· That's it.

21

22· · · · · · · · · · · ·-· -· -· -· -· -

23

24
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·1· · · · MS. SIMON:· Lorie Simon, L O R I E, S I M O N.

·2· ·1065 Florida Lane, in Elk Grove.

·3· · · · · · ·So, okay, here's the problem.· The mailing we

·4· ·received shows the potential noise barrier as directly

·5· ·in my backyard.· The map here is saying that the mailing

·6· ·was incorrect.

·7· · · · · · ·So I don't want the noise barrier if it's

·8· ·going to be directly along our yard line, but if it is

·9· ·going to be along the street line, I do vote yes.

10

11· · · · · · · · · · · ·-· -· -· -· -· -

12

13· · · · MR. ZENKICH:· My name is Ilias, I L I A S.· Last

14· ·name is Z, as in zebra, E N K I C H, Zenkich.

15· · · · · · ·I have an issue with the Elmhurst Road

16· ·development.· And I don't know if you can take a quick

17· ·look, but I'm trying to explain it as best I can.

18· · · · · · ·When they make this median here (indicating),

19· ·there's going to be no ability to cross and make a left

20· ·turn out of the property and no left turn into the

21· ·property off of Elmhurst Road.· And I need to have that.

22· ·And she said it's because of some kind of issue with

23· ·crossing the road.· But this driveway here (indicating)

24· ·is going to have access either way.· So I need to have
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·1· · · · MS. SIMON:· Lorie Simon, L O R I E, S I M O N.

·2· ·1065 Florida Lane, in Elk Grove.

·3· · · · · · ·So, okay, here's the problem.· The mailing we

·4· ·received shows the potential noise barrier as directly

·5· ·in my backyard.· The map here is saying that the mailing

·6· ·was incorrect.

·7· · · · · · ·So I don't want the noise barrier if it's

·8· ·going to be directly along our yard line, but if it is

·9· ·going to be along the street line, I do vote yes.

10

11· · · · · · · · · · · ·-· -· -· -· -· -

12

13· · · · MR. ZENKICH:· My name is Ilias, I L I A S.· Last

14· ·name is Z, as in zebra, E N K I C H, Zenkich.

15· · · · · · ·I have an issue with the Elmhurst Road

16· ·development.· And I don't know if you can take a quick

17· ·look, but I'm trying to explain it as best I can.

18· · · · · · ·When they make this median here (indicating),

19· ·there's going to be no ability to cross and make a left

20· ·turn out of the property and no left turn into the

21· ·property off of Elmhurst Road.· And I need to have that.

22· ·And she said it's because of some kind of issue with

23· ·crossing the road.· But this driveway here (indicating)

24· ·is going to have access either way.· So I need to have
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·1· · · · MR. MUSSO:· I'm the property owner, Joseph,

·2· ·J O S E P H, Musso, M U S S O.

·3· · · · · · ·And I'm leaving a comment in regards to the

·4· ·intersection alternatives for Illinois Route 72 and

·5· ·Elmhurst Road.· I would like to say as a business owner

·6· ·that we support either the Old Higgins Road alternate or

·7· ·the Greenleaf Avenue alternate.· I believe it would be

·8· ·far less detrimental to our business and have a more

·9· ·positive impact.· Thank you.

10

11· · · · · · · · · · · ·-· -· -· -· -· -

12

13· · · · MR. HOREJS:· Scott Horejs, H O R E J S,

14· ·209 East Murray Drive, M U R R A Y, in Wood Dale,

15· ·Illinois 60191.

16· · · · · · ·I'm for the full build of the ring road, and

17· ·I'm also for any additional improvements, transit and

18· ·bicycle and pedestrian.

19

20· · · · · · · · · · · ·-· -· -· -· -· -
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file:///L|/...er_2/7-7-12_Public_Hearing/Logistics/Comments%20-%20Comment%20entered%20Tuesday%20April%202....htm[6/7/2012 10:58:11 AM]

From:                              Elgin O'Hare �����	
������������
Sent:                               Tuesday, April 24, 2012 1:01 PM
To:                                   Braband, Libby/CHI
Subject:                          �������s - ������� ������d Tuesday, April ����

Elgin O'Hare

Comment entered Tuesday, April 2... has been added
Modify my alert settings | View Comment entered Tuesday, April 2... | View Comments | Mobile View

Title: Comment entered Tuesday, April 24, 2012 10:59:12 AM

FullName: patricia

Subject: west bypass

Address:

AddToList: No

Email: pattjc1948@gmail.com

Message: Will the mobile home park in the area of Elmhurst Rd & Higgins Rd be affected in any way?

Last Modified 4/24/2012 1:59 PM by System Account
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�

King, Aimee/CHI

From: Krall, Ronald D [Ronald.Krall@illinois.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, October 24, 2012 5:03 PM
To: 'pattjc1948@gmail.com'
Subject: Reply to Patricia, e-mail response, for EO-WB Public Hearing comment
Attachments: patricia reply attachment.pdf

Patricia, you submitted a question relating to the Elgin O’Hare – West Bypass project Public Hearing, that 
asked:�
 �
“Will the mobile home park in the area of Elmhurst Road and Higgins Road be affected in any way?”�
 �
In response, we offer the following reply:�
 �
Preliminary design indicates the need for a strip of land approximately 15 feet wide along the south side of the 
Des Plaines Mobile Home Park property to accommodate the proposed improvements.  Touhy Avenue, in this 
location, will be widened to accommodate a new center median from which an eastbound left-turn lane for 
accessing the Des Plaines Mobile Home Park will be added.  Additionally, a new 10 foot wide multi-use trail will 
be placed along the north side of Touhy Avenue as well.�
 �
The Old Higgins Road Quadrant Bypass intersection alternate is being carried forward as the preferred 
alternate for the IL 72 (Higgins/Touhy)/Elmhurst Road intersection improvements (see attached exhibit).  The 
widening noted above will allow for a continuous center median separating the east and west bound traffic.  
The preferred Old Higgins Quadrant Bypass will establish a new four-legged intersection that includes the 
mobile home’s IL 72 (Touhy) access point.  This new four-legged intersection will be channelized with left turn 
lanes and controlled by a new traffic signal.�
��
Due to the minor widening, some right-of-way (ROW) impacts are anticipated (15 feet, as noted above).  
Preliminary plans indicate that the minor widening will not require the water tower be removed to accommodate 
the proposed improvements.  In addition to the water tower, there are watermains in the area.  Potential 
impacts to the watermain will be evaluated further during detailed design development.  At this time, impacts to 
the watermain are not expected.  If it is determined that the watermains cannot be avoided, we will work to 
minimize any impacts.  Avoidance of the water tower and watermains will be a priority.�
 �
If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact Ron Krall, Project Manager, at (847) 
705-4103 or by e-mail at ronald.krall@illinois.gov��
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file:///L|/...-7-12_Public_Hearing/Logistics/Comments%20-%20Comment%20entered%20Tuesday%20April%202_Shell....htm[6/7/2012 10:58:16 AM]

From:                              Elgin O'Hare �����	
������������
Sent:                               Tuesday, April 24, 2012 5:41 PM
To:                                   Braband, Libby/CHI
Subject:                          �������s - ������� ������d Tuesday, April ����

Elgin O'Hare

Comment entered Tuesday, April 2... has been added
Modify my alert settings | View Comment entered Tuesday, April 2... | View Comments | Mobile View

Title: Comment entered Tuesday, April 24, 2012 3:38:56 PM

FullName: Jame Honses

Subject:

Address: 701 Poydras, Suite 1046, New Orleans, LA 70139

AddToList: No

Email: jamie.honses

Message: I would like to get a copy of the plans for this project to determine if Shell's pipeline will be impacted by the project. 

Thanks

Last Modified 4/24/2012 6:38 PM by System Account
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