1-55 at IL 59
o = | Access Project

Alternatives To Be Carried Forward
Interstate 55 from 1-80 to US 52

June 2018

FAI 55, Will County
Job No. P-91-132-17




Alternatives To Be Carried Forward
I-55 at IL 59 Access Project

Table of Contents

1. [ ]igoTo (U111 o] o RO PP TP PP PP PPPPPP PP TPPPON 1
ENVIFONMENTAI RESOUITES ......eeiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiiieiee ettt sssssns e 2
ARCINALIVES OVEIVIEW........eiiiiiiiiit ettt e e e e ettt e e e e e e e et e e e e e e e n e e e e e s 3

3.1 Design Criteria and GUIAEIINES ..........uuiiiiiiiiiiee e e e e e e eeeaeeaaanes 3
3.2  Pre-Development OUtreach EffOrS ..........uuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 5
3.3 Alternatives DEVEIOPIMENT.......cc i e e et e e e e e e e e e aat e e e e aeeeaannes 5
3.3.1 2040 No-Build Condition Traffic OPerations..............couuviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 6
3.3.2  Travel Demand Modeling for 2040 Build Conditions ..............ccciiiiiieeiiiiiiieee e, 7
3.3.3 Interchange Alternatives (1-DeSignations) ...........coouviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e 9
3.3.3.1 EXIStiNg CONAItIONS .....ccoiiiiiiiiiii e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e et et e e e e e e e e e eeaeaan s 9
3.3.3.2 Proposed Interchange AREINALIVES ..........ciiiiiiiiiiceee e e e e 9
3.3.4  East-West Connector Alternatives (EW-DesSignations).............cccevvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee, 22
3.3.4.1 EXIStiNg CONAItIONS ......coiiiiiiiiiii e e e e e et s e e e e e e e e ettt s e e e e e e e eerraa s 22
3.3.4.2 Proposed East-West Connector AILEIMALIVES ...........ccovvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeee e 22
3.3.5 Capacity Improvement Alternatives (S- and M-Designations and US 52)........................ 30
3.3.5.1 EXIStING CONILIONS ....ccoeiiiiiiieiiieeeeee e 30
3.3.5.2 Proposed Capacity Improvement Alternatives at Seil Road ..............cccccvvieeeiieeiiiiiiiinnnnnn. 31
3.3.5.3 Proposed Capacity Improvement Alternatives i Mound Road ..............cccceeeviiiiiviiiiiinnnnnn. 36
3.3.5.4 Proposed Capacity Improvement Alternatives i US 52 (Jefferson Street) ..........cccvveee.. 39
4. AREINALIVES ANGIYSIS ..o 42
4.1 Interchange AIBINALIVES .........oooiiiiii it e e s e e e e e e e e ettt e e e e e e e e e eaaaans 42
41.1 Interchange Analysis and Evaluation ..............ccccooiiiiiiiiiii e 42
4.1.2 Interchange Alternatives DiSMISSEU...........couiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 42
4.1.3 Interchange Alternatives to be Carried FOrward.............cccoceeiiieiiiiiiiiiiici e, 44
4.2  East-West CONNECIOr AIREINALIVES .........uuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii bbb eanbeeeeenenne 47
4.2.1 East-West Connector Analysis and Evaluation ..............ccccoeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e, 47
4.2.2 East-West Connector Alternatives DISMISSEd............couviviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeee 47
4.2.3 East-West Connector Alternatives to be Carried Forward.............cccccvvviviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinenn. 50
4.3  Route Capacity Improvement Alternatives 1 Seil Road, Mound Road and US 52................... 54
431 Route Capacity Improvement Alternatives Analysis and Evaluation...............cccccceeeeeeee. 54
432 Route Capacity Improvement Alternatives DISMISSed.........cccoeeiviiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeiiiiee e 54
4.3.3 Route Capacity Improvement Alternatives to be Carried Forward.................coovvvveeneenn.. 55
5. (O] o111 13 o ) o [ 60

June 2018 T



Alternatives To Be Carried Forward
I-55 at IL 59 Access Project

List of Tables

Table 3.1 Existing Roadway Functional Classification and Jurisdiction ..............cccooveeiiiiiiiiiiiiin e 3
Table 3.2 Roadway DeSIigN CHEEIIA..........iiiiiiiiiie e e e e e e e et a s e e e e e e s eaatea s e eeaaeeenenes 4
Table 5.1 Summary of Alternatives Recommended To Be Carried Forward ............ccccoeevvviiiiinieenneennns 60

List of Figures

Figure 1.1 Project Location Map and StUAY AT ...........uuuuuuuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiisseeesee s eenneneennnnnne 1
Figure 3.1 Level of Service EXample DIBgIam ............. e uuueuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieebseessseeseneenneeeennnnnne 6
Figure 3.2 Unacceptable level of service within the study area (2040 No-Build) shown in red................ 7
Figure 3.3 Interchange ARErNAativVES OVEIVIEW..........uuuuiiii i e e e e e e e e e e aaaras 10
Figure 3.4 Interchange Alternative 1-1 ConCept Plan ..............uuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeees 11
Figure 3.5 Interchange Alternative 1-2 CoONCEPt Plan.........ccooiiiiiiiiii e 13
Figure 3.6 Interchange Alternative 1-3 CONCEPL PlaN.........ccooiiiiiiiiii i 15
Figure 3.7 Interchange Alternative 1-4 ConCept Plan ...............uuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeees 17
Figure 3.8 Interchange Alternative 1-5 CONCEPL Plan ..............uuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeees 19
Figure 3.9 Interchange Alternative 1-6 CoNCEPt Plan..........cooiiiiiiiiiiiii e 21
Figure 3.10 East-West Connector ALErNativesS OVEIVIEW ...........uuuuuuuuieiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieinenineennnneneeeneeneneeenee 23
Figure 3.11 East-West Connector Alternative EW-1 Concept Plan ..............euueiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinns 24
Figure 3.12 East-West Connector Alternative EW-1A Concept Plan..........ccccoooeieiiiiiiiiiiie e, 24
Figure 3.13 East-West Connector Alternative EW-1B Concept Plan..........ccccooooieviiiiiiiiiii e, 24
Figure 3.14 East-West Connector Alternative EW-2 Concept Plan ..............eevuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnns 25
Figure 3.15 East-West Connector Alternative EW-3 Concept Plan ...........ccooeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e, 26
Figure 3.16 East-West Connector Alternative EW-4 Concept Plan ...........ccoooeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e, 27
Figure 3.17 East-West Connector Alternative EW-5 Concept Plan ..............uuueiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnnns 28
Figure 3.18 East-West Connector Alternative EW-6 Concept Plan ...............eeviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnns 28
Figure 3.19 East-West Connector Alternative EW-7 Concept Plan ...........ccooeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e, 29
Figure 3.20 East-West Connector Alternative EW-8 Concept Plan ...............uuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnns 29
Figure 3.21 East-West Connector Alternative EW-8B Concept Plan...............uuuviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnnns 30
Figure 3.22 Seil Road ARREINAtiVES OVEIVIEW .........cuuuiiiiii e e e e e e e e e e eeaaraas 31
Figure 3.23 Seil Road Alternatives S-1 and S-2 Concept Plan...........coooiiiiiiii e, 33
Figure 3.24 Seil Road Alternatives S-1A and S-2A Concept Plan ... 34
Figure 3.25 Seil Road Alternative S-3 CONCEPL Plan ...........uuuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiieiieibeeeeeeeieeeeenees 35
Figure 3.26 Mound Road AEINAtiVES OVEIVIEW ..........ii it a e e e e e et e e e e e eeeaeeennns 36
Figure 3.27 Mound Road Alternatives M-1, M-2 and M-3 Concept Plan..............cccccvviviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnnnn. 38
Figure 3.28 US 52 AREINALIVES OVEIVIEW.......uuuuuuiiiiiiiiitiiitiiiiaiiiiasibeaabasebesaeseeeees e esebssesseeeeaseasesennne 39
Figure 3.29 US 52 Alternative IL 59 to Houbolt Road Concept Plan...........cccooviiiiiiiiiiiieei, 40

June 2018 T



Alternatives To Be Carried Forward
I-55 at IL 59 Access Project

Figure 3.30 US 52 Alternative River Road to Houbolt Road Concept Plan............ccccccceeeeiiieeniieiiinnnnnn. 41
Figure 4.1 Interchange Alternatives Evaluation Screening MatriX .................eeeeememmmmmmiemimiiiiiiiniei. 46
Figure 4.2 East-West Connector Alternatives Screening Matrix (Part 1 of 2) ..........cccccviiiiiiiiiiiininnnns 52
Figure 4.3 Mound Road and Seil Road Alternatives Screening MatriX .........ccoooeeeeviiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeiiiinn. 57
Figure 4.4 US 52 (Jefferson Street) Alternatives Screening MatriX...........cccceeeiieeeriiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeiiiinnn 59

List of Exhibits

Exhibit AT City of Joliet Zoning Map (FUll MEP) ........uuuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 62
Exhibit BT Village of Shorewood Existing Land Use Plan...........cccoooooiiiiiiiiiii e 63
Exhibit C i Village of Shorewood Proposed Land Use Plan................euuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieienenenns 64
Exhibit D i Study Area Existing and Future Land USE Map .............uuuuuuiuimmimmiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiiiiiieeinninnnnennes 65
Exhibit E 7 Existing and 2040 No Build Average Daily TraffiC ...........ccccovviiiiiiii e, 66
Exhibit F T Projected 2040 No Build Hourly Traffic VOIUMES........ccooiiiiiiiiiiici e, 67
Exhibit G 7 Will County FOrest PreServe Properti€S ........ ... . uuuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieenineeeeeneneneeeenees 68
Exhibit H i Joliet Junior College Property Natural Areas Map ..............uuuuuuummmmmmmmmiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiieeienineennnns 69
Exhibit I T Shorewood Parks and Recreation Properti€s...........uuceiiiieiiiiieiiiiiii e 70
Exhibit J T Evaluated ARErNativVeS OVEIVIEW .........ceuuiuuiiie e eeeeeeiiiee s e e e e e eettea s e e e e e e e eaetaaa s e e e e e eeeenenennns 71
Appendices

Appendix A Environmental Inventory Map

Appendix B Floodplain Map

Appendix C  Major Utility Resources

Appendix D  Interchange Alternative Exhibits (I-1 through I-6)

Appendix E  East-West Connector Alternative Exhibits (EW-1 through EW-8B)

Appendix F  Route Capacity Improvements Alternative Exhibits
(US 52, Seil Road: S-1 through S-3, Mound Road: M-1 through M-3)

Appendix G Official Species List (US Fish and Wildlife Service)
Appendix H  Travel Demand Modeling Build Conditions Results

June 2018 Tivi



Alternatives To Be Carried Forward
I-55 at IL 59 Access Project

1. Introduction

The existing lllinois Route 59/Seil Road Interchange at Interstate 55 is a partial service interchange that provides
access to and from the south only. There is no access to or from the north, and there is no bridge/roadway
crossing 1-55 to connect Seil Road/IL 59 with County Farm Road. US Route 52 is the closest full access
interchange to the north of IL 59 (1.75 miles), while US Route 6 is the closest full access interchange to the south
(2.85 miles). US 52 is the only roadway within the project study area that crosses I-55, connecting traffic from
east to west. The project study area has been established for an approximate 6.5 square mile area bordered on
the south by 1-80, on the east by Houbolt Road, on the north by US 52, and on the west by River Road. The
project study limits are shown below in Figure 1.1.

The purpose of the proposed project is to improve regional mobility and local connectivity, and improve system
linkage. Regional mobility refers to the ability or inability of traffic to move through an interchange, intersection or
roadway section. Local connectivity refers to the ability to travel from local origins to local destinations within and
through the study area without requiring adverse or indirect travel. System linkage refers to the ability to access
higher functional roadways from local streets to arterial roadways such as state routes, to the interstate system.

The Purpose and Need (P&N) for this project received concurrence from the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA) and the Fish & Wildlife Service (FWS) on March 5, 2018 and from the Army Corp of
Engineers (USACE) on March 9, 2018.

The purpose of this document is to present the alternatives analysis and obtain concurrence on the alternatives to
be carried forward for further study.
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Figure 1.1 Project Location Map and Study Area
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2. Environmental Resources

Within the project limits, sensitive environmental resources occur which may be impacted by any potential
improvement. Environmental studies are being performed for the project study area. The surveys being
conducted include the following:

9 Cultural Resources
o Archeological
o Architectural
1 Natural Resources
1 Wetlands and Other Surface Waters

The Environmental Inventory Map that shows environmental resources can be found in Appendix A.

Environmental surveys performed to date have identified and confirmed the following environmental resources
are located within the project study area:

1. Agricultural Land i The Village of Shorewood current land use plan designates less than 10% of their
lands within the project study area as Agricultural/Rural Residential/lUndeveloped. Their comprehensive
long range plan indicates all of these properties/areas are planned for business park/office, commercial
and residential land use. The City of Joliet has approximately 10% of property within the project study
area which remains undeveloped that is not zoned as agricultural. On February 28, 2018, the lllinois
Department of Agriculture declined the opportunity to participate as a cooperating agency, noting that
AWhile there is some agricultural land in the -vicini
agricultural useo.

2. Cultural/Archaeological/Architectural Resources i Reviews from the lllinois Department of Transportation
(IDOT) Bureau of Design and Environment (BDE) are ongoing. The Hangar Building located on the
northwest corner of the Joliet Regional Airport property is listed in the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP). The Joliet Regional Airport is owned and operated by the Joliet Park District. The airport is
identified on the exhibit contained in Appendix A.

3. Floodplains i Two associated floodplains and their tributaries traverse through the study limits for the
DuPage River and Rock Run Creek. These are identified on the Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM)
contained in Appendix B. The following FIRM maps are located within the study area: 17197C0139E
(1995), 17197C0143F (2003), 17197C0255E (1995) and 17197C0260E (1995).

4. Public Lands i Several public lands have been identified within the project study area, which include the
following:

a. Colvin Grove Forest Preserve is owned by the Forest Preserve District of Will County, and is fully
contained within the project study area. It is generally located south of McDonough Street and
west of Houbolt Road, and extends southward toward the Joliet Junior Colleged property. Colvin
Grove is identified on the environmental inventory map in Appendix A and on Exhibit G.

b. Hammel Woods Forest Preserve is owned by the Forest Preserve District of Will County, and
borders the northern project study area. It is generally located immediately north of US 52, and
west of I-55. Hammel Woods is identified on Appendix A and on Exhibit G.

c. Lower Rock Run Preserve is owned by the Forest Preserve District of Will County, and borders
the southern project study area. It is located immediately south of 1-80, and east of I-55. Lower
Rock Run Preserve is identified on the environmental inventory map in Appendix A and on
Exhibit G.

d. Joliet Junior College is fully contained with the project study area and is generally located south
of Colvin Grove Forest Preserve, between the Rock Run and Houbolt Road. Environmental
resources within Joliet Junior College properties include a fen wetland, prairie and savannah
restoration areas, trails, and high quality wetlands. A map provided by Joliet Junior College
identifying these facilities and is shown in Exhibit H.
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e. Shorewood Parks and Recreation District Properties i Ten public parks are located within the
project study area all west of I-55. A map of these lands is provided in Exhibit | and they are also
shown on the environmental inventory map in Appendix A.

5. Wetlands i Field investigations were performed and a Wetland Determination Report was issued
(February 2018) on areas surveyed by lllinois Natural History Survey (INHS) prior to the end of Year 2017
growing season. The report confirmed the presence of sixty-nine (69) wetland sites. In the Wetland
Determination Report (February 2018) by INHS, one wetland site (Site 32) includes a fen/sedge meadow
located on Joliet Junior College6 s p r.oTpheer tWet | and Det ermination Report
Preserve, land owned by the Forest Preserve District of Will County has sedge meadow/wet prairie
complexes. Additional field investigations are required for project study areas that were unable to be
performed prior to the end of the 2017 growing season. Additional surveys will be completed during the
2018 growing season.

6. Biotic Surveys T INHS Biotic Surveys are conducting an in depth study of the entire project corridor for
macroinvertebrates, plants, water quality and water physical characterization. These reports are
anticipated to be completed by October 31, 2018.

7. Threatened and Endangered Species i Threatened and Endangered Species studies and reports are not
yet available for this project. The official threatened and endangered species list was requested and a
response letter was received from the Fish and Wildlife Services, and is included in Appendix G. Based
on the response letter, potential federally listed threatened and endangered species for the study area
could include the following: Northern Long-eared Bat, Eastern Massasauga , Sheepnose Mussel
Emerald Dragonfly, Eastern Prairie Fringed Orchid, Lakeside Daisy, Leafy Prairie-c | ov er and Mea
Milkweed. The Natural Heritage Database was checked and records of the state listed lowa darter, Leafy
Prairie Clover, American Bur net , and Bbcaundi nigibs t het p AAdyll kscafthevi ci ni
potential threatened species can be found in AppendixG. The report n o Juei Cdlldge t fiJo
also has an area within the natural area preservation-restoration complex planted with the federally
endangered leafy prairie-clover Dalea foliosa as part of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Recovery Plan for this
speciTebsed .Bl andingbés turtle and fish surveys wild/| be p
endangered species exist in the project study area and the report is anticipated by October 31, 2018. The
Eastern Prairie Fringed Orchid report completion date is anticipated following the next bloom period in
2018.

3. Alternatives Overview

This alternatives overview section presents the design criteria utilized in the development of alternatives,
alternative development process, description of alternatives, and information regarding the evaluation/screening
process utilized for recommendations for Alternatives to be Carried Forward.

3.1 Design Criteria and Guidelines

The lllinois Department of Transportation Bureau of Design and Environment (BDE) Manual provides the
primary criteria for the design of roadway facilities. These criteria are based on the functional classification of
the roadway, traffic volumes, whether it is a rural, urban or suburban setting, the design speed and other
factors.

Table 3.1 below provides a list of the primary roads located within the study area and their roadway functional
classification and their jurisdiction. Table 2 provides general design criteria for each of these classifications.

Table 3.1 Existing Roadway Functional Classification and Jurisdiction

Roadway Functional Classification Agency with Jurisdiction
Interstate 55 Interstate IDOT
Interstate 80 Interstate IDOT
IL 59 Other Principal Arterial (SRA) IDOT
US 52 Other Principal Arterial IDOT

June 2018 T 37



Alternatives To Be Carried Forward
I-55 at IL 59 Access Project

Roadway Functional Classification Agency with Jurisdiction
Houbolt Road Minor Arterial City of Joliet
McDonough Street Major Collector City of Joliet

Seil Road

Major Collector

Village of Shorewood

Mound Road (West of I-55)

Major Collector

Village of Shorewood

Olympic Boulevard Local Road/Street City of Joliet
County Farm Road Local Road/Street Troy Township
I-55 East Frontage Road Local Road/Street Troy Township

I-565 West Frontage Road

Local Road/Street

Portions by Village of Shorewood

and Troy Township

Separate design criteria have been established based on roadway functional classification. Design controls
for each classification utilized in this analysis are based on the guidelines found in the lllinois Department of
Transportationd 8ureau of Design and Environment (BDE) Manual. Table 3.2 lists the basic design element

criteria utilized for the interstate mainline, the interchange, and local roads located within the study area.

Table 3.2 Roadway Design Criteria

IDOT BDE Number | Lane
Roadway Manual Design Speed of Width Median Width
Classification Reference (mph) and Type
; Lanes (feet)
Section
Interstate 45-48 60 4-6 126 220 with c
barrier
37-304 | DamBS
Interchange 37-3.05 0p: ) Varies 126 N/A
37.3.10 Directional: 35 - 45
) DDI: 30
Other Principal
Arterial (SRA) 46-3E 45 4 1 L1206 1 8(Raised Curb)
(Suburban)
Other Principal
Arterial 48-6A 40-45 4 101®26| 1 6168(Raised Curb)
(Suburban)
Major Collector 48-6A 40 4 10126| 1 6168(Raised Curb)

. . .| 101626 HTwosVay
Minor Arterial 48-6A 30 2 1 0126 Left-Turn Lane
Local Road/Street 48-6A 30 2 1 0126 101626 H TwoVay

Left-Turn Lane
Additional resources that wereut i | i zed in the development and

elements are included in the list below.

1 Geometric Design Criteria for Urban-Expressways (BDE Figure 45-4.B)

1 Geometric Criteria for Urban Strategic Regional Arterials (BDE Figure 46-2.E)

1 Geometric Criteria for Suburban Strategic Regional Arterials (BDE Figure 46-3.E)

1 Geometric Design Criteria for Suburban/Urban Two Way Arterials (BDE Figure 48-6.A)

design
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3R Guidelines for Rural and Urban Highways (Non-Freeways) (BDE Chapter 49)
Interchange Types and Layouts, Compressed Diamond (BDE Chapter 37-3.04)
Interchange Types and Layouts, Single Point Urban Diamond (BDE Chapter 37-3.05)
Interchange Types and Layouts, Diverging Diamond Interchange (BDE Chapter 37-3.10)
Ramp Design, Ramp Types (BDE Chapter 37-4.01)

Ramp Design, Collectori Distributor Roadways (BDE Chapter 37-4.02)

Ramp Design, Design Speed (BDE Figure 37-4.E)

Freeway Ramp Terminals (BDE Section 37-6)

A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets (AASHTO)

Roadside Design Guide (AASHTO)

Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board)

=A =4 =4 4 4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 4

3.2 Pre-Development Outreach Efforts

Prior to the initiation of the alternatives development process, extensive stakeholder outreach was performed
to identify and better understand local issues and concerns, to gain knowledge and to solicit input on goals
and ideas for solutions to the transportation needs of the area. An initial Public Information Meeting was held,
a Community Advisory Group was formed, a Community Context Audit / Project Survey was created, and a
project website was established for this purpose.

3.3 Alternatives Development

The Project Study Group (IDOT, City of Joliet, the Federal Highway Administration, and Engineering
Consultants) have worked together with a Community Advisory Group (CAG), which includes voluntary
stakeholders such as community officials, local agency representatives, residents, business owners, and
special interest groups. The CAG identified initial concepts and ideas which had the potential to address the
defined project needs. A large number of alternatives were initially developed, reviewed and screened. The
alternatives not meeting project needs or were found infeasible are recommended to be dismissed from
further study. The remaining alternatives that are carried forward will then be further developed and a similar
screening process will take place. With each level of screening the number of alternatives is reduced, and the
alternatives best meeting the project needs while minimizing impacts to the environment will be
recommended as alternatives to be carried forward, which will be further designed, detailed and evaluated.
The goal of this process is to ultimately select a preferred alternative.

Due to the sheer size of the project study area (6.5 square miles), the wide range of ideas and concepts
identified and developed, the alternatives will be developed and evaluated separately under three different
categories. Alternatives under each category grouping will be developed independently of each other and
evaluated separately. All evaluated alternatives are shown and summarized in Exhibit J. The categories
include the following:

1 Interchange Alternatives (I-Designations)
1 East-West Connector Alternatives (EW-Designation)
1 Route Capacity Improvement Alternatives
Seil Rd (S-Designations) / Mound Rd (M-Designations) / US 52 (Jefferson Street)

The development process for the TIP and Regional Transportation Plan constitutes the Congestion
Management Process (CMP) for Northeastern lllinois. This process documents warranted projects for adding
SOV capacity and, as applicable, also documents that regional and/or project-specific alternatives (e.qg.,
Transportation Demand Management measures, High-Occupancy Vehicle measures, Transit Capital
Improvements, Congestion Pricing, Growth Management, Incident Management) would not obviate the need
for adding SOV capacity. Planned projects resulting from the CMP are documented in the annual CMP status
report referenced above. For this project, it has been determined that stand-alone CMP alternatives will not
satisfy the project purpose and need and, therefore, this undertaking is a warranted project for adding SOV
capacity.
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3.3.1 2040 No-Build Condition Traffic Operations

Under a no-build condition, capacity on existing local roadways and signalized intersections in the study
area are expected to further degrade from conditions that are already below acceptable levels of service.
The existing and 2040 no-build average daily traffic and the projected 2040 no-build hourly traffic volumes
are summarized in Exhibit E and Exhibit F, respectively. Level of Service (LOS) is a measure by which
the quality of traffic flow on a roadway or intersection operates under specific traffic conditions. LOS
accounts for the operating speed, traffic density, driver discomfort and convenience relative to delay. The
LOS is an operations grade, ranging from A to F, and is modeled utilizing the peak morning and evening
traffic volumes for a typical weekday. An A LOS equates to a free flow condition with very little to no
noticeable delay. An LOS from B to F reflects conditions with decreasingly effective traffic operations
and noticeably increased delays. A LOS F would equate to a gridlock condition at peak hour with
extensive delays. Figure 3.1 below shows the different levels of service graphically, using US 52 traffic
as an example, during different time of the day.

LOS “D” | LO

LOS llc”

Figure 3.1 Level of Service Example Diagram

Acceptable Interstate levels of service, per FHWA, are LOS A through LOS C for rural expressways, and
LOS A through LOS D for urban expressways. Both 1-80 and I-55, and in particular the ramp weaving
and merging movements between these two interchanges are at an unacceptable LOS in the current
condition, and will continue to worsen through 2040, with many currently acceptable movements dropping
to unacceptable levels with no improvements. Intersection levels of service are similarly graded.
Acceptable LOS for any roadway, which is classified as a Strategic Regional Arterial, or SRA Route range
from A-C, while all other non-interstate roadways have an acceptable LOS range from A-D. Within the
study area, IL 59 is the only route classified as an SRA Route. Individual movements at each intersection
(both turning and through movements) are evaluated, as well as overall intersections. While US 52 at IL
59 and US 52 at I-55 southbound ramps currently fail as an overall intersection, at least five intersections
will have an unacceptable LOS by 2040 without network improvements (see Figure 3.2), and over 30
movements at intersections will similarly have unacceptable LOS in year 2040.
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Figure 3.2 Unacceptable level of service within the study area (2040 No-Build) shown in red

US 52, located on the northern part of the study area, is currently a four-lane roadway with two mainline
lanes in each direction. Auxiliary turn lanes are provided at signalized intersections, but are absent
through a majority of the study area. Currently, this roadway is over capacity near the I-55 interchange
and at the IL 59 / US 52 intersection. US 52 has already exceeded this maximum hourly volume under
existing conditions. The I-55 and US 52 interchange has been identified as not having adequate capacity
for the traffic demand currently traveling through the interchange. Considering the projected 2040 traffic
volumes, US 52 in the study area will operate well above the recommended threshold for a
suburban/urban two-way arterial.

Capacity and weaving issues have been also identified on the interstate system within the study area.
The 1-80 and I-55 system interchange and 1-80 are operating over their design capacities. The I-55 and
I-80 weaving movements were a frequent concern raised in the stakeholder involvement process.

Additionally, priority items noted in the stakeholder involvement include the improvement of the local
roads to support additional interstate access and a perceived need to expand the existing US 52 and 1-55
interchange.

3.3.2 Travel Demand Modeling for 2040 Build Conditions

Travel demand modeling was completed for 23 different potential build condition alternatives to compare
the 2040 no-build projected average daily traffic with each build condition to determine the traffic
rerouting/diversion potential that would occur for each different build condition or build scenario. The
travel demand model incorporates overall traffic volumes, as well as volumes for four truck classes
(B-Plate, Light, Medium and Heavy).
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The travel demand modeling involves a four-step process that
utilizes CMAP O sreckstmg toolsModddatd. ,Thef
four steps include: trip generation, trip distribution, mode
choice and assignment to the transportation network. The
model covers the entire Chicagoland area in northeast lllinois,
southeast Wisconsin and northwest Indiana.

A no-build year 2040 condition means that population and
traffic are both projected to grow through the year 2040, even
with no improvements to the roadway system. Within the study
area, this no-build growth is particularly anticipated along US
52, Mound Road and Seil Road as the areas west of I-55 are
not yet developed with much open space. The future land use
plans for the Village of Shorewood, Village of Minooka and the
City of Joliet show all these areas being zoned for future
development. Existing and proposed land use maps for the
study area, including the City of Joliet and the Village of

0 Travel Demand Modeling is an

I YEOUEUDOOwWOI wOUE
specific geographical area. Travel
Demand Modeling realizes that
travelers have several choices to
make for their trip; a choice of
route(s), a choice of the time of day
to take their trip(s), and their mode
of travel (whether to use a personal
vehicle, public transit such as bus
and train, bike, or walk). The

I YEOUEUDOOwWOI wlOUE
looks at the origin and destination

of the trip(s).

Shorewood are shown in Exhibits A, B, C and D.

A build condition/scenario is the introduction of a roadway improvement to the existing system and the
resultant effect it has on traffic demand. The average daily traffic values for each build condition/scenario
were compared to the 2040 no-build condition to study the impacts on traffic redistribution on the roadway
network. Complete results of all 23 model runs for each build condition can be found in the exhibits
included in Appendix H.

General findings from the results of the travel demand modeling include the following:

A

A

There is a demand of 10,000 to 25,000 vehicles per day to travel east-west through the study
area dependent on the build condition.

There is minimal difference in travel demand on McDonough Street between the build scenarios
for whether an improved two-lane or four-lane cross section is proposed.

Widening US 52 to four-lanes west of IL 59 attracts additional regional traffic and causes ADT to
exceed 55,000 in certain sections. The section west of IL 59 goes from 34,000 (no-build) up to
45,600 if no new interchange access is provided at IL 59 and 1-55. The primary reason for this is
because a higher capacity US 52 west of IL 59 becomes a more desirable option for the greater
regional traveling public than existing routes, such as Black Road, Caton Farm Road, |-80 and
uUs 30.

Similarly, widening Seil Road to four-lanes between River Road and IL 59 results in a large
amount of demand. Average daily traffic on Seil Road goes from 20,000 (no-build) up to 34,300
with some traffic reduction realized along US 52 (-3600 ADT).

Connection of Olympic Blvd to I-55 East Frontage Road shows some travel demand and is further
increased when additional ramps at I-55 / IL 59 are introduced.

When Mound Road is extended over 1-55 with a connection to Houbolt Road, there is an increase
of traffic on Mound Road. The greatest increase (+12,800 ADT) occurred in the build condition
when only a Mound Road bridge over I-55 and no Seil Road / County Farm Road connection
bridge are proposed. Generally, in all Mound Road extension alternatives, there is a relative
decrease of traffic on Seil Road regardless whether new access to and from I-55 is introduced at
the I-55 and IL 59 interchange.

The greatest reduction in traffic on Seil Road (-5100 to -5600 ADT) occurred under the following
conditions: 1) only improvement proposed was a Mound Road extension that connects to Houbolt
Road or 2) widening US 52 to four-lanes and providing additional access to the north at the I-55 /
IL 59 access interchange.

Similar east-west demand was realized for the build conditions that included a connection to
IL 59/ Seil Road over 1-55 to Houbolt Road via either the County Farm Road Extension or
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improvement of the existing McDonough Street / Rock Run Drive / County Farm Road corridor.
This shows that both these alternatives satisfy the project needs (improve mobility and local
connectivity and improve system linkage).

3.3.3 Interchange Alternatives (I-Designations)

Interchange improvement alternatives have been developed at t hi s | ocation to
north access movements from the local roadway network to and from Interstate 55.

3.3.31 Existing Conditions

The existing lllinois Route 59 / Seil Road interchange at Interstate 55 is a partial service interchange
that provides access to and from the south only. There is no access to or from the north, and there is
no bridge/roadway crossing I-55 to connect Seil Road / IL 59 to the west with County Farm Road to
the east. Because there is no bridge crossing I-55 at this location, there is also no pedestrian /
bicycle access across I-55. The existing northbound 1-55 exit ramp to IL 59 is a single lane, flyover
directional ramp. Southbound IL 59 terminates south of Seil Road, and becomes an entrance ramp
to southbound I-55.

US 52 (Jefferson Street) is the closest full access service interchange to the I-55 / IL 59 interchange
and is located 1.75 miles north, while US 6 is the closest full access service interchange located 2.85
miles to the south. US 52 is also the only roadway (other than I-80) within the project study area that
crosses I-55, allowing east-west local travel.

3.3.3.2 Proposed Interchange Alternatives

All of the proposed alternatives were designed to convert the existing partial access interchange to a
full access interchange by providing new access to and from the north. A wide range of interchange
alternatives were developed that include multiple interchange configurations. They are summarized
as follows and Figure 3.3 shows an overview of the different interchange alternatives evaluated. A
more detailed graphical presentation of each Interchange Alternative is included in Appendix D.

Interchange i No Build Alternative Description

1 The No-Build Alternative would maintain the existing facility without any improvements
except for routine repairs and maintenance, such as pavement resurfacing, patching and
bridge overlay or patching.

1 The No-Build Alternative would continue to operate as a partial interchange and offer no
benefit to the stated needs.

June 2018

comp



Alternatives To Be Carried Forward
I-55 at IL 59 Access Project

hesat L S  INTERCHANGE ALTERNATIVES OVERVIEW

1-55/ IL 59 INTERCHANGE ALTERNATIVES

I-1: DIRECTIONAL RAMPS WITH C-D ROAD
I-2: NEW NORTH DIRECTIONAL RAMPS ONLY
I-3: SPUI/ SPUD AT COUNTY FARM ROAD

I-4: SPUI/ SPUD SOUTH OF SEIL ROAD

I-5: LOOP RAMPS

1-6: EXTEND IL 59 INTO DIVERGING DIAMOND INTERCHANGE

Figure 3.3 Interchange Alternatives Overview

Alternative I-1 / Collector-Distributor Roadway System Along I-55 Description
(See Figure 3.4)

i This alternative includes a new southbound Collector-Distributor (C-D) roadway from US 52
with new interchange ramps at IL 59 on the west side of I-55.

1 The new C-D roadway would collect southbound I-55 entering traffic from US 52 and I-55
southbound traffic exiting to IL 59 / Seil Road / East Frontage Road. This configuration
eliminates weaving on the southbound 1-55 mainline.

1 The C-D roadway then would split into three different ramps with the following destinations:
IL 59, I-55 East Frontage Road and the I-55 southbound mainline. Note that this alternative
has no new ramps connecting to Seil Road / County Farm Road.

1 This alternative would include a new bridge that connects Seil Road and County Farm
Road over 1-55 by creating the fourth leg of the existing signalized intersection at IL 59 /
Seil Road.

1 The I-55 East Frontage Road is realigned / relocated in this alternative.
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I1-55 at IL 59 INTERCHANGE ALTERNATIVE I-1
Aansas Pialent FULL SERVICE INTERCHANGE AT COUNTY FARM ROAD
! COLLECTOR - DISTRIBUTOR ROADWAY SYSTEM ALONG I-55 SB

ALTERNATIVE RECOMMENDED TO BE : ! 3
CONTINUED FOR FURTHER STUDY ?

i f

Figure 3.4 Interchange Alternative I-1 Concept Plan
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Alternative I-2 / New North Directional Ramps Only Description
(See Figure 3.5)

1 Two new directional ramps that include a southbound exit and northbound entrance
between I-55 and Seil Road / County Farm Road would be included in this alternative.

1 The new southbound I-55 exit would be a flyover directional ramp and would create a new
intersection on Seil Road / County Farm Road located east of IL 59. The south leg of this
intersection would be the I-55 East Frontage Road.

1 The new northbound I-55 entrance ramp would be located at the same intersection east of
IL 59 on Seil Road / County Farm Road. Access to and from IL 59 and the new I-55 ramps
would be via Seil Road / County Farm Road.

1 This alternative would include a new bridge that connects Seil Road and County Farm
Road over 1-55 by creating the fourth leg of the existing signalized intersection at IL 59 /
Seil Road.

1 This alternative includes the addition of an auxiliary lane in each direction on 1-55 between
US 52 and the new directional ramps to allow for adequate weaving between entering and
exiting traffic.

1 The eastern I-55 Frontage Road is realigned/relocated in this alternative. This road would
also require realignment north of County Farm Road to allow for construction of the new
entrance and exit ramps while still providing access to local businesses.
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INTERCHANGE ALTERNATIVE -2 ———
}"55 atPIL_SQt FULL SERVICE INTERCHANGE AT COUNTY FARM ROAD @ ez
COMER.FIOIS NEW NORTH DIRECTIONAL RAMPS ONLY Joog

—

ALTERNATIVE RECOMMENDED TO BE
CONTINUED FOR FURTHER STUDY

Figure 3.5 Interchange Alternative I-2 Concept Plan

June 2018




Alternatives To Be Carried Forward
I-55 at IL 59 Access Project

Alternative I-3 / Single Point Urban Diamond (SPUD) Interchange Description
(See Figure 3.6)

1 This alternative includes a new northbound I-55 entrance ramp and a new southbound I-55
exit ramp to and from Seil Road / County Farm Road.

1  While this alternative completes the interchange, it does not provide direct access between
I-55 and IL 59 from/to the north. Only County Farm Road / Seil Road is accessible to and
from the north on I-55 due to grade differential required between the SPUD and IL 59 / Seil
Road intersection.

1 This alternative would include a new bridge that connects Seil Road and County Farm
Road over I-55 by creating the fourth leg of the existing signalized intersection at IL 59 /
Seil Road.

i This alternative introduces a new Collector-Distributor (C-D) Road on southbound I-55
between US 52 and the SPUD at Seil Road / County Farm Road and eliminates weaving
on the southbound I-55 mainline.

I The East Frontage Road is realigned/relocated, north of County Farm Road.

Access to eastbound County Farm Road is provided via new slip ramp to the southbound
C-D road at the intersection of IL 59 and Amendodge Drive. Access to eastbound and
westbound Seil Road and I-55 is provided by elevated ramps between |-55 and the West
Frontage Road.

9 IL 59 is grade separated under Seil/County Farm Road Bridge in this alternative and some
turning movements are eliminated as a result.
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1-55 at IL 59 INTERCHANGE ALTERNATIVE |-3
= a A S . FULL SERVICE INTERCHANGE AT COUNTY FARM ROAD
g~ SINGLE POINT URBAN INTERCHANGE (SPUI)

N

-

x ALTERNATIVE RECOMMENDED TO BE

ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER STUDY

Figure 3.6 Interchange Alternative I-3 Concept Plan
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Alternative I-4 / Single Point Urban Diamond (SPUD) i South Location Interchange
Description (See Figure 3.7)

1 This alternative is similar to I-3, but this alternative moves the entire SPUD interchange
farther south. New ramps to and from the north on I-55 are introduced without an 1-55
auxiliary lane because the US 52 and this interchange are located farther apart when
compared with other alternatives.

1 This alternative does not include a new bridge connecting Seil and County Farm Road.

The new bridge for the SPUD is located in the vicinity of the existing I1-55 northbound exit
ramp fly over ramp to IL 59. The bridge allows east-west travel over the interstate. Access
to Seil Road is via an expanded west frontage road and access to the east is provided via
a new roadway while avoiding County Farm Road.

1 This alternative changes the free-flow nature of northbound IL 59 traffic from 1-55. IL 59
traffic is required to pass through the SPUD and then make a right turn onto a new ramp
that connects to IL 59.

1 The east frontage road is abandoned in this alternative south of the east-west connector
roadway.

1 The IL 59/ Seil Road intersection is expanded in this alternative due to the new turning
traffic demand as a result of the layout and location of the interchange. The northbound
left turn to Seil Road from IL 59 is eliminated under this alternative.
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INTERCHANGE ALTERNATIVE -4
;'55 atPIL_59t FULL SERVICE INTERCHANGE AT COUNTY FARM ROAD @
B E— SINGLE POINT URBAN INTERCHANGE (SPUI) - SOUTH LOCATION JMIE[

1

ALTERNATIVE RECOMMENDED TO BE
ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER STUDY

G [ima

Figure 3.7 Interchange Alternative 1-4 Concept Plan
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Alternative I-5/ I-55 Southbound Exit and Northbound Entrance Loop Ramps Description
(See Figure 3.8)

1 This alternative moves the new ramp terminals / gore areas on I-55 farther south. New
ramps to and from the north on I-55 are introduced without an I-55 auxiliary lane because
the US 52 and this interchange are located farther apart when compared with other
alternatives.

1 This alternative would include a new bridge that connects Seil Road and County Farm
Road over 1-55 by creating the fourth leg of the existing signalized intersection at IL 59 /
Seil Road.

1 This new southbound exit ramp passes under Seil Road / County Farm Road and then
loops over I-55 to form new T-intersection on County Farm Road east of IL 59.

1 The new northbound entrance loop ramp would be accessed from the same intersection on
County Farm Road as the southbound exit ramp on County Farm Road east of IL 59.

1 Accessto and from IL 59 and the new I-55 ramps would be via Seil Road / County Farm
Road.

1 The East Frontage Road would be terminated just north of County Farm Road and would
allow for access to existing businesses. A new roadway would be required to connect the
East Frontage Road to County Farm Road under this alternative.
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INTERCHANGE ALTERNATIVE -5
!"55 atP'L_59t FULL SERVICE INTERCHANGE AT COUNTY FARM ROAD
R I-55 SOUTH EXIT / I-55 NORTH ENTRANCE LOOP RAMPS
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Figure 3.8 Interchange Alternative I-5 Concept Plan
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Alternative I-6 / Extension of IL 59 into a Diverging Diamond Interchange Description
(See Figure 3.9)

1 This alternative includes extending IL 59 south of Seil Road and crossing over 1-55 and
introducing a new I-55 at IL 59 Diverging Diamond Interchange (DDI) south of the existing
interchange.

1 IL 59 would terminate ¥4 mile south of the southern DDI signalized intersection into a
realigned and improved East Frontage Road.

1 This alternative would introduce two parallel structures spanning 1-55 and would not include
a bridge connecting Seil Road to County Farm Road.

The existing ramp gore areas on |-55 located to the south would remain in this alternative.

Two new ramps that include a southbound exit and northbound entrance between I-55 and
IL 59 would be introduced in this alternative.

I This alternative also includes the addition of an auxiliary lane in each direction on I-55
between US 52 and the new DDI ramps to allow for adequate weaving between entering
and exiting traffic.

1 The eastern I-55 Frontage Road is realigned/relocated in this alternative.
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1-55 at IL 59 INTERCHANGE ALTERNATIVE |-6
e a oo FULL SERVICE INTERCHANGE AT IL 59 AND I-55
ccess Project DIVERGING DIAMOND INTERCHANGE

ALTERNATIVE RECOMMENDED TO BE
CONTINUED FOR FURTHER STUDY
Rl

Figure 3.9 Interchange Alternative 1-6 Concept Plan
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3.3.4 East-West Connector Alternatives (EW-Designations)

Eight east-west connector roadway alternatives on the local roadway network have been developed
between to connect the I-55 East Frontage Road and Houbolt Road between McDonough Street on the
north and I-80 on the south.

3.34.1 Existing Conditions

Existing east-west connectivity across |-55 exists only at US 52 within the project study area. Local
connectivity between the I-55 East Frontage Road and Houbolt Road is also lacking, with only one
direct route again at US 52 and one indirect route utilizing County Farm Road eastward to Rock Run
Drive northward to McDonough Street east to Houbolt Road.

McDonough Street is located east of I-55, classified as a major collector and is under the jurisdiction
of the City of Joliet. McDonough Street is a 25-30 mph roadway, and provides a two-lane cross
section between the |-55 East Frontage Road and Houbolt Road, where the traffic lanes vary
between 10 and 12 feet. Sidewalks are not provided on the south side of McDonough Street, and
there are intermittent sidewalks on the north side. The Rock Run Trail parallels McDonough Street on
the south from Houbolt Road to a point approximately 400 feet west of Houbolt, and then deviates
southwest through the Colvin Grove Forest Preserve and the Joliet Junior College campus.

County Farm Road is located east of I-55, classified as a local road, and under the jurisdiction of Troy
Township. County Farm Road is a 25 mph roadway, and is a two-lane section between the 1-55 East
Frontage Road and Rock Run Drive. Sidewalks and bicycle facilities are not provided along County
Farm Road.

Rock Run Drive is a roadway that runs northeast-southwest and connects County Farm Road to
McDonough Street. The roadway has a speed limit of 25 mph, contains a two-lane cross section and
is classified as a local street with no pavement markings or shoulders. This roadway primarily
provides local access to homes and local businesses.

Olympic Boulevard is located east of I-55, classified as a local road, and under the jurisdiction of the
City of Joliet. Olympic Boulevard is a 25 mph roadway and provides a two-lane cross section between
Crossroads Drive and Houbolt Road and provides access to industrial/warehousing land use. The
roadway does not cross the Rock Run Creek. Sidewalks are not provided along Olympic Boulevard.
The Rock Run Trail is located north of and parallels Olympic Boulevard from Houbolt Road to south
of Centennial Drive, which also provides a secondary access point to Joliet Junior College.

3.3.4.2 Proposed East-West Connector Alternatives

East-West connector alternates have been considered to provide a connection between the I-55 East

Frontage Road and Houbolt Road, while also providing for the opportunity to work in tandem with the
Interchange Alternatives. These alternativesaret o compl et e the fimi ssib5go | i
to west making new and viable east-west through routing options for the traveling public. The east-

west connector alternatives are summarized as follows and Figure 3.10 shows an overview of the

different east-west connector alternatives evaluated. A more detailed graphical presentation of each
alternative is included in Appendix E:

East-West Connector i No Build Alternative Description

1 The no-build east-west connector alternative would maintain the existing facility without any
improvements except for routine repairs and maintenance, such as pavement resurfacing
and patching.

1 The no-build east-west connector alternative would continue to operate with no connectivity
across |-55 except at US 52 within the study area.
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[[|LssatiLse  EAST.WEST ALTERNATIVES OVERVIEW 7

Access Project Jmﬂ‘

L

1-55/ IL 59 EAST-WEST ALTERNATIVES
EW-1: IMPROVE/REALIGN MCDONOUGH STREET
EW-1A: IMPROVE/REALIGN MCDONOUGH ST (AVOID FOREST PRESERVE),
EW-1B: IMPROVE MCDONOUGH ST/ ROCK RUN DR (ROUNDABOUT)
EW-2: COUNTY FARM ROAD EXTENSION (NORTH)

EW-3: COUNTY FARM ROAD EXTENSION (SOUTH)

EW-4: COUNTY FARM RAOD EXTENSION (JOLIET JUNIOR COLLEGE)
EW-5: OLYMPIC BOULEVARD EXTENSION (NORTH)

EW-6: OLYMPIC BOULEVARD EXTENSION

EW-7: OLYMPIC BOULEVARD EXTENSION (SKEWED CROSSING)

EW-8: ROCK CREEK BOULEVARD EXTENSION

EW-8B: ROCK CREEK BOULEVARD EXTENSION (SOUTH)

Figure 3.10 East-West Connector Alternatives Overview

Alternative EW-1 / Improve McDonough Street to County Farm Road Description
(See Figures 3.11,3.12 and 3.13)

1 Alternative EW-1 provides for improvement of County Farm Road, Rock Run Drive and
McDonough Street.

1 This alternative includes realignment of McDonough Street near Rock Run Drive with a
30mph curve to develop east-west route connectivity. The west leg of the intersection
would be reconfigured to intersect with the realigned east McDonough Street and Rock
Run Drive.

1 Improvements to McDonough Street include a three-lane cross section and intersection
improvements and improved shoulders or combination curb and gutter.

1 Intersection improvements are included at the McDonough Street and Houbolt Road for the
added traffic demand.

1 This alternative includes widening of the existing bridge crossing the Rock Run Creek
floodplain and wetlands.

1 The realignment of McDonough Street and Rock Run Drive encroaches the Colvin Grove
Forest Preserve. Alternative EW-1A varies from EW-1 with a realigned Rock Run Drive to
the west with a 30 mph curve to avoid the Colvin Grove Forest Preserve, but results in a
residential property displacement.

1 Alternative EW-1B varies from EW-1 with a roundabout proposed at the intersection of
Rock Run Drive and McDonough Street. EW-1B keeps traffic moving through a
roundabout, but the east-west route connectivity is lost.
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ALTERNATIVE RECOMMENDED TO BE | . -
CONTINUED FOR FURTHER STUDY

ALTERNATIVE RECOMMENDED TO BE
CONTINUED FOR FURTHER STUDY

k et LOCAL ROADWAY EAST-WEST ALTERNATIVE EW-1A PRELIMINARY

ALTERNATIVE RECOMMENDED TO BE
CONTINUED FOR FURTHER STUDY

(s LOCAL ROADWAY EAST-WEST ALTERNATIVE EW-1B PRELIMINARY P B O

Figure 3.13 East-West Connector Alternative EW-1B Concept Plan
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Alternative EW-2 / County Farm Road Extension (North) Description
(See Figure 3.14)

1 Alternative EW-2 provides for improvement of existing County Farm Road and its direct
extension eastward to connect to Houbolt Road.

1 This alternative includes a new roundabout intersection at extended County Farm Road
and Rock Run Drive.

1 This alternative includes a new traffic signal at the intersection of Houbolt Road and
extended County Farm Road located approximately 500 feet north of the existing
signalized intersection of Houbolt Road and Longford Drive.

This alternative is in direct parallel conflict with three gas pipelines.

This alternative includes construction of a bridge crossing the Rock Run Creek floodplain,
wetland and fen at Joliet Junior College and another crossing the tributary to Rock Run
Creek.

=

s
ALTERNATIVE RECOMMENDED TO BE =
ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER STUDY ¥

| s

LEGEND
77
DELINEATED WETLAND VJ PRAIRIE RESTORATION

FEN WETLAND 7] SAVANNA RESTORATION

1B :zzaniee LOCAL ROADWAY EAST-WEST ALTERNATIVE EW-2 R 5 T o

Figure 3.14 East-West Connector Alternative EW-2 Concept Plan
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Alternative EW-3 / County Farm Road Extension (South) Description
(See Figure 3.15)

il

This alternative provides for improvement of existing County Farm Road and an offset
extension eastward to Houbolt Road. The offset would occur and utilize Rock Run Creek
and be offset to the south approximately 500 feet.

The offset extension was developed to avoid conflict with three gas pipelines running within
the direct extension alignment.

The County Farm Road extension would terminate at the existing signalized at Houbolt
Road and Longford Drive.

This alternative includes construction of a bridge crossing the Rock Run Creek floodplain
and wetlands and fen at Joliet Junior College and another crossing the tributary to Rock
Run Creek.

This alternative travels through prairie and savannah restoration areas (approx. 3.9 acres)
located on the Joliet Junior College property.

ALTERNATIVE RECOMMENDED TO BE
ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER STUDY

LEGEND
77
DELINEATED WETLAND VJ PRAIRIE RESTORATION

FEN WETLAND 77 SAVANNA RESTORATION

Figure 3.15 East-West Connector Alternative EW-3 Concept Plan
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Alternative EW-4 / Joliet Junior College Ring Road Extension Description
(See Figure 3.16)

il

This alternative provides for improvement of existing County Farm Road and an offset
extension southeastward on angled alignment to connect to the existing Joliet Junior
College RingRoadandJ ol i et Junior Coll egeds entrang

The offset extension is proposed to avoid conflict with series of three gas pipelines running
within the direct extension alignment, avoid the fen and use an existing crossing of the
floodplain/wetlands at Joliet Junior College.

In this alternative, traffic would reach Houbolt Road via the existing college entrance and
exit, both currently signalized.

While allowing for east-west connectivity, this alternative has routing that is unconventional
and requires the use of three different roadways to complete the east-west travel.

This alternative includes construction of a bridge crossing the Rock Run Creek tributary
floodplain and wetlands while avoiding the fen.

This alternative travels through prairie and savannah restoration areas (approx. 3.6 acres)
located on the Joliet Junior College property.

ROCK RUN CREEK

LEGEND

DELINEATED WETLAND PRAIRIE RESTORATION

B revwenano —

Figure 3.16 East-West Connector Alternative EW-4 Concept Plan
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