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I. INTRODUCTION 

A. Background 

The City of Des Plaines has a total of 32 at-grade railroad crossings which impede vehicular traffic, including 
emergency vehicles, from moving through the city.  A combination of increasing roadway and rail traffic in 
the future will only add to the travel delays caused by long and slow moving trains blocking the at-grade 
crossings.  An internal study conducted by the City of Des Plaines in 2006 showed that the Algonquin Road 
crossing of the Union Pacific-Milwaukee Railroad (UPRR/Milwaukee) as the most feasible location for a 
grade separation.  This finding was based on emergency response routes, vehicular and rail traffic volumes, 
FRA safety index, and other criteria.  A Validation Study was performed by TranSystems (May 2008) which 
confirmed the City’s finding. 
 

B. Purpose and Need 

The primary purpose of the project is to provide a grade separation of rail-vehicle traffic to provide a through 
route for vehicles that is not impeded by rail traffic.   
 
The need is based on reducing emergency response delays and mitigating the increased traffic delays in 
the City that are due to increasing train volumes. 
 

C. Scope of Study 

The objective of this study is to evaluate feasible design alternates for the separation of Algonquin Road and 
the UPRR/Milwaukee.  The design alternate analysis addresses conceptual roadway geometrics, right-of-
way acquisition, impacts to adjacent properties, drainage, environmental impacts, staging, and construction 
costs. 
 
The study was conducted in five steps.  The first step was to identify and evaluate the existing conditions 
and establish the purpose and need for the project.  The second step was to coordinate with the 
participating agencies to identify known problem areas and future needs.  The third step involved the 
development and evaluation of alternates.  The fourth step was to derive conclusions from the study and to 
make recommendations for additional studies, design and eventual implementation.  The final step involved 
the review of funding possibilities and project implementation.    
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II. LOCATION AND EXISTING CONDITIONS 

A. Location 

The project is located in the City of Des Plaines in Cook County, Illinois.  The project limits extend along 
Algonquin Road from east of Mt. Prospect Road to west of Wolf Road, a distance of approximately one-half 
mile.  O’Hare International Airport is located approximately two miles south of the project and the Des 
Plaines River is approximately two miles east of the project.  See Project Vicinity Map, Exhibit 1. 

 

B. Description of Existing Facilities 

Existing Algonquin Road is a two-lane roadway within the project limits and is under the maintenance and 
jurisdiction of the Illinois Department of Transportation (IDOT).  It is classified as a Minor Arterial (Urban) 
and has a federation aid designation of FAU 3515.  Algonquin Road is not a truck route and there are no 
PACE routes within the project limits.  The Algonquin Road right-of-way is 100 feet wide.  Adjacent to the 
project limits, Algonquin Road consists of two lanes in each direction and a center turn lane at the two 
adjacent signalized intersections of Mt. Prospect Road and Wolf Road.  Mt. Prospect Road is under the 
jurisdiction and maintenance of the Cook County Highway Department.  Wolf Road is under the jurisdiction 
and maintenance of IDOT.  Algonquin Road west of Mt. Prospect Road and east of Wolf Road is a two-lane 
roadway.  See Exhibits 2A and 2B, Existing Algonquin Road Typical Sections.   
 
Per preliminary staff discussions, IDOT will require a jurisdictional transfer of Algonquin Road to the City as 
part of this grade separation project.  The proposed limits of the jurisdictional transfer would be Mt. Prospect 
Road to Wolf Road which would include the east leg of the Mt Prospect Road intersection and the west leg 
of the Wolf Road intersection. Algonquin Road, west of Mt. Prospect Road, is under the jurisdiction of IDOT.  
Algonquin Road, east of Wolf Road is under the jurisdiction of the City of Des Plaines.  A project report will 
need to be submitted to IDOT for review and approval and discussed at the district FHWA coordination 
meetings. The agreement shall conform to the IDOT’s participation policies for joint agreements as specified 
in Section 5-6.01 of the Bureau of Design and Environment Manual.  The specific arrangements for the 
transfer will be negotiated and memorialized in the agreement.   
 
The UPRR/Milwaukee crossing Algonquin Road is a double track main freight corridor.  It runs between the 
western United States and northern Illinois and Wisconsin.  The tracks are 14 feet on centers.  The 
UPRR/Milwaukee right-of-way is 110 feet wide.  Spur tracks are located both north and south of Algonquin 
Road before the crossings of Oakton and Dempster Streets.   A wayside signal exists between Algonquin 
Road and Dempster Street.  The railroad crossings at both Oakton Street and Dempster Street are at-grade 
and signalized.  A UPRR service road exists north of Algonquin Road along the west side of the tracks.  
UPRR indicated that this service road is an abandoned third track line and that a service road this area is 
not needed.    
 
Along Algonquin Road, the land use within the project is light industrial/commercial. A Des Plaines Park 
District facility, Mountain View Adventure Center, is located adjacent to the eastern right-of-way of 
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UPRR/Milwaukee, on the north side of Algonquin Road.  There are large setbacks and few driveways, 
resulting in a good location for a grade separation. The area surrounding the project is also light 
industrial/manufacturing/warehouse with areas of residential uses.  See Exhibit 3, Project Area Aerial Map 
and Exhibit 4, Adjacent Land Use Map.  See Appendix D, Photographs.  
 

C. Existing and Projected Traffic 

The existing average daily traffic (ADT) along Algonquin Road is 11,100 vehicles.  The existing ADT was 
obtained from the Illinois Department of Transportation Traffic Map.  The Chicago Metropolitan Agency for 
Planning (CMAP) projected the Year 2030 traffic to be 12,000 vehicles.  Correspondence with CMAP can be 
found in Appendix B.  See Exhibit 5, Existing and Projected Average Daily Traffic Map. 
 
Existing rail traffic consists of 47 freight trains per day within the project limits.  The freight trains typically 
operate between 10 and 30 mph with a maximum speed of 50 mph.   There are no commuter trains within 
the project limits.  See Appendix B, U.S. DOT Crossing Inventory Information. 
 

D. Crash History 

Crash data along Algonquin Road from the three most recent years (2005 – 2007) were reviewed for the 
roadway segment between Mt. Prospect Road and Wolf Road.  Data was provided by the City of Des 
Plaines.   A total of 27 crashes were reported during the study period.  The most common crash types were 
rear-end (66.7%), side swipe-same direction (11.1%) and fixed object (7.4%).  The majority of crashes 
occurred during the day (81%) and during dry pavement conditions (78%).  Thirteen of the crash reports 
specifically mentioned the UPPR/Milwaukee railroad crossing having an effect on the crash.  Twelve were 
rear ended type crashes and one was a railroad signal strike.  Crashes at the Algonquin Road intersections 
with Mt. Prospect Road and Wolf Road were not reviewed.  See Exhibits 6A to 6C, Crash Summaries. 
 
Based on the predominant crash types, Algonquin Road will benefit by the proposed improvements by the 
following: 

 
 Grade separating Algonquin Road and the UPRR will minimize railroad induced crashes and 

reduce fixed-object collisions. 
 

 Providing additional through lanes and eliminating lane drops will help reduce side swipe and rear-
end crashes by increasing through capacity. 

 
 Providing turn lanes will also help reduce rear-end and side swipe crashes by increasing turning 

and through traffic capacity, and providing a separate lane for left turning traffic. 
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E. Drainage and Utilities 

Algonquin Road has curb and gutter near the Mt. Prospect Road and Wolf Road intersections which utilizes 
a 48 inch enclosed storm sewer system that carries stormwater east and outlets into the Des Plaines River.  
Between the intersections, Algonquin Road utilizes ditch drainage that flows east and outlets into the 
existing storm sewer system except for the Des Plaines Park District frontage.  This area sheet flows 
outside the right-of-way into ponds within the Park District.  The City and adjacent property owners are not 
aware of any existing drainage problems within the project limits.   
 
The UPRR utilizes ditch drainage that flows south.  There are no culverts crossing under Algonquin Road 
along the UPRR ditch line.  The northwest corner of Algonquin Road and UPRR drains into an end section 
which connects into the 48 inch storm sewer along Algonquin Road.  The northeast corner of Algonquin 
Road and UPRR drains into the Des Plaines Park District ponds. 

 The following is a summary of the existing utilities within the project limits.   

Owner  Type  Location 

City of Des Plaines  Storm sewer, 48”  South side of Algonquin Road 

City of Des Plaines  Culvert,  48”  Crossing Algonquin Road 

City of Des Plaines  Water main, 10”  North side of Algonquin Road 

City of Des Plaines  Water main  West side of UPRR/Milwaukee 

City of Des Plaines  Sanitary sewer, 18”  North side of Algonquin Road 

Commonwealth Edison   Overhead lines  South side of Algonquin Road 

Commonwealth Edison   Overhead lines  East side of UPRR 

UPRR  Overhead lines  West side of UPRR 

Level 3 Communication  Underground  West side of UPRR/Milwaukee 

Comcast Underground  North side of Algonquin Road 
 

Nicor  Gas main  North side of Algonquin Road 

AT&T/Local  Underground/Aerial  South side of Algonquin Road 

MWRD Not involved  Not applicable 

AT&T/Long Distance Not involved Not applicable 

MCI Not involved Not applicable 

XO Illinois  Not involved  Not applicable 
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A listing of utility companies has been obtained from JULIE.  Individual utility companies were contacted to 
obtain existing and proposed facility information within the project limits.  See Appendix B for 
correspondence with the utility companies. 

F. Environmental Issues 

A preliminary review of environmental resources was conducted for the project using on-line databases from 
resource agencies.  A complete review will need to be performed during the preliminary engineering phase 
of the project.  Below is a summary of the resources within the project limits. See Exhibit 7, NWI Map and 
Exhibit 8, Flood Insurance Rate Maps.  See Appendix B for database results for threatened and endangered 
species, Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) sites and Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Information System (CERCLIS) sites. 

Resource Present Not Present Unknown Source 

Wetlands    NWI Database 

Floodplain    FIRM Maps 

Archeological/Historic    Field review 

Threatened or Endangered Species    IDNR/EcoCat 

Wild or Scenic Rivers    Field review 

Section 4(f) Lands    Des Plaines Park District 

Special/Hazardous Waste    Note 1 

LUST Site (1,000 feet)    IEPA 

CERCLIS Site (1 mile)    EPA 

Air and Noise      Note 2 

 
Note 1 – Preliminary Environmental Site Assessment (PESA) and Preliminary Site Investigation (PSI) are 
required during preliminary engineering studies for the preferred alternate. 
Note 2 –Air and noise impact analysis are required during preliminary engineering studies for the preferred 
alternate. 
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III. ALTERNATE DESIGN STUDIES 

The study of the proposed grade separation of Algonquin Road and UPRR/Milwaukee resulted in three 
proposed alternates and an analysis of the No-Build alternate.  Based on the projected traffic growth in the 
project vicinity and adjacent sections, the proposed Algonquin Road typical section for all alternates consists 
of two 12-foot traffic lanes in each direction, a striped median, curb and gutter on each side, sidewalk along 
the south side and a ten-foot off-street shared-use path along the north side.  Both the sidewalk and shared 
path will be extended to the Mt. Prospect and Wolf Road intersections.  The proposed shared path will 
connect to the Park District shared path network at Mountain View Adventure Center.  Existing Algonquin 
Road will be widened to a five-lane section for all alternates between the existing five-lane sections at the 
Mt. Prospect and Wolf Road intersections and where the proposed profile improvements end.   These 
existing intersections are not anticipated to be impacted by the project.  Consideration should be made to 
evaluate the intersections during preliminary engineering studies since the project limits extend within the 
influence of the intersections, are logical project termini and will be part of the jurisdictional transfer. 
 
The alternates were designed to meet Illinois Department of Transportation criteria.  Since the roadway will 
be under local jurisdiction, design criteria for roadway elements were based on an arterial design from the 
Bureau of Local Roads and Streets Manual.  The design speed was set at 40 mph and is 5 mph above the 
existing posted speed limit.   All alternates have to be constructed in a way that maintains rail traffic 
throughout the construction period.  Design criteria for all proposed rail work were taken from UPRR 
Standards or current UPRR projects.  See Appendix C, Design Criteria. 
 

A. Alternate No. 1 

This design alternate separates the roadway and railroad by raising Algonquin Road over the 
UPRR/Milwaukee.  The UPRR/Milwaukee will remain at its existing elevation.  The existing horizontal 
alignment of Algonquin Road does not change.  The roadway profile is to be raised so the low beam 
elevation of the Algonquin Road bridge will be 29-feet, 6-inches above the top of existing rail elevation.  The 
maximum longitudinal roadway slope is five percent to meet Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
guidelines for sidewalk longitudinal slopes.   
 
The bridge over UPRR/Milwaukee is estimated to be one span and 120 feet long.  The abutments are set to 
be outside the UPRR/Milwaukee right-of-way so they will not be impacted by any future improvements by 
the UPRR/Milwaukee.  The bridge was assumed to have 72-inch PPC bulb T-beams as a result of a 
conceptual comparison of PPC beams and steel girders.  72-inch PPC bulb T-beams are the largest 
standard size manufactured.  PPC beams have a lower initial cost than steel girders, do not require painting, 
and have a faster fabrication time.  However, the structure depths for PPC beams, per the span length 
required, will be approximately two feet deeper than steel girders.  This additional depth will increase 
quantities for retaining wall, embankment and add to the height of the structure.  For the purposes of this 
report, the PPC structure depth was carried forward to ensure the impacts caused by the higher profile did 
not rule out the use of PPC bulb T-beams during the preliminary engineering phase. 
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A three span bridge having 90’-120’-90’ segments was also considered to provide a larger opening at the 
railroad, to reduce the area of visible retaining wall, especially at the Park District, and to provide additional 
sight lines.  The cost for either bridge option is similar when the additional embankment, retaining wall and 
pavement are added to the single span bridge.  The single span was chosen because future maintenance 
will be less for the single span option.  The bridge type and size will be explored further and finalized during 
preliminary engineering studies.  Design visualizations for both bridge types are included in Appendix E. 
 
Two options were evaluated for the roadway fill section.  Alternate 1A utilizes retaining walls to confine the 
roadway section within existing right-of-way.  The retaining walls would have an approximate maximum 
height of 30 feet and would taper down to existing ground to a point where the proposed profile matches 
existing.  Alternate 1B uses 3:1 side slopes to match into existing ground elevation or to locations where 
reduced height retaining walls are utilized.  Ditches will be required at the bottom of the side slopes to 
collect roadway stormwater.  Right-of-way acquisition is necessary to accommodate the 3:1 side slopes and 
ditches.  Sections of full height retaining wall will still be required for the Park District frontage and entrance, 
as well as in the southwest corner of the bridge to avoid the wetland.  Reduced height retaining walls will be 
required along the UOP frontage entrance and Juno Lighting parking lot to keep the embankment from 
impacting the existing parking lot and to provide a space for parking space mitigation. 
 
The bridge typical section includes two 12-foot thru lanes in each direction, a 12-foot flush median, curb and 
gutter, a ten-foot shared path on the north side and a six-foot sidewalk on the south side. The fill typical 
section matches the bridge typical section.  At the limits of the fill section, the 12-foot flush median is 
developed into center turn bays and bidirectional turn lanes.  In the at-grade section, the 12-foot 
bidirectional turn lane will widen to a 16-foot flush median to match the existing five-lane cross section at the 
Mt. Prospect and Wolf Road intersections.  See Exhibits 9, 10 and 11, Proposed Typical Sections-Alternate 
No. 1.   
 
Property impacts include three driveway relocations, one driveway consolidation and the reconstruction of 
over 400 feet of Des Plaines Park District’s entrance.  Specific impacts for adjacent property owners are 
discussed below.  A Plan and Profile exhibit has been prepared to present the proposed geometrics and to 
evaluate the adjacent property impacts.  See Exhibit 12, Plan and Profile-Alternate 1 and Exhibit 17, 
Alternative Comparison Matrix to review the summary of impacts. 
 
UOP/Honeywell 

The UOP driveway at 200 E. Algonquin Road is proposed to be relocated approximately 500 feet west via a 
frontage road due to the profile raise for both Alternate 1A and 1B.  The driveway is located within 60 feet of 
the proposed bridge and will not be able to meet grade requirements without impacting the existing parking 
lot and building.  UOP has three other driveways for access.  If approved by UOP, this driveway can be 
closed.  Approximately nine parking spaces will need to be mitigated as a result of the driveway relocation.  
Temporary easements are shown for other driveway locations for possible driveway grading requirements.  
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Alternate 1B would require proposed right-of-way and temporary easements along the north side of 
Algonquin to accommodate the embankment footprint and reduced height retaining walls.  The driveway is 
designed for a SU vehicle.   
 
Des Plaines Park District 
The Park District’s entrance will be raised 15 feet at Algonquin Road and will need to be reconstructed on 
retaining wall for both Alternate 1A and 1B to avoid impacting the ponds on the east and west sides of the 
entrance.  The reconstruction limits were determined by assuming 100 feet of storage at Algonquin Road at 
a two percent slope and then matching back into the existing elevation at a five percent slope.   Over 500 
feet of shared path will need to be reconstructed around the pond to the east of the Park District entrance.  
The raising of Algonquin Road will require the raising of portions of the shared path to meet ADA 
requirements.  Additionally, the construction of retaining wall for the entrance will create impacts to the 
adjacent section of the shared path.  Because of these impacts to the Park District, a Programmatic Section 
4(f) Document will need to be prepared due to the potential change in character of the facility resulting from 
the surrounding retaining walls.  A maintenance agreement will need to be developed with the Park District 
for the entrance retaining walls which may require the establishment of a permanent easement.  The 
entrance is designed for a SU vehicle.   
 
ITW Fastex 
The ITW Fastex driveway will require relocation due to the Algonquin Road profile raise for Alternate 1A.  Its 
current position is 250 feet from the proposed bridge.    The driveway is proposed to be relocated to the 
western edge of the property and then to extend and connect to the existing parking lot approximately 300 
feet south of Algonquin Road.  At its relocated position, the Algonquin Road profile raise has less influence 
on the driveway’s grade.  The portion of the driveway that is parallel to Algonquin Road is located as close 
to the building as practical, as requested by the owner, to maximize space for future expansion.  The 
proposed driveway could be replaced at or near its current location for Alternate 1B and match into the 
existing parking lot.   Alternate 1B would require proposed right-of-way along the south side of Algonquin to 
accommodate the embankment footprint.  The driveway is designed for a WB-65 truck.   
 
Juno Lighting 
The Juno Lighting driveway along Algonquin Road will require relocation due to the Algonquin Road profile 
raise for both Alternate 1A and 1B.  The driveway is located 400 feet from the proposed bridge.  The 
driveway is proposed to be relocated to the eastern edge of the existing parking lot where a six percent 
driveway slope can be attained.  Approximately 30 parking spaces will need to be mitigated as a result of 
the driveway relocation.  There is adequate space to mitigate these parking spaces on site.  The driveway is 
designed for a WB-65 truck.  Alternate 1B would require proposed right-of-way along the south side of 
Algonquin to accommodate the embankment footprint in the area where retaining walls are eliminated or 
minimized. 
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Commercial Area 
The two driveways for the strip mall at 526-537 E. Algonquin Road will require consolidation to meet 
driveway slope criteria.  The western driveway will not be able to meet the slope criteria for commercial 
driveways. The eastern driveway will be widened and parking lot rehabilitated to grade the driveway.  Minor 
grading may be required at Star Automotive, 540 E. Algonquin Road, as a result of the profile raise and 
adjacent parking lot grading.  
 
UPRR/Milwaukee 
This alternate has the least degree of impact to UPRR/Milwaukee.  The railroad will only have minor 
inconveniences as a result of the adjacent construction to Algonquin Road. 
 
A third option for Alternate 1 is to lower the UPRR two feet or less.  Lowering the railroad would reduce 
earthwork and retaining wall costs; however, a shoofly would be necessary and there would be an 
associated cost for its construction.      
 

B. Alternate No. 2 

This design alternate separates the roadway and railroad by depressing Algonquin Road under the 
UPRR/Milwaukee.  The UPRR/Milwaukee will remain at its existing elevation.  The existing horizontal 
alignment of Algonquin Road does not change.  The roadway profile is to be lowered so the low beam 
elevation of the UPRR/Milwaukee bridge will be 14-feet, 9-inches above the proposed profile grade line of 
Algonquin Road.  The low point of the roadway profile is placed 100 feet away from the face of the bridge so 
it is not in the shadow of the bridge.  The maximum longitudinal roadway slope is five percent to meet ADA 
guidelines for sidewalk longitudinal slopes.  The UPRR/Milwaukee bridge is assumed to be a steel deck 
girder that is ten feet deep from top of rail to bottom of beam.  A steel thru-plate girder will have a four-foot 
shallower structure depth, but the UPRR preference is a deck girder.   The bridge is estimated to be one 
span and 86 feet long.  The bridge will accommodate the two existing tracks at their existing offset.    
 
Two options were evaluated for the roadway cut section.  Alternate 2A utilizes retaining walls to confine the 
roadway section within existing right-of-way.  The retaining walls would have an approximate maximum 
height of 21 feet and would taper down to existing ground to a point where the proposed profile matches 
existing.  Alternate 2B uses 2:1 side slopes to match into existing ground elevation.  Sections of retaining 
walls will still be required for UOP, the Park District frontage and entrance, as well as in the southwest and 
southeast corners of the bridge to minimize wetland impacts.   
 
The typical section of this alternate for Algonquin Road under the bridge includes two 12-foot thru lanes in 
each direction, a 12-foot flush median, curb and gutter, a ten-foot shared path on the north side and a six-
foot sidewalk on the south side.  A two-foot buffer will separate the sidewalk and abutment/retaining wall.  
The retaining wall section would match the bridge section.  A chain link fence or other barrier will need to be 
provided on top of the retaining wall.  In the at-grade section, the 12-foot bidirectional turn lane will widen to 
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a 16-foot flush median to match the existing five-lane cross section at the Mt. Prospect and Wolf Road 
intersections.  See Exhibits 11, 13, 14 and 15 Proposed Typical Sections-Alternate 2,  
 
This alternate result in a similar profile match-in point to Alternate 1 and has the least impacts to adjacent 
properties.  Two driveway relocations are required.  Because the roadway profile is lowered below the 
existing storm sewer system, a pump station will need to be provided.  The proposed retaining wall will be 
bumped out to accommodate the pump station at the roadway elevation to permit access.  The bump out 
will be large enough to accommodate the pump building, electrical panel and a parking area that will allow 
vehicles to turn around and allow forward egress.  A Plan and Profile exhibit has been prepared to present 
the proposed geometrics and to evaluate the adjacent property impacts.  See Exhibit 16, Plan and Profile-
Alternate 2 and Exhibit 17, Alternative Comparison Matrix to review the summary of impacts. 
 
UOP/Honeywell 
The UOP driveway at 200 E. Algonquin Road is proposed to be relocated approximately 500 feet west via a 
frontage road due profile for both Alternate 2A and 2B.  The driveway is located within 60 feet of the 
proposed bridge and will not be able to meet grade requirements without impacting the existing parking lot 
and building.  UOP has three other driveways for access.  If approved by UOP, this driveway can be closed.  
Temporary easements are shown for other driveway locations for possible driveway grading.  Alternate 2B 
would require proposed right-of-way and temporary easements along the north side of Algonquin to 
accommodate the excavation footprint and reduced height retaining walls.  Right-of-way will be required for 
both Alternate 2A and 2B.  The pump station is proposed to be located on UOP property because the three 
other quadrants that abut the UPRR/Milwaukee contain Section 4(f) lands or wetlands. The driveway is 
designed for a SU vehicle.   
 
ITW Fastex 
The ITW Fastex driveway will require relocation due to the Algonquin Road profile raise for Alternate 2A.  
The driveway is currently located 250 feet from the proposed bridge.    The driveway is proposed to be 
relocated to the western edge of the property where lowering the profile has less influence and connects 
with the existing parking lot 300 feet south of Algonquin Road.  The portion of the driveway that is parallel to 
Algonquin Road is located as close to the building as practical, as requested by the owner, to maximize 
space for future expansion.  The proposed driveway could be replaced at or near its current location for 
Alternate 2B and match into the existing parking lot.   Alternate 2B would require proposed right-of-way 
along the south side of Algonquin to accommodate the excavation footprint.  The driveway is designed for a 
WB-65 truck.   

Juno Lighting 
Alternate 2B would require proposed right-of-way along the south side of Algonquin to accommodate the 
excavation footprint in the area where retaining walls are eliminated. 
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UPRR/Milwaukee 
This alternate impacts UPRR/Milwaukee more than Alternate 1 because a shoofly is required to be 
constructed around the proposed bridge construction to maintain rail service.  The shoofly is proposed to be 
located along the west side of the existing tracks.  This side was chosen because it has more width within 
the existing right-of-way and will not bring rail traffic closer the Park District facility.  Temporary easements 
will be required along the west right-of-way to allow for grading of the shoofly.  The shoofly is placed at a 
minimum of 31 feet on centers from the outer most rail.  Temporary sheet piling will be required south of 
Algonquin Road to minimize impacts to the wetland and an existing bungalow will need to be removed and 
replaced until the construction of the underpass in complete.   It is anticipated that the UPRR will have 
maintenance responsibilities from the waterproofing membrane and above.  The City will have maintenance 
below the waterproofing membrane, which includes the substructure and superstructure.  A railroad 
agreement will be required. 
 
A third option for this alternate is to raise the UPRR two feet or less to reduce earthwork and retaining wall 
costs.  The UPRR can perform this amount of track raise using maintenance procedures which will not 
significantly impact their operations.  

 

C. Alternate No. 3 

This design alternate separates the roadway and rail by a combination of depressing Algonquin Road under 
the UPRR/Milwaukee tracks and raising UPRR/Milwaukee.  This will allow pavement drainage along 
Algonquin Road without a pump station.  The existing horizontal alignment of Algonquin Road does not 
change.  The roadway profile is to be lowered so the low beam elevation of the UPRR/Milwaukee bridge will 
be 14-feet 9-inches above the proposed profile grade line of Algonquin Road.  The low point of the roadway 
profile is placed 100 feet away from the face of the bridge so it is not in the shadow of the bridge.  To 
eliminate a conflict with the 48 inch storm sewer, it is required to raise the UPRR/Milwaukee a minimum of 
12 feet. However, to avoid impacting Dempster and Oakton Street, UPRR/Milwaukee at a maximum can 
only be raised approximately nine feet.  Because of this, the 48inch storm sewer will need to be replaced 
with multiple smaller pipes near the roadway low point.  The longitudinal roadway slope is set at one 
percent.  The UPRR/Milwaukee bridge is assumed to be the same as Alternate 2.  The roadway will be 
supported by retaining walls within the cut sections.  The typical section of this alternate for Algonquin Road 
under the bridge is assumed to be the same as Alternate 2. 
 
The maximum grade along UPRR is proposed at 0.65 percent.  The match points would need to be before 
the crossing at Oakton Street and the spur location south of Dempster Street.  The UPRR mainline tracks 
would need a split shoofly both to the east and west of the existing track in order to construct the new tracks 
and avoid impacts to adjacent residential and commercial properties.  Retaining walls would be required to 
keep the improvement within the existing right-of-way.  Temporary easements are required along both west 
and east sides of the right-of-way for construction of the shoofly.  
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This alternate results in the longest profile match-in, and similar impacts to adjacent properties as Alternate 
2.  One driveway closing and one driveway relocation is required.  This alternate impacts the 
UPRR/Milwaukee the most because a nine foot track raise is required.  The UPRR can raise track 
elevations up to two feet using maintenance procedures which will not significantly impact their operations.  
Any adjustment over two feet requires mainline reconstruction.  Consequently, a longer shoofly will be 
required to be constructed around both the proposed bridge construction and the proposed mainline 
reconstruction.     
 
Alternate 3 will require extensive UPRR coordination and major construction of both the UPRR, Algonquin 
Road, and both the north and south spur tracks.  Alternate 3 is also over 50 percent more expensive than 
Alternates 1 and 2.  As a result of these reasons Alternate 3 is removed from further consideration. 
 

D. No-Build Alternative 

The No-Build alternate does not meet the purpose and need of the project.  Given the proposed increase in 
rail and vehicular traffic, delays will continue to worsen.  As a result of these reasons, the No-Build Alternate 
is removed from further consideration.  

IV. TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT 
 

Algonquin Road 
For both Alternates 1 and 2, the preferred method of constructing Algonquin Road is to close the roadway 
to through traffic and allow local traffic access.  The full closure will reduce the total duration of construction 
and reduce project costs.  Local access will not be allowed to cross the railroad.  Driveways will need to be 
relocated prior to grading operations to allow the local access.  For Alternate 1, the Park District entrance 
will require approximately one month full closure for construction of the retaining wall and embankment.  
The project should be let and phased so this entrance can be open between April 1 and October 31.     
 
UPRR 
Alternate 1 will require coordination with UPRR during the setting of beams over their tracks.  The beams 
will be set during off-peak times as determined by the UPRR.  Alternate 2 will require railroad force work to 
construct the shoofly in order to maintain rail traffic throughout the bridge construction.  Rail traffic will be 
affected for a few hours when the shoofly is connected to the mainline tracks.  Construction of Algonquin 
Road will be dependent on UPRR completion which may increase the time frame of the Algonquin Road 
closure.  
 
This project should not require multi-year stage construction and should be able to be substantially 
constructed as one project in one construction season.   Certain plantings and miscellaneous punch list 
items may carry the project to the Spring following substantial completion. 
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V. CONSTRUCTABILITY  

Algonquin Road 
Construction operations for Alternate 1 will consist of relocating driveways, utility relocation and construction 
of the embankment, retaining walls and bridge.  Geotechnical investigations will be performed during Phase 
I engineering which will help determine retaining wall types and locations of unstable soils that require 
replacement.  Due to the height of embankment for Alternate 1, existing underground utilities such as the 
sanitary sewer, water main and storm sewer are assumed to require replacement.  These existing utilities 
may not have the strength to withstand the additional dead load.  Additionally, the increased depth below 
ground line may preclude future maintenance to these facilities.     
 
Construction operations for Alternate 2 will consist of relocating driveways and utilities, installation of 
temporary retaining wall between the shoofly and mainline track and in front of the wetland, construction of 
the shoofly, excavation, construction of the UPRR bridge, removal and replacement of the signal equipment 
bungalow, reinstallation of the mainline tracks, removal of the shoofly, construction of the retaining walls and 
construction of the pump station.  Geotechnical investigations will be performed during Phase I engineering 
which will help determine retaining wall types, excavation procedures, locations of unstable soils that require 
replacement and ground water conveyance to the underpass.  Alternate 2 has the potential to be more 
complicated than Alternate 1 because subterranean construction is inherently more uncertain and more 
dependent on existing soil types and conditions.  The proximity of open water bodies to the depressed 
roadway poses potential future maintenance problems and possibly more complicated construction 
methods.   
 
UPRR/Milwaukee 
Alternate 1 is not anticipated to require railroad force work except for flaggers for the construction of the 
bridge over UPRR.  Alternate 2 will require railroad force work to construct and remove the shoofly, remove 
and relocate signal bungalow, install temporary shoring for the bridge construction and the removal and 
replacement of mainline track over the newly constructed bridge. 
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VI. COST ESTIMATES 

Conceptual cost estimates have been prepared for each alternate based on major work items.  The total 
construction costs are provided below and include construction, right-of-way, engineering and 
contingencies. See Exhibit 20, Conceptual Cost Estimates. 
 
Alternate 1A (Algonquin Road Over UPRR) ..................................................... $27,434,520  

Alternate 1B (Algonquin Road Over UPRR) ..................................................... $27,316,620  

Alternate 2A (Algonquin Road Under UPRR) ................................................... $29,786,750  

Alternate 2B (Algonquin Road Under UPRR) ................................................... $28,941,550   

Alternate 3 (Algonquin Road Under UPRR with Track Raise) .......................... $48,201,290  

VII. PROJECT COORDINATION 

Close coordination of the project with the City, UPRR, IDOT, ICC, businesses, and impacted agencies was 
performed.  This coordination effort will minimize unforeseen delays or unexpected impacts during the 
design and construction phases of the project.  The UPRR has expressed their preference to be Alternate 1 
and will not support Alternate 2.  The ICC has remained neutral and wishes to be involved only when a 
preferred alternate is chosen. 
 
At this time no formal public hearing or open house is recommended due to the preliminary nature of the 
feasibility study.  However, coordination with the adjacent property owners has been conducted.  In addition 
to presentations to the City engineering staff, additional presentations could be made to individual Aldermen 
or the City Council.  Below is a listing of agencies with which the project has been coordinated as part of the 
study. 

 City of Des Plaines 
 Illinois Department of Transportation 
 Union Pacific Railroad 
 Federal Highway Administration 
 Illinois Commerce Commission 
 Des Plaines Park District 
 Adjacent Businesses 
 Chicago Metropolitan Agency for Planning 
 Northwest Municipal Conference 
 Illinois Department of Economic Development 
 Illinois Environmental Protection Agency  
 Illinois Department of Natural Resources 
 State Historic Preservation Office 
 Private Utility Companies 
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VIII. RECOMMENDED ALTERNATE 
 

Four alternates were evaluated based on geometrics, traffic, constructability, impacts to adjacent properties 
and project costs.  Of these alternates studied, both Alternates 1A and 1B – Algonquin Road Over UPRR 
and Alternates 2A and 2B – Algonquin Road Under UPRR are considered to be feasible and reasonable 
alternates to carry forward.  Alternate 1 provides the easiest path to construction by minimizing the 
involvement with the UPRR and by being the preferred alternate by UPRR.  Alternate 1 has the simpler 
constructability and is not dependent upon railroad work.  Alternate 2 is better for land-use as it does not 
block any sight lines.  
 
Utility impacts are comparable for Alternates 1 and 2 unless it is determined that the 48 inch storm sewer 
and 18 inch sanitary sewer are not needed to be replaced for Alternate 1.  The proposed gravity stormwater 
system for Alternate 1 will have less future maintenance needs than the pump station required for Alternate 
2.  In addition, having the roadway over the railroad will not subject Algonquin Road to the potential of 
flooding and road closures that could happen with Alternate 2.  Alternate 1 has slightly more adjacent 
property impacts, including a Section 4(f) property involvement, but Alternate 2 will involve more wetland 
impacts.  The profile raise for Alternate 1 may cause an increase in noise for adjacent property owners, but 
these are not sensitive receptors and the impacts are not expected to be significant enough to warrant noise 
mitigation.  An underpass is visually less obtrusive than an overpass.  In this location the adjacent land use 
is commercial/industrial so the height is less of an issue if it were adjacent to residential uses, however 
future planning should be taken into consideration.  For either option, landscaping can be used to soften the 
appearance of the retaining wall or side slopes.    
 
The determination of option A or B will depend on the cooperation of adjacent property owners.  Typically, 
projects that minimize the amount of right-of-way acquisition, the number of parcels and parking 
loss/impacts have an easier path to construction.  These adjacent property owners will need to become 
even more involved during the next phase of the project.   
 
Ultimately, the decision to choose between Alternate 1 and 2 should be made in accordance with the City’s 
long-term planning goals and with the involvement of stakeholders during the preliminary engineering. 
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IX. FUNDING OPPORTUNITIES AND SCHEDULE 
 
The grade separation of Algonquin Road and UPRR/Milwaukee is a feasible design to reduce delays and 
improve safety within the City of Des Plaines.  All agencies involved in this study would benefit from the 
completion of this project.  In addition to funding contribution from each agency, additional financing for this 
project may be acquired through the following programs.  See Exhibit 20, Funding Opportunities. 
  
 Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ)  
 Grade Crossing Protection Fund (GCPF) 
 Illinois Transportation Enhancement Program (ITEP) 
 Surface Transportation Program (STP) 
 SAFETEA-LU Federal Reauthorization Earmark 
 Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) 
 Motor Fuel Tax (MFT) 
 Municipal Improvement Program (CIP) 
 Union Pacific Railroad CIP 
 Jurisdictional Transfer. If the project is using supplemental funding, i.e. STP, CMAQ, ITEP, ICC, or 

Railroad, IDOT will typically pick up the unfunded costs.  This can include Phase I and 2 
engineering, construction and construction engineering.  If supplemental funds are not being 
applied, IDOT could agree to fund almost everything, however this is dependent on the State’s 
financial situation.  An upper limit may be developed based on lane miles transferred and may not 
provide enough funds to complete the project.  In addition, IDOT may limit the cost participation to 
at-grade roadway components and not the cost to grade separate.   
 

Project funding and schedule are interrelated.  For federally funded projects, no reimbursement of federal 
dollars will be allowed for expenditures made prior to the date of federal authorization.  Therefore, unless 
the City wishes to use their own monies, approved funding will need to be acquired prior to the initiation of 
Phase I engineering.  Specific programs that fund preliminary engineering, as listed in Exhibit 20, should be 
initially targeted.   Many of the programs have set dates for application submittals which can leave the 
project on hold until the selections are made.  Typically, the more the project is ready for construction, the 
better probability the project has to obtain funding.  The City could initiate preliminary engineering at their 
own cost to try to position the project for potential funding as it becomes available.  A funding strategy 
should be developed which could include an initial meeting with IDOT to discuss the terms of the 
jurisdictional transfer and the preparation of applications.   
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A general project schedule is provided below.  The schedule is dependent on many factors such as funding, 
public involvement, environmental clearances and agency cooperation. 
 
Funding Applications and Selection  1 year 
Phase I Engineering   1 ½ years 
Phase II Engineering and ROW  2 years 
Letting and Construction   1 ½ years    
Total     6 years 
 

 

X. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

 
It is recommended that the preferred design alternatives presented in this study be further developed.  The 
project should be pursued as a joint effort with the involvement of City of Des Plaines, IDOT, UPRR, and 
various other related agencies.  The implementation of this project will improve traffic and safety needs 
along Algonquin Road as well as the regional roadway and railroad system. 
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Existing ADT 11,100
Segment Length (miles) : 0.57

ACCIDENT TYPE TOTAL
NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. %

PEDESTRIAN 0 0
CYCLIST 0 0
RAILROAD TRAIN 0 0
ANIMAL 0 0
OVERTURNED 0 0
FIXED OBJECT 1 8 1 11 2 7.4
OTHER OBJECT 0 0
OTHER NON COLLISION 0 0
PARKED MOTOR VEHICLE 0 0
TURNING 1 20 1 8 2 7.4
REAR END 3 60 9 69 6 67 18 66.7
SIDESWIPE - SAME DIRECTION 1 20 1 8 1 11 3 11.1
SIDESWIPE - OPPOSITE DIRECTION 1 11 1 3.7
HEAD - ON 1 8 1 3.7
ANGLE 0 0
OTHER 0 0
TOTAL 5 100 13 100 9 100 27 100
ACCIDENTS INVOLVING  INJURIES 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 3.7
ACCIDENTS INVOLVING FATALITIES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

WET PAVEMENT: 22%

DARK CONDITION: 19%

ACCIDENT RATE: 2.34 Acc/MVM

FREQUENCY: 27

Acc/MVM:  Accidents per million vehicles mile

Note:
Crash data provided by the City of Des Plaines

2005 2006 2007

Crash Summary by Accident Type
Segment: Algonquin Rd from Mt. Prospect Road to Wolf Road

2005 - 2007

YEAR
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ROAD SURFACE CONDITION 2005 2006 2007 TOTAL
NO. NO. NO. NO.

DRY 4 10 7 21
WET 1 3 0 4
SNOW/ ICE 0 0 2 2
OTHER
UNKNOWN
  TOTAL 5 13 9 27

WET ACCIDENTS 1 3 2 6
% OF TOTAL 20% 23% 22% 22%

Note:
Crash data provided by the City of Des Plaines

Crash Summary by Road Surface Condition

2005 - 2007
Segment: Algonquin Rd from Mt. Prospect Road to Wolf Road

YEAR

EXHIBIT 6B



ROAD LIGHTING CONDITION 2005 2006 2007 TOTAL
NO. NO. NO. NO.

DAYLIGHT 5 9 8 22
DAWN
DUSK
DARKNESS 2 1 3
DARKNESS, LIGHTED 0 2 0 2
UNKNOWN
  TOTAL 7 11 9 27

DARK ACCIDENTS 2 2 1 5
% OF TOTAL 29% 18% 11% 19%

Note:
Crash data provided by the City of Des Plaines

Crash Summary by Road Lighting Condition
Segment: Algonquin Rd from Mt. Prospect Road to Wolf Road

2005 - 2007

YEAR
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Grade Separation Feasibility Study 
Algonquin Road at UPRR/Milwaukee 
City of Des Plaines 
 

G:\CH07\0151\ProjectMgmt\Reports\Feasibility Study\2009-01-16 Final\Appendix A\Alt_Comparison_Matrix.docx 1of 1  
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ALTERNATIVE COMPARISON MATRIX 
 

January 2009 
 

 

                                                           
1 Environmental impacts considered include NWI Wetlands, floodplain, T&E, 4(f) lands and special waste.  LUST sites are within 1,100 feet of project limits.  CERCLIS sites are within 1 mile of project limits. 
2 PACE route #230 exists along Algonquin Road west of Mt. Prospect Road.  Other PACE routes exists adjacent to project limits. 

 Constructability / 
Traffic Control / 

Staging/ 

Drainage 
Requirements / 
Utility Impacts 

Railroad 
Impacts 

Economic/ROW 
Impacts 

Environmental 
Impacts1 

Pedestrian / Bicycle 
/ Mass Transit 2 

Cost / Funding 
Opportunities 

Advantages Disadvantages 

Alternative No. 1 
Algonquin Rd Over 
UPRR 
 
1A: Full height 
retaining walls 
 
1B: Side slopes 
and reduced height 
retaining walls 
 

Close Algonquin Rd 
to thru traffic 
One construction 
season.   
Construct east half 
first for Park District 
entrance. 
 

Reconstruct SS, 
Sanitary and WM 
Relocate ComEd OH 
south side Algonquin 
Road 
Relocate ComEd OH 
east side UPRR 
Relocate UPRR OH 
west side UPRR 

Remove warning 
devices 

1A: ROW (0 parcels) 
1B: ROW (3 parcels) 
TE ( 9 parcels) 
 
Relocate drives (3) 
Consolidate drive (1) 
 
Parking spaces to be 
mitigated: 
 UOP: 10 
Juno: 
1A (20); 1B (40) 
 

LUST (5) 
CERCLIS (1) 
NWI Wetlands (0) 
Section 4(f) (1) 

No PACE Routes 
within project limits 
Proposed  bicycle 
route. 
Proposed sidewalks 
north and south side 

1A: 
$27,434,520  
 
1B: 
$27,316,620 
  

Least degree of coordination with UPRR. 
Minimal interruption to UPRR. 
Landscaped side slopes for Alternate 1B 
lessen the unsightliness of tall wall. 
UPRR preferred alternate 
Blocks Park District views of industrial 
buildings south of Algonquin Road 

Reconstruction of Park District driveway on 
retaining wall resulting in 1 month closure. 
Obstructive views from 30’ tall retaining wall 
Alternate 1B has significant ROW acquisition 
City maintains substructure and superstructure 
including deck. 

Alternative No. 2 
Algonquin Rd 
Under UPRR 
 
1A: Full height 
retaining walls 
 
1B: Side slopes 
and reduced height 
retaining walls 
 
 
 
 

Close Algonquin Rd 
to thru traffic 
One construction 
season 
Algonquin Road 
construction 
depends on UPRR 
work completion 
 
 

Pump station  
Reconstruct SS, 
Sanitary and WM 
Relocate ComEd OH 
south side Algonquin 
Road 
Relocate ComEd OH 
east side UPRR 
Relocate UPRR OH 
and Level 3 west 
side UPRR 

Shoofly required 
Remove warning 
devices 
New track over 
bridge 

2A:ROW (1 parcel) 
2B:ROW (3 parcels) 
TE ( 7 parcels) 
Relocate drives (2) 
 
Parking spaces to be 
mitigated at UOP: 10 
 

LUST (5) 
CERCLIS (1) 
NWI Wetlands (2) 
 

No PACE Routes 
within project limits 
Proposed  bicycle 
route. 
Proposed sidewalks 
north and south side 
 

2A: 
 $29,786,750 
  
 
2B: 
$28,941,550 
  

Less impacts to adjacent properties than 
Alternate 1. 
No obstructed views.  
Better future land-use option. 
No Section 4(f) Involvement 
UPRR maintains bridge above 
waterproofing membrane. 

Pump station required. 
Pump station maintenance 
Shoofly required 
Alternate 2B has increased drainage area. 
Alternate 2B has significant ROW acquisition  
Possible maintenance issues with 
ponds/wetlands near underpass. 
Significant UPRR involvement 
City maintains substructure and superstructure 
below waterproofing membrane 

Alternative No. 3 
Algonquin Rd 
Under UPRR with 
Track Raise 
 
 
 
 
 

Close Algonquin Rd 
to thru traffic 
One construction 
season 
Algonquin Road 
construction 
depends on UPRR 
work completion 
 
 

Reconstruct SS, 
Sanitary and WM 
Relocate ComEd OH 
south side Algonquin 
Road 
Relocate ComEd OH 
east side UPRR 
Relocate UPRR OH 
and Level 3 west 
side UPRR 

Shoofly required 
Track raise;  new 
track  
Remove warning 
devices 

ROW (0 parcels) 
TE ( 10+ parcels) 
Relocate drives (2) 
 

LUST (5) 
CERCLIS (1) 
NWI Wetlands (2) 
Section 4(f) (1) 

No PACE Routes 
within project limits 
Proposed bicycle 
route. 
Proposed sidewalks 
north and south side 
 

 
$48,201,290  

No pump station required. 
Limited obstructed views. 
UPRR maintains bridge above 
waterproofing membrane. 

Most adjacent property impacts 
Greatest degree of coordination with UPRR.  
Significant UPRR involvement 
City maintains substructure and superstructure 
below waterproofing membrane  
Longer shoofly required 
Major track raise (>2’) 
Most expensive 



                          
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

           EXHIBIT 18  
 
 DETOUR MAP 

 
Algonquin Road Grade Separation 

at the UPRR Milwaukee Subdivision 
Mount Prospect Road to Wolf Road 

City of Des Plaines 

1051 Perimeter Drive, Suite 1025 
Schaumburg, Illinois 60173 
(847) 605-9600 | (847) 605-9610 Fax 
www.transystems.com 

Algonquin Road Closed 
To Through Traffic 

Mt Prospect Road to Wolf Road 

Legend 
 
Detour Route: Suggested Truck Route 
 
Detour Route: All Vehicles Except Trucks 



Algonquin Road Grade Separation Feasibility Study
at Union Pacific - Milwaukee Railroad
City of Des Plaines

Date: January 2009 (Final)

Unit
Unit
Price Quantity

Total
Cost Quantity

Total
Cost Quantity

Total
Cost Quantity

Total
Cost Quantity

Total
CostItem

Alternate No. 1A
Algonquin Rd Over UPRR

(Retaining Walls)

Alternate No. 2A
Algonquin Rd Under UPRR

(Retaining Walls)

CONCEPTUAL ESTIMATE OF COST

ALTERNATE NO. 1 ALTERNATE NO. 2 ALTERNATE NO. 3
Alternate No. 1B

Algonquin Rd Over UPRR
(Side Slopes)

Alternate No. 2B
Algonquin Rd Under UPRR

(Side Slopes)

Alternate No. 3
Algonquin Rd Under UPRR/Track 

Raise

Removals and Relocations (1%) $257,180 (1%) $257,180 (1%) $203,300 (1%) $203,300 (1%) $205,500
• Pavement Removal Sq Yd $15 8,500 127,500 8,500 127,500 9,100 136,500 9,100 136,500 10,100 151,500
• HMA Surface Removal Sq Yd $4 4,670 18,680 4,670 18,680 2,700 10,800 2,700 10,800 0 0
• Curb & Gutter Removal Foot $5 1,200 6,000 1,200 6,000 400 2,000 400 2,000 1,200 6,000
• Sidewalk Removal Sq Ft $3 13,000 39,000 13,000 39,000 8,000 24,000 8,000 24,000 13,000 39,000
• Sewer Removal (SS and San) Foot $15 4,400 66,000 4,400 66,000 2,000 30,000 2,000 30,000 600 9,000

Earthwork (12%) $2,460,000 (16%) $3,280,000 (7%) $1,637,500 (10%) $2,262,500 (3%) $1,340,000
• Earth Excavation Cu Yd $25 2,000 50,000 4,000 100,000 53,500 1,337,500 78,500 1,962,500 41,600 1,040,000
• Furnished Excavation Cu Yd $20 118,000 2,360,000 156,500 3,130,000 0 0 0 0 0 0
• Special Waste Removal Ton $100 500 50,000 500 50,000 3,000 300,000 3,000 300,000 3,000 300,000

Pavement (10%) $2,014,840 (10%) $2,014,840 (8%) $1,813,950 (8%) $1,813,950 (5%) $1,812,520
• Pavement Sq Yd $60 14 033 842 000 14 033 842 000 15 250 915 000 15 250 915 000 16 700 1 002 000• Pavement Sq Yd $60 14,033 842,000 14,033 842,000 15,250 915,000 15,250 915,000 16,700 1,002,000
• Aggregate Subgrade 12" Sq Yd $14 21,300 298,200 21,300 298,200 21,900 306,600 21,900 306,600 21,100 295,400
• Curb & Gutter Foot $16 5,400 86,400 5,400 86,400 5,400 86,400 5,400 86,400 5,270 84,320
• PCC Sidewalk 5" Sq Ft $5 15,650 78,250 15,650 78,250 14,400 72,000 14,400 72,000 14,400 72,000
• HMA Bicycle Path Sq Ft $4 37,300 149,200 37,300 149,200 31,200 124,800 31,200 124,800 31,200 124,800
• Bridge Approach Pavement Sq Yd $200 375 75,000 375 75,000 0 0 0 0 0 0
• Driveway/Pk Lot Pavement Sq Yd $45 8,300 373,500 8,300 373,500 5,200 234,000 5,200 234,000 5,200 234,000
• Pavement Widening + Subbase Sq Yd $75 830 62,250 830 62,250 570 42,750 570 42,750 0 $0
• Pavement Resurfacing Sq Yd $12 4,170 50,040 4,170 50,040 2,700 32,400 2,700 32,400 0 $0

Structural (49%) $10,240,000 (35%) $7,404,000 (42%) $9,872,000 (32%) $7,550,000 (27%) $10,472,000
• Bridge (72" PPC Bulb T-Beams) Sq Ft $125 10,200 1,275,000 10,200 1,275,000 0 0 0 0 0 0
• Bridge (10' Deck Girder) Track Foot $24,000 0 0 0 0 180 4,320,000 180 4,320,000 240 5,760,000
• Underpass Lighting L Sum $30,000 0 0 0 0 1 30,000 1 30,000 1 30,000
• Retaining Walls - Algonquin Rd Sq Ft $100 74,150 7,415,000 48,550 4,855,000 50,000 5,000,000 29,800 2,980,000 41,600 4,160,000
• Retaining Walls - Park District Sq Ft $100 9,300 930,000 9,300 930,000 0 0 0 0 0 0
• Railing Foot $200 3,100 620,000 1,720 344,000 2,610 522,000 1,100 220,000 2,610 522,000

Stormwater & Public Utiltities (6%) $1,287,500 (6%) $1,287,500 (16%) $3,657,000 (16%) $3,657,000 (3%) $1,086,500
• Storm Sewer, 24" Foot $90 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,400 216,000
• Storm Sewer, 48" Foot $130 2,200 286,000 2,200 286,000 1,000 130,000 1,000 130,000 0 0
• Storm Sewer, 60" Foot $160 1,000 160,000 1,000 160,000 0 0 0 0 1,300 208,000
• Laterals, 12" Foot $50 200 10,000 200 10,000 200 10,000 200 10,000 200 10,000
• Drainage Structures Each $1,500 21 31,500 21 31,500 18 27,000 18 27,000 15 22,500
• Trench Backfill Cu Yd $30 1,000 30,000 1,000 30,000 0 0 0 0 0 0
• Pump Station + Detention System L Sum $3,000,000 0 0 0 0 1 3,000,000 1 3,000,000 0 0
• Water Main, 10" Foot $200 2,200 440,000 2,200 440,000 1,700 340,000 1,700 340,000 2,700 $540,000
• Sanitary Sewer, 18" Foot $150 2,200 330,000 2,200 330,000 1,000 150,000 1,000 150,000 600 $90,000
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Unit
Unit
Price Quantity

Total
Cost Quantity

Total
Cost Quantity

Total
Cost Quantity

Total
Cost Quantity

Total
CostItem

Alternate No. 1A
Algonquin Rd Over UPRR

(Retaining Walls)

Alternate No. 2A
Algonquin Rd Under UPRR

(Retaining Walls)

Alternate No. 1B
Algonquin Rd Over UPRR

(Side Slopes)

Alternate No. 2B
Algonquin Rd Under UPRR

(Side Slopes)

Alternate No. 3
Algonquin Rd Under UPRR/Track 

Raise

Railroad (0%) $103,500 (0%) $103,500 (5%) $1,197,000 (5%) $1,197,000 (40%) $15,464,770
• Furnished Excavation Cu Yd $25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 26,444 661,103
• Excavation Cu Yd $30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13,542 406,268
• Shoo Fly (Install & Remove) Track Foot $300 0 0 0 0 2,200 660,000 2,200 660,000 10,500 3,150,000
• Temporary Sheet Piling Sq Ft $45 1,500 67,500 1,500 67,500 3,000 135,000 3,000 135,000 30,000 1,350,000
• Install Track Complete Foot $200 0 0 0 0 200 40,000 200 40,000 9,300 1,860,000
• Subballast Cu Yd $20 0 0 0 0 200 4 000 200 4 000 9 370 187 400• Subballast Cu Yd $20 0 0 0 0 200 4,000 200 4,000 9,370 187,400
• Flaggers Day $600 60 36,000 60 36,000 180 108,000 180 108,000 250 150,000
• Retaining Wall Sq Ft $100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 74,500 7,450,000
• Signal Bungalow Replacement L Sum $250,000 0 0 0 0 1 250,000 1 250,000 1 250,000

Miscellaneous (1%) $150,000 (1%) $150,000 (1%) $150,000 (1%) $150,000 (0%) $150,000
• Landscaping L Sum $70,000 1 70,000 1 70,000 1 70,000 1 70,000 1 $70,000
• Pavement Marking & Signing L Sum $25,000 1 25,000 1 25,000 1 25,000 1 25,000 1 $25,000
• Erosion Control L Sum $55,000 1 55,000 1 55,000 1 55,000 1 55,000 1 $55,000

Subtotal --Construction (79%) $16,513,020 (69%) $14,497,020 (79%) $18,530,750 (72%) $16,833,750 (79%) $30,531,290

Maintenance of Traffic % 0.5% 1 $83,000 1 $83,000 1 $93,000 1 $85,000 1 $153,000
Mobilization % 6% 1 $991,000 1 $870,000 1 $1,112,000 1 $1,011,000 1 $1,832,000
Contingency % 20% 1 $3,303,000 1 $2,900,000 1 $3,707,000 1 $3,367,000 1 $6,107,000

TOTAL - CONSTRUCTION (100%) $20,890,020 (90%) $18,350,020 (100%) $23,442,750 (93%) $21,296,750 (100%) $38,623,290

$1,947,500 $4,927,600 $1,185,000 $2,958,800 $1,080,000
• Acquisition Sq Ft $25 0 0 122,300 3,057,500 2,400 60,000 69,300 1,732,500 0 0
• Permanent Easement Sq Ft $10 15,000 150,000 15,000 150,000 0 0 0 0 0 0
• Temporary Easement Sq Ft $5 359,500 1,797,500 344,020 1,720,100 225,000 1,125,000 245,260 1,226,300 216,000 1,080,000

• Wetland Mitigation Acre $150,000 0.0 $0 0.0 $0 1.0 $150,000 1.0 $150,000 2.0 $300,000

Private Utility Relocation (UPRR ROW) $120,000 $120,000 $320,000 $320,000 $1,140,000
• ComEd Power Poles L Sum $100,000 1 100,000 1 100,000 1 100,000 1 100,000 1 $100,000
• UPRR Power Poles Each $5,000 4 20,000 4 20,000 4 20,000 4 20,000 8 $40,000

Le el 3 Fiber Optic Foot $1 000 0 0 0 0 200 200 000 200 200 000 1 000 $1 000 000

Environmental

Right-of-Way

• Level 3 Fiber Optic Foot $1,000 0 0 0 0 200 200,000 200 200,000 1,000 $1,000,000

Design Engineering % 10% 1 $2,090,000 1 $1,836,000 1 $2,345,000 1 $2,130,000 1 $3,863,000
% 12% 1 $2,507,000 1 $2,203,000 1 $2,814,000 1 $2,556,000 1 $4,635,000

$27,434,520TOTAL PROJECT COST

Construction Engineering

$27,316,620 $29,786,750 $48,201,290$28,941,550
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Unit
Unit
Price Quantity

Total
Cost Quantity

Total
Cost Quantity

Total
Cost Quantity

Total
Cost Quantity

Total
CostItem

Alternate No. 1A
Algonquin Rd Over UPRR

(Retaining Walls)

Alternate No. 2A
Algonquin Rd Under UPRR

(Retaining Walls)

Alternate No. 1B
Algonquin Rd Over UPRR

(Side Slopes)

Alternate No. 2B
Algonquin Rd Under UPRR

(Side Slopes)

Alternate No. 3
Algonquin Rd Under UPRR/Track 

Raise

Assumptions

Limits of sewer removal and replacement are limited to reconstruction area.
Earth excavation includes roadway cut plus 2 foot cut in proposed widening locations.  
Embankment under roadway on retaining wall sections is assumed from wall to wall.  Depending on wall type select backfill may be required, be deducted from this value, and included in retaining wall cost.
Special waste assumed at 1 percent of excavation at 120 lb/cf.
R t i i  ll d t  b  4 f t b l  d  d 1 5 f t b  d d

1.
2.
3.
4.
5 Retaining wall assumed to be 4 feet below grade and 1.5 feet above proposed need.

Laterals and drainage structures assumed every 300 feet.
In-line detention assumed for Alternates 1 and 3 for increase in impervious area.
Pump station and detention cost from 2002 US 14 study.  No provisions for downstreanm drainage improvements or maintenance costs have been provided.
Water main and sanitary sewer costs are all inclusive.

Project Limits  Length

Alternate No. 1
Widen/Resurface: 1217+80 1223+95 615 ft   (0.12 mi)
Reconstruction: 1223+95 1245+00 2,105 ft   (0.40 mi)
Total - Algonquin Road 2,720 ft   (0.52 mi)
Total - UPRR/Milwaukee - - 0 ft (0.00 mi)

9.

6.

Station to Station

7.
8.

5.

Alternate No. 2
Widen/Resurface: 1217+80 1221+90 410 ft   (0.08 mi)
Reconstruction: 1221+90 1244+20 2,230 ft   (0.42 mi)
Total - Algonquin Road 2,640 ft   (0.50 mi)
Total - UPRR/Milwaukee 1021+60 1032+70 1,110 ft   (0.21 mi)

Alternate No. 3
Reconstruction: 1217+80 1244+20 2,640 ft   (0.50 mi)
Total - Algonquin Road 2,640 ft   (0.50 mi)
Total - UPRR/Milwaukee 1005+90 1049+00 4,310 ft   (0.82 mi)
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 EXHIBIT 20 

FUNDING OPPORTUNITIES 
 

January 2009 

Program Sponsor 
Agency 

Funding 
Participation 

Maximum 
Funding Level 

Targeted 
for Alt 1 &2 

Eligible 
Elements 

Eligible 
Projects 

Selection 
Criteria 

Schedule Success 
Rating 

Congestion Mitigation 
and Air Quality 
(CMAQ) 

Chicago Metropolitan 
Agency for Planning 

(CMAP) 

80% Federal 
20% Local 

No maximum, but 
high costs impact 

ranking 

$1,000,000 Engineering, right-of-way, and 
construction (Must follow federal 

process thru IDOT) 

Traffic flow or bicycle/pedestrian 
improvements 

Ranking, readiness, and 
project mix.  Adding lanes 

may reduce possibility. 

Call for applications typically 
at end of every January.  
Selection in Fall. 
 

Good / Fair / Poor 

Grade Crossing 
Protection Fund 
(GCPF) 

Illinois Commerce 
Commission (ICC) 

With federal funds: 
Up to 60% for grade 

separations.  
 

Without federal funds: 
60% 

 

$12M (maximum) 
($27M  annually) 

$12,000,000 Pre-construction,  construction Construction or upgrade of 
crossing protection. 

Construction or improvement of 
any highway necessary for 
access to property due to a 

crossing closure. 
Construction, reconstruction, 

relocation or removal of grade 
separate structures. 

 

Review by ICC Rail Safety 
Section  

Cannot be used on State 
Highways. 

Petition can be made 
anytime.  Public hearing is 
necessary.  Selection time 
around two months after 
hearing. 

Good / Fair / Poor 

Illinois Transportation 
Enhancement  
Program (ITEP) 
 

Illinois Department of 
Transportation 

(IDOT) 

80% Federal 
20% Local 

No maximum 
($60M  annually) 

$1,000,000 Engineering, right-of-way, and 
construction (Must follow federal 

process thru IDOT) 

Enhancements such as 
landscaping, bike path or 

decorative lighting 

Project merits as determined 
by selection committee 

Call for applications are 
typically in Fall.  Selections 
may take up to 1 year. 

Good / Fair / Poor 

SAFETE-LU Federal 
Reauthorization 
Earmark 
 

Federal Highway 
Administration  

(FHWA) /  IDOT 

90% Federal 
10% Local 

No maximum 
($350M annually) 

$20,000,000 All components Local rail line relocation and 
improvements 

Local political 
representatives 

Current program expires in 
2009.  Future program to be 
determined. 

Good / Fair / Poor 

Highway Safety 
Improvement 
Program (HSIP) 
 

FHWA / IDOT 90% Federal 
10% Local 

No maximum 
($8M annually) 

$0 Pre-construction and construction Projects that reduce crashes at 
public highway-rail grade 

crossings 

Reduction potential for 
fatalities 

Applications in November 
with selections in the 
following Spring. 

Good / Fair / Poor 

Motor Fuel Tax (MFT) 
 
 

IDOT 100% No maximum 
($600M annually) 

 
 

$2,000,000 Engineering, right-of-way, and 
construction 

General roadway improvements, 
bike paths, grade separations 

Local decision with IDOT 
approval 

City must adopt resolution. Good / Fair / Poor 

Jurisdictional  
Transfer 

IDOT Varies No maximum. 
Depends on 

supplemental 
funding.  

$2,000,000 Phase I, II, II engineering and 
construction 

State roadways that are 
transferred to local jurisdictions. 

Local decision with IDOT 
approval.  May not fund 

grade separation elements.  

City must adopt resolution. Good / Fair / Poor 

Surface 
Transportation 
Program (STP) 
 
 

Northwest Municipal 
Conference 

70%Federal 
/ 30%Local 

(50/50 for ROW) 

$2.5M  
excluding ROW 

($150M annually) 

$2,500,000 Phase III engineering, right-of-
way, and construction (Must 

follow federal process thru IDOT) 

General roadway improvements 
on collector or higher 

Need Phase I completed Call for applications are 
typically every Fall.   

Good / Fair / Poor 
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Program Sponsor 
Agency 

Funding 
Participation 

Maximum 
Funding Level 

Targeted 
Amount for Alt 1 

Eligible 
Elements 

Eligible 
Projects 

Selection 
Criteria 

Schedule Success 
Rating 

Municipal 
Improvement 
Program (CIP) 
 
 

City of Des Plaines Varies Not applicable $2,000,000 All components City projects City Council Fiscal year Good / Fair / Poor 

Union Pacific Railroad  
 

Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR) 

5% of bridge 
construction within 

vertical tie-in. 

Not applicable   $1,000,000  
 

Preliminary engineering, right-of-
way and construction 

Railroad involved  As directed by ICC Tied to ICC stipulated 
agreement 

Good / Fair / Poor 
 
 
 



 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX B 
 

COORDINATION 
  



 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

MINUTES OF MEETINGS 
  



 



  TranSystems 
 
  1051 Perimeter Drive 
  Suite 1051 
  Schaumburg, IL  60173-5058 
  Tel 847.605.9600 
  Fax 847.605.9610 
 
  www.transystems.com 

MINUTES OF MEETING 
 

Feasibility Study of Proposed Railroad Grade Separation 
Algonquin Road at Union Pacific-Milwaukee Railroad 

City of Des Plaines 
 
 

Coor dination Meeting #1
 

Date: June 11, 2008 
 
Time: 11:00 a.m. 
 
Place: City of Des Plaines, Engineering Office, 5th Floor 
 
Attendance: Tim Oakley, Director of Engineering 
  Jon Duddles, Assistant Director of Engineering 
  Derek Peebles, Civil Engineer 
  Matt Dusckett, Director of Public Works  
  Mike Conlan, Director of Community & Economic Development 

Randy Jaeger, Fire Chief 
  Marty Ross, TranSystems 
  Ken Yang, TranSystems 
    

 
The purpose of the meeting was to review and comment the Validation Study 5/15/08 and kick off the 
feasibility portion of the project.  The following are part of the feasibility process; discuss coordination 
efforts, review scope of the feasibility study, start the data collection process, and review the overall 
schedule (updated due to the inclusion of the validation study to the project). 
 

1. Validation Study  
a. The validation report was reviewed and the following comments were made: 

i. Include the existing police station location to the location map (figure 1), not the 
proposed since the exact location has not been finalized 

ii. Include the hospital location between Potter Rd. and Greenwood Ave. on 
Dempster St. 

iii. TranSystems to update the study and send Derrick the .pdf file for distribution. 
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2. Coor dination,  Scope and Goals 
a. Derrick will set up a coordination meeting with adjacent properties; the Park District, UOP, 

Juno Lighting, and ITW Fastex. The strip mall property owners will not be included in this 
meeting at this time. This meeting should be held before the survey is started. 

b. Are site distance adequate for adjacent entrances? Will right in- right out be needed for 
these entrances?  The proposed grades will not be severe enough for site distance 
problems. 

c. UOP had investigated a pedestrian overpass near Mt. Prospect road, this idea is believed 
to be abandoned, however, the location would have been far enough West out of our 
project area. 

d. Closing Algonquin road for construction would be an acceptable plan in order to expedite 
the construction schedule. 

e. Spur tracks are still in operation. 
f. The final feasibility study will be made available to the public and no separate public 

hearing will be made. 
g. Scope of work will remain per the proposal and contract, looking at the three options 

Algonquin Rd. under the UPRR, over the UPRR, and raising the UPRR while going under 
the UPRR. 

3. Data col lection 
 

a. TranSystems noted that the field survey is schedule to start (7/21/08). 
b. UPRR railroad shots can be obtained by the Des Plains GIS. TranSystems also suggested 

taking rail shots at each crossing at Thacker St. and Oakton St. in conjunction with the 
UPRR tables to determine rail grades and elevations. 

c. Existing road plans (IDOT) 
d. Traffic Data, existing and future (Des Plaines and Other) 
e. Public bus routes can be obtained by Pace and School bus routes can be obtained by 

Septran. 
f. Pedestrian and bike access on bridge should be considered, Derrick will supply the city’s 

bike path plans. 
g. 3 year accident data will be requested by the City (2005, 2006, 2007). 
h. Utility letters for request for information will be sent by TranSystems. (Julie-Design).  Also a 

separate request for the UPRR utilities. 
i. There are no existing drainage problems that the city was aware of on Algonquin Rd. 
j. No changes are anticipated to the existing land usage for the surrounding areas. 
k. TranSystems to check existing GIS received from Des Plaines from noise wall project to 

see if it includes our project area. 
l. Right-of-way plats to be obtained from IDOT. 
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m. The following should be invited for the 8/29/08 coordination meeting: 
i. ICC (Brian Vercruysse/.Chuck Broers) 
ii. IDOT (Chad Riddle/ Steve Mastny) 
iii. UPRR (John Venice) 

 
Meeting adjourned at 11:45am. 





  TranSystems 
 
  1051 Perimeter Drive 
  Suite 1051 
  Schaumburg, IL  60173-5058 
  Tel 847.605.9600 
  Fax 847.605.9610 
 
  www.transystems.com 

MINUTES OF MEETING 
 

Proposed Railroad Grade Separation 
Algonquin Road at Union Pacific-Milwaukee Railroad 

City of Des Plaines 
Park District Building 

 
Informational Meeting for Adjacent Property Owners

 
Date: June 27, 2008 
 
Time: 10:00 a.m. 
 
Place: City of Des Plaines Park District, Prairie Lakes Facility 
 
Attendance: Derek Peebles, Civil Engineer, City of Des Plaines 
  John Hecker, City of Des Plaines Park District 
  Jim Johnsen, Juno Lighting Group 
  Ron Robinson, Juno Lighting Group 
  Darin Fink, ITW Fastex 
  Bill March, ITW Fastex 
  Ken Yang, TranSystems 
  Ben Vander Wal, TranSystems 
    

 
The purpose of the meeting was to begin dialogue with the adjacent businesses and give them background 
on the project. The project schedule and process of design were to be discussed. Also, information from 
the immediately adjacent business, including questions and concerns, would be received.  The following 
summarizes the discussion. 
 

1. Overview 

a. Project Background/Description, Derek Peebles 
i. Traffic delay in the City of Des Plaines is a growing problem due to increasing train 

volumes. 
ii. There are 32 total at-grade crossings in the City. 
iii. The City wants to improve traffic congestion by building a grade separation at one of 

these crossings.  All 32 crossings were looked at, and initially, the UP-Milwaukee at 
Algonquin Rd crossing was determined to be the best option. 

iv. The City received a grant to perform a Feasibility Study on the viability of a grade 
separation at this location. 
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b. Project Validation and Feasibility Study, Ken Yang 
i. TranSystems was hired by the City to validate the proposed location for grade 

separation and confirm the focus of a full Feasibility Study.  A number of factors were 
looked at, primarily: construction feasibility due to adjacent land use, emergency 
response routes, traffic delay (min/veh), traffic volume and potential of residential and 
commercial relocations. 

ii. The Validation Study concluded that the crossing at UP-Milwaukee and Algonquin Rd 
is the most feasible location for the City to build a grade separation.  

iii. The Feasibility Study (to be completed by November, 2008) will focus in on this one 
location and determine the most cost effective solution to building a new grade 
separation between one of the following three options: 

• Roadway Underpass 
• Roadway Overpass 
• Roadway Underpass with Railroad grade changes 

 
2. Project Discussion/Concerns/Comments 

An open discussion was held to gather information from the adjacent businesses; The City of 
Des Plaines Park District (NE corner), Juno Lighting Group (SE corner), ITW Fastex (SW 
corner), and UOP (NW corner).  In addition, there were plenty of questions and concerns from 
the representatives of the adjacent businesses.  
a. Regarding the location, why wasn’t Oakton St chosen to grade separate?  

Although Oakton St carries more traffic than Algonquin Rd, it is not a feasible location due 
to the adjacent land use considering how close businesses are to the crossing.  

b. Algonquin Rd will become a four-lane road. Will there be a need for a center turn lane?  If 
there is no center turn lane, there is a concern that traffic will not be able to make left turns 
onto Algonquin Rd from driveways near the crossing. 

c. If Algonquin Rd between Elmhurst and Mt. Prospect is not widened to four lanes, there is 
concern that westbound traffic will back up all the way to the east of the railroad and block 
the driveways east of the tracks (Juno Lighting and The Park District).  

d. What are the degrees of certainty that this is the location to be chosen and that the road 
will go under the railroad? 
The Validation Study confirmed the City’s findings that the crossing at UP-Milwaukee and 
Algonquin Rd is the most feasible location to grade separate.  At this point, the City is 
moving forward with a Feasibility Study focusing on this location.  This study will look at 
which of the three options (shown above) is the most feasible.  There is no certainty for 
one of these options over another at this point.  
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e. The question was raised on what is to be done with storm water if the road is built to go 
under the railroad.  
All storm water taken within the road’s right-of-way will be properly accounted for and 
taken to the appropriate outfall location.  A storm water pump station will likely be 
necessary in the roadway underpass option.  

f. Derek discussed the general process of most projects and how it relates to this one.  The 
public is usually involved with a Public Hearing during Phase I of a project.  At this point, 
the project is made known to the adjacent land owners.  In this project, however, the City is 
involving the adjacent land owners much sooner in the process, during the Feasibility 
Study portion of the project.   

g. Will Eminent Domain be something that is likely to occur with the adjacent businesses for 
this project? 
Derek explained that the City is extremely politically sensitive regarding these matters. He 
does not foresee the need for Eminent Domain and said the City will try to avoid it as much 
as possible.  However, it is too early in the project to determine what property is or is not 
needed for construction.  Algonquin Rd is owned and maintained by IDOT west of Wolf Rd.  

h. How does the pond located on ITW Fastex property impact the reconstruction of Algonquin 
Rd?  The potential pond impacts will be determined in Phase I engineering.  

i. There has been several drainage tiles discovered on the adjacent properties.  This need to 
be taken into consideration during Phase I engineering.  

j. During construction of Juno Lighting’s facility, heterogeneous organic material was 
discovered sporadically about 30’ below grade.  This should be taken into consideration 
during the design phases by the geotechnical and structural engineers.  

k. ITW Fastex undergoes changes to their facility about every five years.  It is possible that 
through the duration of this project, their facility may change at least two times. 

l. UOP had plans to construct a pedestrian bridge over Algonquin Rd to serve their 
campuses on both the north and south side.  This plan was the result of several accidents 
at the pedestrian cross walk on the east side of Algonquin Rd and Mt. Prospect Rd.  The 
status of this project is thought to have died, although representatives from UOP were not 
present to discuss this plan.  

m. Will property owners incur any cost beyond the cost of the project paid for with grants, 
public entities, etc.? 

Property owners will not pay anything for the project unless they request something “above 
and beyond” what already exists.  For example; the cost of relocating a driveway due to 
the impacts of lowering Algonquin Rd is a project cost, however, upgrading a driveway 
type from gravel to concrete is not.  
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n. Will adjacent businesses need to have all of their questions and concerns submitted to the 
City by the completion of the Feasibility Study? 

No, after the Study, during the Phase I engineering, there is a Public Hearing and a Public 
Meeting, which are proper settings for the public to voice their questions and concerns 
regarding the project. 

o. ITW Fastex experiences very low water pressure in their facility.  Is it possible to address 
this problem during this project? 

It may be possible to address this problem during the project, in fact, the City is aware of 
and is looking ahead to fixing some of the low water pressure issues throughout the City. 

p. Regarding the constructability of the bridge; how will train traffic be maintained while 
constructing a bridge?   
To construct the bridge while maintaining train traffic, a shoofly track will need to be built.  
This is a temporary track that runs around the existing crossing while the proposed 
structure is built.   

q. Are there other communities in the area going through similar projects to grade separate 
any existing at-grade crossings? 
Grand Avenue in Franklin Park was completed late 2007.  This project is a 
roadway/railroad grade separation.  Grand Avenue is part of The Chicago Region 
Environmental and Transportation Efficiency Program (CREATE).  CREATE is a $1.5 
billion program geared to reduce rail and motorist congestion in the Chicago Region by 
creating, among others, grade separations at congested crossings.   

r. Is the UP-Milwaukee line a main artery for the Union Pacific? 
Yes, it is the main line artery running from the UP’s Proviso Yard north to Milwaukee. 

  

 
Meeting adjourned at 10:45am 
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FINAL 
 

MINUTES OF MEETING 
 

Feasibility Study of Proposed Railroad Grade Separation 
Algonquin Road at Union Pacific-Milwaukee Railroad 

City of Des Plaines 
 
 

Coor dination Meeting #2 
Design Evaluation Alternative 

 
 

Date: September 12, 2008 
 
Time: 10:30 a.m. 
 
Place: City of Des Plaines, Engineering Office, 5th Floor 
 
Attendance: See attendance roster (attached) 

 
The purpose of the meeting was to present and review the design evaluation alternatives for the feasibility 
portion of the project.   
 

1. Project Overview:  TranSystems provided a brief introduction of the history of the project to date.  
The City has 32 at-grade railroad crossings impeding traffic and delaying emergency response 
time.  An internal study was done by the City to determine which crossing location was the most 
feasibly to grade separate.  Algonquin Road and the Union Pacific Railroad–Milwaukee line 
(UPRR) was determined to be the most feasible location and TranSystems was contracted to 
complete the feasibility study.  However prior to the feasibility study, a validation study report was 
conducted by TranSystems to validate the City’s findings. The study concurred with the City’s 
findings. 
A description of the existing conditions and the land use along Algonquin Road and the 
surrounding area within the project limits was provided. (The project limits are Mt. Prospect Road 
on the west to Wolf Road on the east)   
• Industrial company: UOP/Honeywell on the northwest and southwest quadrants of the 

crossing. 
• Industrial company: ITW Fastex in the direct southwest quadrant of the crossing. 
• Industrial company: Juno lighting on the southeast quadrant of the crossing. 
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• The Des Plaines Park District (Mountain View Adventure Center) on the northeast quadrant of 
the crossing. 

• Commercial/Retail on the northeast quadrant of the crossing. 
• Existing Algonquin Road is two lanes in either direction on the west at Mt. Prospect Road and 

on the east at Wolf Road, with channelized left turn lanes.  At the crossing with the UPRR the 
road narrows to one lane in each direction.  

• Algonquin Road is designated as a collector.  It has a posted speed limit of 35 mph, and a 
design speed of 40 mph. 

Existing utilities along Algonquin Road: 
• A 48” storm sewer runs on the south side outside edge of pavement west of UPRR to inside 

edge of pavement East of UPRR.  The existing roadway drainage pattern shows that water is 
collected along Algonquin Road and drains to this 48” pipe which eventually outfalls to the east 
at the Des Plaines River. 

• A 10” water main runs along the north side edge of pavement. An 18” sanitary sewer runs 
along the north side edge of pavement.   

• A gas line is located between the 18” sanitary sewer and the 10” water main.  
• Overhead ComEd and underground AT&T cables are located outside the edge of pavement on 

the south side of Algonquin Road. 
• The existing utility along the east side of the UPRR is ComEd. 
• Underground Level (3), overhead UPRR communication, and a water main exist on the west 

side of the UPRR.  

2. Alternate Review and Impacts 
TranSystems presented three alternates: Algonquin Road over the UPRR, Algonquin Road under 
the UPRR and a combination of Algonquin Road under the UPRR and a raise of the UPRR. 
Alternate 1: Algonquin Road Overpass with retaining wall or with side slopes and minimal use of 
retaining wall. 
• The proposed roadway and bridge typical sections were displayed; in addition past the point of 

vertical tie-in, widening is provided for the additional 12 ft lanes and 12 ft flushed median 
(Existing: 16 ft at Mt. Prospect and Wolf Roads). At the bridge, the flushed median is reduced 
from 12 ft to 4 ft.  Curb and gutter with no street parking and a center left turn lane are 
continuous throughout the improvement.  

• Limits of reconstruction and widening, and resurfacing were noted. 
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• A 10 ft multi-use/shared bike path is accommodated on the north side.  However, a 
discrepancy was noted regarding a bike path route along Algonquin Road was in the long 
range plan between the Chicagoland Bicycle Federation map and the CMAQ maps vs. the 
City’s comprehensive plan conduced in 2007.  It was stated by the City that Algonquin Road 
should be designate for an off road bike path.  

• The profile uses 5% grades with a clearance of 23 ft - 6 in over the UPRR.  It was noted that 
the minimum required clearance is 23 ft.  The additional 6 in are provided for the future 
resurfacing of the UPRR tracks.   

• The bridge is a 3-span (90 ft – 120 ft – 90 ft; 300 ft total in length) deck bridge that uses 6 ft 
deep concrete beams. 

• The bridge piers are located outside the existing UPRR right-of-way, which gives the UPRR 
the freedom for future track expansion under the bridge. 

• Retaining walls were shown which minimize the project footprint. However, proposed right-of- 
way was also shown and discussed for the condition of a 10 ft clear zone and 2:1 side slopes 
in lieu of the retaining wall. In either case there are certain areas that retaining wall would be 
necessary to avoid wetland impacts and impacts to the Park District miniature golf course and 
its ponds. 

Impacts to each commercial property, including driveway impacts, were discussed for both a 
retaining wall section and a 10 ft clear zone with a 2:1 side slope section.   
• Entrance closures and adjustments to UOP.  
• ITW Fastex driveway would require relocation. Driveway was designed for a WB-65 design 

vehicle.  The city suggested that the driveway position will need to be discussed with ITW. 
They will likely want the driveway near the existing building or near Algonquin road to keep 
their property open for future building expansions. 

• Juno Lighting will require driveway relocation and parking mitigation. (approximately 20 spaces 
for the retaining wall section and 40 spaces for the side slope condition) 

• The Park District would require a raise at its entrance, a 2% storage area for 150 ft to a 5% 
grade to existing is provided. 

• The Park District would have 15 ft high retaining walls and would require some vertical 
adjustments to the existing surrounding walk/bike path.  

• No flood plain or floodway impacts. 
• No wetland impacts. 
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• The construction cost of this alternate is $17 million with retaining walls to $20 million with 
minimized retaining walls.  Including Right-of-Way agreements, private utility relocations, 
design and construction engineering, the total cost ranges from $24 million to $26 milllion. 

Alternate 2: Algonquin Road Underpass with retaining wall or side slopes with minimal retaining 
wall. 
• Proposed roadway and bridge typical sections were displayed; in addition past the point of 

vertical tie-in, widening is provided for the additional 12 ft lanes and 12 ft flushed median 
(Existing: 16 ft at Mt. Prospect and Wolf roads).  Curb and gutter with no street parking and a 
center left turn lane are continuous throughout the improvement.  

• Limits of reconstruction and widening and resurfacing were noted. 
• The same multi-use paths for pedestrian and bicycles were noted. 
• The profile uses 5% grades with a clearance of 14 ft - 9 in under the UPRR. It was discussed 

why the low point of the profile was placed 100 ft west of the edge of the proposed structure.  It 
is for the purposes of keeping the low point out of the shadow of the bridge for icing and keep 
any potential ponding out from directly under the structure. 

• The bridge is an 81 ft through plate girder single span bridge. However, a deck girder bridge 
would be preferred by the UPRR; it would require a 4 ft deeper bridge depth and profile which 
could be explored further in the Phase 1 process. 

• The bridge carries the 12ft bi-directional turn lane under the bridge. 
• This option showed a need for a pump station. Locations of the pump station and drainage 

detention, due to the increase impervious cover with the additional lanes, were discussed. 
• This option would require a shoofly of the UPRR mainline tracks in order to build the 

underpass bridge. This would require additional temporary easements and earth retention to 
avoid impacts to adjacent wetlands or mitigate wetlands through banking if less expensive. 

Impacts to each commercial property including driveway impacts were discussed for both 
a retaining wall section and a 10 ft clear zone with a 2:1 side slope section, which were 
much less than Alternate 1: 

• Entrance closures and adjustments to UOP.  
• ITW Fastex driveway would require relocation.  
• Juno Lighting would only require small vertical adjustments to the entrance and no parking 

mitigation. 
• The Park District would only require small vertical adjustments to their entrance. 
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• The construction cost of this alternate is $20 million with retaining walls to $22 million with 
minimized retaining walls.  Including Right-of-Way agreements, private utility relocations, 
design and construction engineering, the total cost ranges from $26 million to $28 milllion. 

 
Alternate 3: Algonquin Underpass with UPRR Track Raise 
• The original thought of this option was to avoid the need for a pump station for Algonquin Road 

under the UPRR, if the track could be raised less than 2 ft to avoid major railroad construction.  
• However based on the research and preliminary design the UPRR would need to be raised 11 

ft in order to avoid the need for a pump station. Furthermore, additional drainage design would 
need to be done to tie back into the existing 48” storm sewer. 

• The UPRR mainline tracks would need a split shoofly both to the north and south of the 
existing track in order to construct the new tracks and avoid impacts to adjacent residential and 
commercial properties. 

• This option would require extensive UPRR coordination and major construction of both the 
UPRR and Algonquin Road, which would increase the overall costs over the first two options 
by over 50%.  Construction cost of $36 million and total costs including right-of-way 
agreements, private utility relocations, design and construction engineering of $45 million. 

• It was clear that this option was not feasible and will be dismissed in the feasibility study. 
3. Staging Conc epts 

• In all options closing Algonquin Road for the duration of construction, while still maintaining 
local access, was the best option to reduce the total duration of the project. This idea was 
discussed and agreed to at the June 11th coordination meeting. 

• Detour routes around Algonquin Road were shown and it was reasonable and feasible to close 
Algonquin Road during construction. 

• Alternate 2 would require much more coordination with the UPRR than Alternate 1. 
 

4. Preliminary Costs 
 
• Preliminary costs were provided for all three alternates, including the difference between 

retaining wall and the minimal retaining wall options. 
• It was suggested that right-of-way acquisition unit cost be $25/sf instead of $20/sf. 
• Also the temporary easement quantity should be verified it appears to be low for Alternate 2, 

does it include shoofly easements? Also the cost for easements from the Park District should 
be included.  The locations of these easements should be shown on the plans. 
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• It was noted that there was no cost for any improvement of the existing 48” storm sewer, it was 
assumed to be working adequately to convey the roadway drainage to the ultimate outfall. 

• Potential savings could be realized by using a narrowed bridge section that could 
accommodate a future widening to 11 ft through lanes instead of 12 ft lanes presented. The 
city was not in favor of a narrowing the roadway cross section significantly across the bridge, it 
is preferred to build some flexibility due to the this project being a one time opportunity. 

• It was asked what the life span of the structures is: 100 years with redecking every 25 years as 
needed. 

 
5. Schedul e 

• Attached was the schedule for the draft feasibility study, subsequent meeting and final report. 
6. Open Discussion 

• We should be sensitive/aware/gauge public response to the project.  The grade separation 
may cause traffic from other east-west roadways and divert to Algonquin Road, increasing 
traffic volumes. 

• IDOT’s preference to a Jurisdictional transfer (JT) to the City of Des Plaines would have a 
western limit at IL 83.  These talks could start at any time during the process.  It would be up to 
the City to decide when to pursue the JT with IDOT. 

• Typically, the ownership of the structure over the UPRR would be the City’s.  However for the 
underpass option, ownership of the superstructure would be the UPRR and the substructure 
the City. 

• Multiple funding sources would be necessary for this project; possible funding programs 
include STP funds through the Northwest Municipal Conference, CMAQ for “Bottleneck 
Elimination” and bike path improvements, and ITEP for bike path and some aesthetic 
improvements.  In addition, funding can be sought from IDOT and the UPRR.  These funding 
sources will be explored as part of the feasibility study and the Phase I study. 

 
 
Meeting adjourned at 11:50 am 
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MINUTES OF MEETING 
 

Feasibility Study of Proposed Railroad Grade Separation 
Algonquin Road at Union Pacific-Milwaukee Railroad 

City of Des Plaines 
 
 

Ini tial Project Meeting
 

Date: October 21, 2008 
 
Time: 11:15 a.m. 
 
Place: City of Chicago, O’hare modernization Program offices. 
 
Attendance: John Venice, Union Pacific Railroad  

Rich Ellison, Union Pacific Railroad 
  Ken Yang, TranSystems 
    
 
The purpose of the meeting was to review the draft study of the project and gather input from the Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR) regarding the alternates and possible impacts. 
 

 
1. Project Overview:  TranSystems provided a brief introduction of the history of the project to date.  

The UPRR has history with the project and had a base knowledge of the project.  The City has 32 
at-grade railroad crossings impeding traffic and delaying emergency response time.   Algonquin 
Road and the Union Pacific Railroad–Milwaukee line (UPRR) was determined to be the most 
feasible location and TranSystems was contracted to complete the feasibility study.   

2. Alternate Review and Impacts 
TranSystems presented three alternates: Algonquin Road over the UPRR, Algonquin Road under 
the UPRR and a combination of Algonquin Road under the UPRR and a raise of the UPRR. 
Alternate 1: Algonquin Road Overpass with retaining wall or with side slopes and minimal use of 
retaining wall. 
• The profile uses 5% grades with a clearance of 23 ft - 6 in over the UPRR.  It was noted that 

the minimum required clearance is 23 ft.  The additional 6 in are provided for the future 
resurfacing of the UPRR tracks.   

• The bridge is a 3-span (90 ft – 120 ft – 90 ft; 300 ft total in length) deck bridge that uses 6 ft 
deep concrete beams. 

• The bridge piers are located outside the existing UPRR right-of-way, which gives the UPRR 
the freedom for future track expansion under the bridge. 
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• The UPRR was pleased to see that the bridge openings span the width of the existing UPRR 
right-of-way.  It was stated that this proposed bridge layout would go through the UPRR review 
process with little objections. 

• Retaining walls were shown which minimize the project footprint. However, proposed right-of- 
way was also shown and discussed for the condition of a 10 ft clear zone and 2:1 side slopes 
in lieu of the retaining wall. In either case there are certain areas that retaining wall would be 
necessary to avoid wetland impacts and impacts to the Park District miniature golf course and 
its ponds. 

• TranSystems pointed out that there is a service road northwest quadrant of the Algonquin road 
crossing, but not on the southwest quadrant.  The UPRR indicated that this service road was 
actually an abandoned third track line.  The UPRR did not need a proposed access road in this 
project area. 

• This option was the most desirable to the UPRR and recommended.  The UPRR made it quite 
clear that Algonquin over the UPRR option was the best for them. This option would have the 
least impacts to the UPRR, go through the UPRR design approval process with no issues, and 
perceived least amount of costs to the City and UPRR. 

• The UPRR would participate up to 5% of the bridge construction cost (touchdown to 
touchdown) for eliminating an at-grade crossing. 

Alternate 2: Algonquin Road Underpass with retaining wall or side slopes with minimal retaining 
wall. 
• The profile uses 5% grades with a clearance of 14 ft - 9 in under the UPRR.  
• The bridge is an 81 ft through plate girder single span bridge. However, a deck girder bridge 

would be preferred by the UPRR; it would require a 4 ft deeper bridge depth and profile which 
could be explored further in the Phase 1 process. 

• This option showed a need for a pump station. Locations of the pump station and drainage 
detention, due to the increase impervious cover with the additional lanes, were discussed. 

• This option would require a shoofly of the UPRR mainline tracks in order to build the 
underpass bridge. This would require additional temporary easements and earth retention to 
avoid impacts to adjacent wetlands or mitigate wetlands through banking if less expensive. 

• The UPRR stated that the shoofly must be designed for time table speed of 40 mph. 
• For the shoofly, the existing utility along the east side of the UPRR is ComEd.  Underground 

Level (3), overhead UPRR communication, and a water main exist on the west side of the 
UPRR.  

• The UPRR did not like this option. It would have more impacts to their operations with potential 
complications with the shoofly and spurs.  
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• It was noted that the signalized crossings would need to be in place over the shoofly during 
construction.  And in general, no signalized crossings would be allowed to be removed until the 
bridges/roadway is constructed/operational and no potential traffic local or construction would 
use the crossing. 

Alternate 3: Algonquin Underpass with UPRR Track Raise 
• The original thought of this option was to avoid the need for a pump station for Algonquin Road 

under the UPRR, if the track could be raised less than 2 ft to avoid major railroad construction.  
• However based on the research and preliminary design the UPRR would need to be raised 11 

ft in order to avoid the need for a pump station. Furthermore, additional drainage design would 
need to be done to tie back into the existing 48” storm sewer. 

• The UPRR mainline tracks would need a split shoofly both to the north and south of the 
existing track in order to construct the new tracks and avoid impacts to adjacent residential and 
commercial properties. 

• This option would require extensive UPRR coordination and major construction of both the 
UPRR and Algonquin Road, which would increase the overall costs over the first two options 
by over 50%.  Construction cost of $36 million and total costs including right-of-way 
agreements, private utility relocations, design and construction engineering of $45 million. 

• It was clear that this option was not feasible and will be dismissed in the feasibility study. 
• The UPRR agreed that this alternate should not be considered. 

3. Staging Conc epts 
• In all options closing Algonquin Road for the duration of construction, while still maintaining 

local access, was the best option to reduce the total duration of the project. This idea was 
discussed and agreed to at the June 11th coordination meeting with the City of Des Plaines. 

• Alternate 2 would require much more coordination with the UPRR than Alternate 1. 
 

4. Next Steps 
 

A meeting to review the draft feasibility study is scheduled for the end of October/ beginning of November to 
obtain comments from the City of Des Plaines.  The final recommended alternate and feasibility study is 
scheduled to be submitted at the end of November. 

 
The meeting adjourned at 11:45 a.m.   
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CH-Scott Czaplicki

From: CH-Mike Beening
Sent: Wednesday, September 24, 2008 12:05 PM
To: CH-Scott Czaplicki
Subject: FW: Algonquin Rd  drawing request 
Attachments: Segment B-0.pdf; Longhaul Fiber Annotations.pdf; Point Style Legend.pdf; Line Style 

Legend.pdf

 
 
From: Kidd, Marsha [mailto:Marsha.Kidd@Level3.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, September 24, 2008 9:08 AM 
To: CH-Mike Beening 
Subject: Algonquin Rd drawing request  
 
  
Michael, 
 
Attached are Level 3's facilities within the area indicated in your 09-12-08 letter. I've also included 3 PDF files which are 
keys to the as-built drawings. 
  
After reviewing the information you provided, it is uncertain whether your project will impact our facilities. 
  
For your information, Level 3's facilities have been constructed on private property and/or public right of way with the 
authorization of the applicable property owner.  
  
Accordingly, Level 3 anticipates full reimbursement of all costs associated with the adjustment and/or relocation of its 
facilities prior to Level 3's performance of any work. 
  
If, upon your review of the attached information, you determine that an adjustment and/or relocation of Level 3's facilities 
is necessary to accommodate your project, please contact me at 918-547-0029 or Marsha.Kidd@Level3.com  to discuss 
the terms of any adjustment and/or relocation.  
  
Please reference the file number MW 20427 in any future correspondence regarding this job. Unless we hear from you 
directly, we will assume that any potential conflict has been eliminated. 
  
Please note that this email applies to Level 3 Communications, LLC including all subsidiary and affiliate companies.  
 
Thanks 
Marsha Kidd  
Level 3 Communications 
Tel:918-547-0029 
Fax:720-567-1314 
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CH-Scott Czaplicki

From: Kalicki, Krzysztof [krzysztof.kalicki@verizonbusiness.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 25, 2008 9:47 AM
To: CH-Mike Beening
Subject: Algonquin Rd (Mount Prospect Rd to Wolf Rd) Preliminary Design Study
Attachments: MCI on Algonquin Rd.pdf

Michael, 
 
See attached file for MCI fiber optic cable locations. 
 
Regards, 
 

Krzysztof (Kris) Kalicki 
MCI 
P.O. Box 387 
7719 W 60th PL 
Summit, IL 60501 
Office 708-924-9110 
Fax 708-458-6431 
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CH-Scott Czaplicki

From: Wood, Randy [randy.wood@xo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, November 11, 2008 8:54 AM
To: CH-Mike Beening
Cc: CH-Scott Czaplicki
Subject: RE: Algonquin Road Improvements

Mike, 
  
XO Communications has received your plans and we do not have any plant in the proposed area of construction. 
  
Thanks, 
Randy Wood 
XO Communications 
630-371-3159 
 

From: mlbeening@transystems.com [mailto:mlbeening@transystems.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 11, 2008 8:50 AM 
To: Wood, Randy 
Cc: SDCzaplicki@transystems.com 
Subject: Algonquin Road Improvements 

Randy- 
 
Per our phone conversation this morning, please find attached a copy of the initial letter sent to Mr. Glenn Luehrsen on September 12, 
2008 along with Project Vicinity Map in PDF format for your records.  Please respond through e-mail or letter indicating that your 
existing utility clear within our project limits for our records. 
 
If you have questions or need additional information, please call. 
 
Thanks for your time. 
 
Mike Beening 
 
  
Michael L Beening  
  

  
TranSystems  
1051 Perimeter Drive, Suite 1025  
Schaumburg, IL 60173-5058  
Main: 847-605-9600 
Direct: 847-407-5262 
Cell: 847-812-2363 
Fax: 847-605-9610 
www.transystems.com  

Note: The information contained in this transmission as well as all documents transmitted herewith are privileged and confidential information. This 
information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to whom it was sent, and the recipient is obliged to protect this information as 
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TranSystems IDNR Project #: 0903087Applicant: 

Contact: Scott Czaplicki Date: 10/09/2008

1051 Perimeter Drive

Schaumburg, IL 60173 

Address:   

Project: 

Address:

Algonquin Road Feasibility Study

200E. Algonquin Road, Des Plaines

Description:   Proposed grade separation of Algonquin Road and UPRR between Mt. Prospect Road and Wolf 

Road

Natural Resource Review Results

This project was submitted for information only.  It is not a consultation under Part 1075.

The Illinois Natural Heritage Database contains no record of State-listed threatened or endangered species, Illinois 

Natural Area Inventory sites, dedicated Illinois Nature Preserves, or registered Land and Water Reserves in the 

vicinity of the project location.  

County: Cook

Township, Range, Section:

41N, 11E, 24 41N, 12E, 19

Location

The applicant is responsible for the 

accuracy of the location submitted 

for the project.

217-785-5500

Division of Ecosystems & Environment

Impact Assessment Section

IL Department of Natural Resources Contact

Page 1 of 2



IDNR Project Number: 0903087

The Illinois Natural Heritage Database cannot provide a conclusive statement on the presence, absence, or 

condition of natural resources in Illinois. This review reflects the information existing in the Database at the time of 

this inquiry, and should not be regarded as a final statement on the site being considered, nor should it be a 

substitute for detailed site surveys or field surveys required for environmental assessments. If additional protected 

resources are encountered during the project’s implementation, compliance with applicable statutes and regulations 

is required.

Disclaimer

Terms of Use

By using this website, you acknowledge that you have read and agree to these terms. These terms may be revised 

by IDNR as necessary. If you continue to use the EcoCAT application after we post changes to these terms, it will 

mean that you accept such changes. If at any time you do not accept the Terms of Use, you may not continue to 

use the website.

1. The IDNR EcoCAT website was developed so that units of local government, state agencies and the public could 

request information or begin natural resource consultations on-line for the Illinois Endangered Species Protection 

Act, Illinois Natural Areas Preservation Act, and Illinois Interagency Wetland Policy Act. EcoCAT uses databases, 

Geographic Information System mapping, and a set of programmed decision rules to determine if proposed actions 

are in the vicinity of protected natural resources. By indicating your agreement to the Terms of Use for this 

application, you warrant that you will not use this web site for any other purpose.

2. Unauthorized attempts to upload, download, or change information on this website are strictly prohibited and may 

be punishable under the Computer Fraud and Abuse Act of 1986 and/or the National Information Infrastructure 

Protection Act.

3. IDNR reserves the right to enhance, modify, alter, or suspend the website at any time without notice, or to 

terminate or restrict access.

EcoCAT operates on a state of Illinois computer system. We may use software to monitor traffic and to identify 

unauthorized attempts to upload, download, or change information, to cause harm or otherwise to damage this site. 

Unauthorized attempts to upload, download, or change information on this server is strictly prohibited by law. 

Security

Unauthorized use, tampering with or modification of this system, including supporting hardware or software, may 

subject the violator to criminal and civil penalties. In the event of unauthorized intrusion, all relevant information 

regarding possible violation of law may be provided to law enforcement officials.

Privacy

EcoCAT generates a public record subject to disclosure under the Freedom of Information Act. Otherwise, IDNR 

uses the information submitted to EcoCAT solely for internal tracking purposes.
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Superfund Information Systems 
Recent Additions | Contact Us | Print Version  Search:   

EPA Home > Superfund > Sites > Superfund Information Systems > Search Superfund Site Information 
> Search Results 

  

Superfund Site 
  Information 

Site Documents 

Data Element  
  Dictionary (DED) 

Order Superfund 
  Products 

Superfund Site Information 

Search Results 

Search Criteria: 

Found 1 site(s) that match your search criteria listed above. 
To conduct another search, return to the Search Superfund Site Information 
page or request a Customized SIS Report. 
 

Save results in Excel format 
 

Active vs. Archived: Active  What are active and archived sites? 

City: DES PLAINES
State(s): Illinois

  Displaying sites 1 through 1  

EPA ID Site Name City County State 
NPL 

Status 

ILN000508117 DESPLAINES 
ASBESTOS 
TRAILER

DES PLAINES COOK IL Not NPL 

  Displaying sites 1 through 1  
   
  DISCLAIMER: Be advised that the data contained in these profiles are intended solely for informational 

purposes use by employees of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency for management of the 
Superfund program. They are not intended for use in calculating Cost Recovery Statutes of Limitations 
and cannot be relied upon to create any rights, substantive or procedural, enforceable by any party in 
litigation with the United States. EPA reserves the right to change these data at any time without public 
notice.

   
OSWER Home | Superfund Home 

 
 

EPA Home | Privacy and Security Notice | Contact Us  

URL:  http://cfpub.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/srchrslt.cfm 
This page design was last updated on Tuesday, October 16, 2007  

Content is dynamically generated by ColdFusion 

  

Page 1 of 1Superfund Information Systems ‐ Superfund Site Information: Search Results

8/20/2008http://cfpub.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/srchrslt.cfm?start=1&CFID=1406936&CFTOKEN...



Superfund Information Systems 
Recent Additions | Contact Us | Print Version  Search:   

EPA Home > Superfund > Sites > Superfund Information Systems > Search Superfund Site Information
> Search Results > DESPLAINES ASBESTOS TRAILER 

  

Superfund Site 
  Information 

Site Documents 

Data Element  
  Dictionary (DED) 

Order Superfund 
  Products 

Superfund Site Information 

DESPLAINES ASBESTOS TRAILER 

Site Information 

Site Info | Aliases | Operable Units | Contacts  
Actions | Contaminants | Site-Specific Documents  

 

 

Site Name:  DESPLAINES ASBESTOS TRAILER 
Street:  555 E. HOWARD 

City / State / ZIP:  DES PLAINES, IL 60018 
 

NPL Status:  Not on the NPL 
Non-NPL Status:  Removal Only Site (No Site Assessment Work Needed) 

 
EPA ID:  ILN000508117

EPA Region:  05
County:  COOK

 
Federal Facility Flag:  Not a Federal Facility

 Return to Search Results
  Return to Search Superfund Site 

Information
   
  DISCLAIMER: Be advised that the data contained in these profiles are intended solely for informational 

purposes use by employees of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency for management of the 
Superfund program. They are not intended for use in calculating Cost Recovery Statutes of Limitations 
and cannot be relied upon to create any rights, substantive or procedural, enforceable by any party in 
litigation with the United States. EPA reserves the right to change these data at any time without public 
notice.

   
OSWER Home | Superfund Home 

 
 

EPA Home | Privacy and Security Notice | Contact Us  

URL:  http://cfpub.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm 
This page design was last updated on Tuesday, October 16, 2007  

Content is dynamically generated by ColdFusion 

  

Page 1 of 1Superfund Information Systems ‐ Superfund Site Information: Site Information

8/20/2008http://cfpub.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0508117



 

Rod R. Blagoje

   

   L.I.T. Search   

IEMA # 892105 LPC # 0310630005 IEMA Date: 10/23/1989

Site: Borg-Warner Automotive

Address: 1200 South Wolf Rd.

Des Plaines, IL. 60018 County: Cook

Regulated by: 731  

Products: Gasoline

20 Day Rpt:  45 Day Rpt:  

 

Project Manager:   NOT ASSIGNED 

Phone:  Email:  

Tank Operator General Title XVI TACO Claims Search

Copyright © 2003 Illinois EPA Agency Site Map | Privacy Information | Kids Privacy | Web Accessibility | Agency Webmaster

Page 1 of 1L.U.S.T. Main

8/20/2008http://epadata.epa.state.il.us/land/ust/LIT‐Display.asp?INCIDENT=892105



 

Rod R. Blagoje

   

   L.I.T. Search   

IEMA # 890845 LPC # 0310635189 IEMA Date: 5/24/1989

Site: Shell Oil Co.

Address: 1190 Wolfe Rd.

Des Plaines, IL. 60016 County: Cook

Regulated by: 731  

Products: Gasoline

20 Day Rpt: 3/6/2002 45 Day Rpt: 3/6/2002

 

Project Manager: Valerie Davis 

Phone: (217) 785-7492 Email: Valerie.A.Davis@illinois.gov

Tank Operator General Title XVI TACO Claims Search

Copyright © 2003 Illinois EPA Agency Site Map | Privacy Information | Kids Privacy | Web Accessibility | Agency Webmaster

Page 1 of 1L.U.S.T. Main

8/20/2008http://epadata.epa.state.il.us/land/ust/LIT‐Display.asp?INCIDENT=890845



 

Rod R. Blagoje

   

   L.I.T. Search   

IEMA # 891272 LPC # 0310635194 IEMA Date: 7/19/1989

Site: Algonquin School

Address: 767 Algonquin Rd.

Des Plaines, IL. 60016 County: Cook

Regulated by: 731  

Products: Fuel Oil

20 Day Rpt:  45 Day Rpt:  

 

Project Manager:   NOT ASSIGNED 

Phone:  Email:  

Tank Operator General Title XVI TACO Claims Search

Copyright © 2003 Illinois EPA Agency Site Map | Privacy Information | Kids Privacy | Web Accessibility | Agency Webmaster

Page 1 of 1L.U.S.T. Main

8/20/2008http://epadata.epa.state.il.us/land/ust/LIT‐Display.asp?INCIDENT=891272



 

Rod R. Blagoje

   

   L.I.T. Search   

IEMA # 891019 LPC # 0310630007 IEMA Date: 6/16/1989

Site: UOP Corp.

Address: 50 East Algonquin Rd.

Des Plaines, IL. 60017 County: Cook

Regulated by: 731  

Products: Gasoline, Diesel

20 Day Rpt:  45 Day Rpt:  NFR Date: 1/19/2001

Recorded: 3/2/2001

Project Manager: Valerie Davis 

Phone: (217) 785-7492 Email: Valerie.A.Davis@illinois.gov

Tank Operator General Title XVI TACO Claims Search

Copyright © 2003 Illinois EPA Agency Site Map | Privacy Information | Kids Privacy | Web Accessibility | Agency Webmaster

Page 1 of 1L.U.S.T. Main

8/20/2008http://epadata.epa.state.il.us/land/ust/LIT‐Display.asp?INCIDENT=891019



 

Rod R. Blagoje

   

   L.I.T. Search   

IEMA # 980532 LPC # 0310635443 IEMA Date: 3/11/1998

Site: Balagam, Mary

Address: 1205 South Wolf Rd.

Des Plaines, IL. 60018 County: Cook

Regulated by: 732 Site Classification: High

Products: Gasoline

20 Day Rpt:  45 Day Rpt: 12/14/2004

 

Project Manager: Steve Jones 

Phone: (217) 524-1253 Email: Steve.Jones@illinois.gov

Tank Operator General Title XVI TACO Claims Search

Copyright © 2003 Illinois EPA Agency Site Map | Privacy Information | Kids Privacy | Web Accessibility | Agency Webmaster

Page 1 of 1L.U.S.T. Main

8/20/2008http://epadata.epa.state.il.us/land/ust/LIT‐Display.asp?INCIDENT=980532



 

Pace Park-n-Ride and Bus Route Mapping

 

 
  

Map created at Thursday, August 21. 

Page 1 of 1Map Output

8/21/2008http://gis.pacebus.com/servlet/com.esri.esrimap.Esrimap?ServiceName=parkride&Client...



U.S. DOT - CROSSING INVENTORY INFORMATION

Crossing No.: 174098L Effective Begin-Date of Record:

Part I  Location and Classification of Crossing

Railroad:

Division:

Subdivision:

State:

County:

County Map Ref. No.:

City:

Highway Type & No.:

Street or Road Name:

RailRoad I.D. No.:

Nearest RR Timetable Stn:

Branch or Line Name:

Railroad Milepost:

Part II  Railroad Information

Union Pacific RR Co. [UP  ]

CHICAGO

NEW LINE

IL

COOK

11

ALGONQUIN RD

FAU3514 

NORMA

VALLEY

0010.53

Number of Daily Train Movements:

Day Thru:

Less Than One Movement Per Day:

Total Trains: Total Switching: 18

No

47 9

Maximum Time Table Speed: 50Typical Speed Range Over Crossing: From to mph10 30

Type and Number of Tracks: Main: Other
:

2 0

Does Another RR Operate a Separate Track at Crossing? No

Does Another RR Operate Over Your Track at Crossing? Yes: CP   

02/12/08

DES PLAINES

AS OF 5/5/2008 

Lat/Long Source: Neither 

Type and Positiion: Public At Grade

Update Reason: Changed Crossing

Initiating Agency Original

End-Date of Record:  

In

HSR Corridor ID:  

Latitude: 41.9509700

Longitude: -87.9149020

Parent Railroad:  

Crossing Owner:  

ENS Sign Installed:  

Passenger Service:  

Avg Passenger Train Count: 0

Adjacent Crossing with 
Separate Number:

        

Private Crossing Information:

Category:

Specify Signs:   

Railroad Use:

ST/RR A

 

ST/RR B

 

ST/RR C

 

ST/RR D

 

State Use:     

Narrative:  

Emergency Contact:  Railroad Contact:  State Contact:  

Specify:  

UP

Specify Signals:

 

Quiet Zone:  

Public Access: Unknown



U.S. DOT - CROSSING INVENTORY INFORMATION
Crossing 174098L

Part III: Traffic Control Device Information

Type of Development: Smallest Crossing Angle:

Number of Traffic Lanes 
Crossing Railroad:

Are Truck Pullout Lanes Present?

Is Highway Paved?

Pavement Markings:

Crossing Surface:

Does Track Run Down a 
Street?

Nearby Intersecting 
Highway?

Part IV: Physical Characteristics

Highway System:

Is Crossing on State 
Highway System:

Functional Classification of 
Road at Crossing:

Annual Average Daily 
Traffic (AADT):

Estimated Percent Trucks:

2

Urban Minor Arterial
Other FA Highway - Not NHS

011100

05

Continued

Industrial 60 to 90 Degrees

No

Yes

Stop Lines and RR Xing 
Symbols

Yes

Concrete

No

N/A

Yes

Effective Begin-Date of Record: 02/12/08

End-Date of Record:  

Crossbucks: Highway Stop Signs:

Other Signs:

Train Activated Devices:

Special Warning Devices Not 
Train Activated:

Type of Train Detection:

Track Equipped with 
Train Signals?

2 0

2

0

2TRACKS

 

Specify:

Constant Warning Time

Yes

Gates: 2

Mast Mounted FL: 0

Highway Traffic Signals: 0 Wigwags: 0 Bells: 1

Other Flashing Lights:

Cantilevered FL (Over): 0 Cantilevered FL (Not over): 0

0

Signs:

Advanced Warning: Hump Crossing Sign:  

 

4 Quad or Full Barrier:  

Total Number FL Pairs: 0

 Specify Other Flashing Lights:

Other Train Activated 
Warning Devices:

         

Is Commercial Power Yes

Channelization:  

Traffic Light 
Interconnection/Preemption:

 

Is it Signalized?  

Is Crossing Illuminated?  

Part V: Highway Information

AADT Year: 2006

Posted Highway Speed: 35

Avg. No of School Buses per Day: 0

                    If Other:



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
APPENDIX C 

 
DESIGN CRITERIA 

  



 



GEOMETRIC DESIGN CRITERIA
Feasibility Study of Proposed Railroad Grade Separation

Algonquin Road at Union Pacific-Milwaukee Railroad
Mt. Prospect Road to Wolf Road

Design Element Criteria Reference Location

Highway Type or Classification Minor Arterial (Urban) IDOT
Design Year 2030 BLRS Figure 32-2D

Design Traffic 12,000 Chicago Metropolitan Agency for Planning; Letter

Roadway Horizontal Design
Design Speed 40 MPH BLRS Figure 32-2D
Posted Speed 35 MPH
R.O.W.. Width Algonquin Road - 100'; UPRR -110'
Access Control No
Travel Lanes 4 BLRS Figure 32-2D

Design Lane Width 12' (11' Min) BLRS Figure 32-2D
Median Width 12' Flush TWLTL BLRS Figure 32-2D

Crown/cross slopes 1.5-2% BLRS Figure 32-2D
Sidewalk Width 5' BLRS Figure 32-2D

Sidewalk (Adjacent to Curb) 7' IDOT District 1 Policy
Sidewalk Grade 5% ADA 4.8.1 (No landing area)

Curbs B-6.18 or B-6.24 BLRS Figure 32-2D / Adjacent sections
Parking No

Bicycle Lane / Shared Path Yes Des Plaines GIS/Chicago Bicycle Federation
Bicycle Path Width - At Grade 10' + 2' Shoulders BDE 17-2.02(d), BDE Figure 17-2Y
Bicycle Path Width - Structure 10' (Min)' 14' (Desirable) BDE 17-2.02 (l); BDE Figure 17-2AM

Driveway Gradient Residential (8%);  Commercial  (6%) IDOT Access to State Highways
Clear Zone 1.5' From Face of Curb BLRS Figure 32-2D

10' from Back of Curb BDE 34-4.04

Road Vertical  Alignment
Maximum Grade 7% BLRS Figure 32-3B

Design Maximum Grade 5% ADA 4.8.1 (No landing area)
Minimum Grade 0.30% BLRS Figure 32-3B

Design Minimum Grade 0.50% BLRS Figure 32-3B
Vertical Curvature Crest 44 BLRS Figure 32-3B

Sag 64;  KMax 167 BLRS Figure 32-3B
Minimum Vertical Curve Length 120 BLRS 30-2.02(b)

Stopping Sight Distance 305 BLRS Figure 32-3B
Low Point Requirements 100' from side of bridge BDE 33-6.04(h)

Page 1 of 2 APPENDIX C



GEOMETRIC DESIGN CRITERIA
Feasibility Study of Proposed Railroad Grade Separation

Algonquin Road at Union Pacific-Milwaukee Railroad
Mt. Prospect Road to Wolf Road

Design Element Criteria Reference Location

Bridges
Vertical Clearance (Rail Over) 14' - 9" BLRS Figure 36-4I

Vertical Clearance (Rail Under) 23' - 4" BNSF/UPRR Guidelines for Railroad Grade Separations; Std 711100
Design Vertical Clearance (Rail Under) 23' - 6" Additional 2" allowed for Ballast Resurfacing

Horizontal Clearance 25' (18' min) from CL of Track (Crashwall if <25') BNSF/UPRR Guidelines for Railroad Grade Separations; 5.2.2
Bridge Approach Pavement 30' IDOT Highway Standard 420401

Rail
Typical Section 13.5' (min) to Top of Subballast (High Density) UPRR Standard Drawing  0001B

3' (min) from Toe to bottom of ditch UPRR Standard Drawing  0001B
Max Shoofly Speed (North of Algonquin) 50 mph UPRR Milwaukee Subdivision (152) Time Table
Max Shoofly Speed (South of Algonquin) 10 mph UPRR Milwaukee Subdivision (152) Time Table
Min Distance from P.S. (Same Direction) 60', 150' (Min, Preferred) UPRR Standard Drawing  0017A
Min Distance from P.S. (Reverse Curve) 60, 100' (Min, Preferred) UPRR Standard Drawing  0017A

Rail Horizontal Alignment
Minimum Spiral Length 33' per 3/4" Superelevation (Ea) UPRR Standard Drawing  0019A

Superelevation Use 1" Imbalance UPRR Standard Drawing  0021C
Shoofly Design Speed O2 40 mph Based on Existing Restrictions

Shoofly Design Curve 2.5 Degrees Based on Existing Restrictions
Minimum Tangent Distance 300' UPRR Standard Drawing  0018

Rail Vertical Alignment
Design Maximum Vertical Grade 0.65% O'Hare Modernization Program Contract Plans

Maximum V/L Summit (V/L = |G2-G1|/L) 0.10 UPRR Standard Drawing  0016
Maximum V/L Sag (V/L = |G2-G1|/L) 0.06 UPRR Standard Drawing  0016

Page 2 of 2 APPENDIX C
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32-2(11) 

Design Element
Manual 
Section

Two-Way DHV 
< 1250 (1) 

Two-Way DHV 
1250-2050 (1) 

Two-Way DHV 
2050-2900 (1) 

 Highway Type � TWS-2 TWS-4 TWS-6 
 Design Forecast Year 27-6.02 20 Years 20 Years 20 Years 
* Design Speed  27-5.02 30 mph – 40 mph 30 mph – 40 mph  30 mph – 40 mph D

es
ig

n 
C

on
tr

ol
s 

* Level of Service (2) 27-6.04 C 
Number of Travel Lanes 31-1.02 2 4 6

Travel Lane 31-1.01 Des:  12�   Min: 11� (3) Des: 12�   Min: 11�
Travel Lane 

(Shared with Bicycles) 42-3.02 Des: 14�   Min: 13�

Parking Lane (4) 31-1.04 Des: 10�   Min: 8�
* Surface Width 

Auxiliary Lane 31-1.03 Single Left & Right:  Des:  12�, Min: 11�         
Dual Lefts & Rights:  Des: 24�, Min: 22�

*Travel Lanes (Minimum) 1.5% - 2% 1.5% - 2% (5a)  Cross Slope Auxiliary Lanes 31-1.08 2% (5b) (5b) 
 Outside Curb and Gutter Type 31-1.07 B-6.24, B-6.18 or B-6.12 CC&G (6) 

Flush N/A Range: 4�/14�
Flush TWLTL Des: 12’  Range: 10’/14’ 
Traversable N/A 16�

 Median Width 

Raised-Curb 

31-1.05 

N/A 18�
 Sidewalk Width (7) 31-2.02 Des:  5�     Min: 4�

C
ro

ss
 S

ec
tio

n 
El

em
en

ts
 

* Clear Zone (8) 35-2 1.5�
Cut Section (Curbed) � � �

Rock Cut � � � Side Slopes (9) 
Fill Section (Curbed) 

31-2.03 
� � �

Concrete Surface/Traversable N/A  1.5% 
Flush/TWLTL Surface 1.5% R

oa
dw

ay
 

Sl
op

es

 Median Slopes 
Grass/Landscape Surface 

31-1.05 
N/A 5% (Towards C&G) 

* Controlling design criteria (see Section 27-7).  TWS = Two-Way Street 

GEOMETRIC DESIGN CRITERIA FOR URBAN TWO-WAY ARTERIALS (New Construction/Reconstruction) 
Figure 32-2D (US Customary)
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32-2(13) 

(1) Traffic Volumes.  The design hourly volumes (DHV) are calculated using a PHF = 1.0; these values may be adjusted using local 
peak-hour factors.  For more information, see the Highway Capacity Manual.

(2) Level of Service.  A Level of Service D may be used in heavily developed sections of metropolitan areas. 

(3) Surface Width.  Provide a minimum width of 30 ft (9.0 m) face-of-curb to face-of-curb. 

(4) Parking Lane Width.  The desirable width of the parking lane is 10 ft (3.0 m) and includes the gutter width.  If the parking lane may 
be used as future travel lane, the 10 ft (3.0 m) width should be in addition to the gutter width.  An 8 ft (2.4 m) width may be used 
where it is unlikely the parking lane will be used as through or turning lane in the future. 

(5) Cross Slope.

(a) Use 2.0% minimum cross slopes for travel lanes not adjacent to the crown. 

(b) Curbed left-turn lanes may be sloped at 1.5% to 2.0% away from the median.  TWLTL and flush left-turn lanes are sloped at 
the same rate as the adjacent traveled way.  Cross slopes for outside auxiliary lanes will be at least 2.0% and desirably 
should be 0.5% greater than the adjacent travel lane. 

(6) Gutter Width.  Under restricted conditions, the gutter width adjacent to the edge of a 12 ft (3.6 m) turn lane may be eliminated. 

(7) Sidewalk Width.  Include a 2 ft to 3 ft (600 mm to 1.0 m) buffer strip between the curb and sidewalk.  For sidewalks without a buffer 
strip, provide a 6 ft (1.8 m) sidewalk width behind the curb. 

(8) Clear Zone.  Distance is measured from the face of the curb. 

(9) Side Slopes.  Side slopes to be determined on a case-by-case basis considering roadside development and right-of-way restrictions. 

GEOMETRIC DESIGN CRITERIA FOR URBAN TWO-WAY ARTERIALS (New Construction/Reconstruction) 
Footnotes for Figure 32-2D







Illinois BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN ACCOMMODATIONS December 2002 

 

 

17-2(30) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CROSS SECTIONS FOR TWO-WAY, SHARED-USE BICYCLE PATHS 

Figure 17-2Y 



Illinois BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN ACCOMMODATIONS December 2002 

 

 

17-2(46) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PLAN AND CROSS SECTION OF BIKE PATH BRIDGE WITH RAILING EXTENSION 

Figure 17-2AM 

Length and angle railing

extension to be determined

by     Engineer based on

field observations. 





Illinois CROSS SECTION ELEMENTS December 2002 

 

 

34-4(6) 

34-4.03(b) Material and Soils Conditions 

The designer must ensure that permanent erosion control is considered in the design of ditches in 

cut slopes.  The designer should contact the district landscape architect and the district 

geotechnical engineer, who will review the existing soils conditions to determine if additional 

measures may be required to control erosion (e.g., additional topsoil, special plantings, paving).  It 

will be the designer's responsibility to consider their recommendations for incorporation into the 

plans.  As a general guide, longitudinal ditch slopes less than 1% can be seeded, slopes of 1% to 

3% usually will require sodding or seeding with an erosion control blanket, and slopes greater than 

3% will require riprap or other protective lining.  Very flat longitudinal ditch slope (i.e., < 0.4%) may 

require a paved ditch so as to maintain the flowline over time.  For more information on the design 

of ditch linings, the designer should review Chapter 40 in the BDE Manual and the IDOT Drainage 
Manual. 
 

 

34-4.03(c) Hydraulic Design 

Roadside and median ditches are to be designed according to the criteria presented in Chapter 40 

and the IDOT Drainage Manual.  The use of these criteria will ensure the proper drainage of the 

pavement subgrade and the adequate conveyance of surface flow without creating erosion of 

ditch sections. 

 

 

34-4.04 Cut Sections With Curbs 

On facilities with curbs, a shelf is provided with a back slope beyond the shelf.  The shelf is usually 

sloped towards the roadway to eliminate the need for a separate drainage system behind the curb.  

Where sidewalks are present or anticipated in the future, provide a shelf width of 10 ft (3.0 m) with 

a cross slope of 2%.  Where sidewalks are not present or anticipated in the future, the shelf cross 

slope should be 5% to provide for adequate drainage.  This criteria is illustrated in Figure 34-4D. 

 

Where the height of a cut exceeds 30 ft (9 m), consider benching the back slope to minimize 

erosion problems.  Approximately halfway down the slope, provide a bench with a V-type ditch.  

On short sections, the bench can be graded to drain to one side.  For longer sections, grade the 

bench to drain from both directions.  For additional guidance on benching designs, the designer 

should contact the district geotechnical engineer. 

 

 



Illinois CROSS SECTION ELEMENTS December 2002 

 

 

 34-4(7) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Facility Back Slopes (V:H) 

Urban Arterials 1:3 

Urban Marked Route Collectors 1:2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note:  See Section 38-3 for clear zone discussion. 
 

 

TYPICAL CUT SECTIONS 

(Curbed Facilities) 

Figure 34-4D 
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Jan 2006 
Figure 32-3B (US Customary)

ALIGNMENT CRITERIA FOR SUBURBAN/URBAN ARTERIALS 

Design Speed Design Element Manual 
Section 30 mph 35 mph 40 mph 45 mph 50 mph 55 mph 60 mph 

* Stopping Sight Distance  28-1 200� 250� 305� 360� 425� 495� 570�

* Intersection Sight Distance (1) 28-3 335� 390� 445� 500� 555� 610� 665�

emax = 6% 
(open roadway) 29-2.03 275� (2) 380� (2) 510� (2) 660� (2) 835� 1065� 1340�

emax = 4% 
(open roadway) 29-2.03 300� 420� 565� 730� 930� 1190� 1505�* Minimum Radii 

emax = 4% 
(low-speed) 29-4.03 230� 345� 490� 665� � � �

* Maximum Superelevation Rate 29-3.01 4% (3) 4% (3) 4% (3) 4% (3) 6% 6% 6% 

emax = 6% (4a) 
(open roadway) 29-3.02 136� 145� 155� 166� 180� 191� 200�

emax = 4% (4b) 
(open roadway) 29-3.02 92� 98� 104� 112� 121� 129� 135�

 Superelevation 
Transition Length 

emax = 4% (4b) 
(low-speed) 29-4.04 75� 80� 84� 91� � � �

Crest 30-2.01 19 29 44 61 84 114 151 * Vertical 
Curvature 

  (K-values based Sag 30-2.02 37 49 64 79 96 115 136 

Level 8% 7% 7% 6% 6% 5% 5% 
* Maximum Grade 

Rolling 
30-1.02 

9% 8% 8% 7% 7% 6% 6% 

 Minimum  Grade 30-1.03 Desirable:  0.5%     Minimum:  0.3% (with Curb and Gutter) 

* Controlling design criteria (see Section 27-7). 

(1) Intersection Sight Distance.  Table values are for passenger cars at a stop-controlled intersection on a level grade based on the design 
speed for the major road.  Increase these distances 10% for grades > 3.0% on the minor road. 

(2) Minimum Radii.  For urban streets with design speeds less than 50 mph, use emax = 4% (low speed). 

(3) Superelevation Rate.  For urban/suburban reconstruction projects, existing horizontal curves may remain in place with a superelevation 
rate up to 6.0%. 

(4) Superelevation Transition Length.  Superelevation transition rates will vary according to design speed, radii, and superelevation rates. 

(a) Values are based on the minimum radii for the given design speed, maximum superelevation rate of 6.0%, 12 ft travel lanes, and a 
1.5% cross slope for the normal crown section. 

(b) Values are based on the minimum radii for the given design speed, maximum superelevation rate of 4.0%, 11 ft travel lanes, and a 
1.5% cross slope for the normal crown section. 
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1. Basic Approach.  The best approach to laying grade and balancing earthwork is to 

provide a significant length of roadway in embankment and to limit the number and 

amount of excavation areas.  As practical, avoid long lengths of roadway in excavation 

and several short balance distances.  Use topographic mapping to layout profile 

gradelines. 

 

2. Urban/Rural.  Earthwork balance is typically a practical objective only in rural areas.  In 

urban areas, other project objectives (e.g., limiting right-of-way impacts) typically have a 

higher priority than balancing earthwork.  In addition, excavated materials from urban 

projects are often unsuitable for embankments (e.g., near gas stations). 

 

3. Borrow Sites.  The availability and quality of borrow sites in the vicinity of the project will 

impact the desirability of balancing the earthwork.  Triangular shaped remainders or 

landlocked right-of-way parcels usually provide potential locations for borrow sites. 

  

4. Earthwork Computations.  On large projects (e.g., freeways or expressways, bypasses, 

horizontal curve relocations) preliminary earthwork is calculated during Phase I using 

topographic mapping and is later refined during the preparation of construction plans.  

Section 64-2 discusses the proper methods to compute and record the project earthwork 

quantities. 

 

 

33-6.04(h) Bridges 

Carefully coordinate the design of the profile gradeline with any bridges within the project limits.  

The following will apply: 

 

1. Vertical Clearances.  The criteria in Chapters 44 through 50 must be met.  When laying 

the preliminary grade line, an important element in determining the available vertical 

clearance is the assumed structure depth.  This will be based on the structure type, span 

lengths, and depth/span ratio.  For preliminary designs, see the Bridge Manual and 

Chapter 39.  For final design, the designer must coordinate with the Bureau of Bridges 

and Structures to determine the roadway and bridge gradelines.  This is typically 

accomplished with a Type, Size, and Location (TS&L) Drawing. 

 

2. Bridges Over Waterways.  Where a proposed facility will cross a body of water, the 

bridge elevation must be consistent with the necessary waterway opening to meet the 

Department’s hydraulic requirements. The elevation of the bottom of the superstructure 

must meet the requirements of Chapter 39.  The designer must coordinate with the 

Hydraulics Unit in the Bureau of Bridges and Structures to determine the appropriate 

bridge elevation.  In addition, where a bridge over a waterway is located in a sag curve, 

desirably, locate the low point of the sag vertical curve off the bridge deck, and provide 

at least a 0.5% grade on the bridge deck. 
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3. Railroad Bridges.  Any proposed highway over a railroad must meet the applicable 

criteria (e.g., vertical clearances, structure type and depth).  For rural freeways and 

expressways over railroads, the approach grades are usually set at 3%.  Use the K-

value, as discussed in Section 33-4.01, for the crest vertical curve.  Use a long sag 

vertical curve at the bottom of each 3% grade to provide a smooth and aesthetically 

pleasing profile.  In addition, if the alignment of the highway over the railroad will have a 

horizontal curve near the crest of the vertical curve, do not place the P.C. of the 

horizontal curve any closer than 400 ft (120 m) from the back of the bridge abutment.  

This guideline will ensure proper sight distance to the beginning of the horizontal curve. 

 

4. Highway Under Bridge.  Where practical, the low point of a roadway sag vertical curve 

should not be within the shadow of the bridge.  This will help minimize ice 

accumulations, and it will reduce the ponding of water beneath the bridge.  To achieve 

these objectives, the low point of a roadway sag should be approximately 100 ft (30 m) 

or more from the side of the bridge. 

 

5. High Embankments.  Consider the impact that high embankments will have on bridges 

and culverts.  High embankments will increase the span length thus increasing structure 

costs, and also increase the length and type of culvert to carry the overburden. 

 

6. Bridges Over Another Highway.  Typically, the overpassing bridge will be located on a 

crest vertical curve.  For bridges on crossroads through an interchange, use the 

desirable K-value for the crest vertical curve.  For other bridges, the use of minimum K-

values is acceptable. 

 

 

33-6.04(i) At-Grade Railroad Crossings 

The profile gradeline should be essentially level across the railroad tracks and extend level for a 

minimum distance of 2 ft (600 mm) on either side of the outermost rails.  After this point, the 

grade should not exceed ± 1% for a distance of at least 26 ft (8 m) or to the railroad right-of-way 

line.  Profile gradelines outside of the railroad right-of-way but within the jurisdiction of the 

Illinois Commerce Commission should be as flat as practical and should not exceed 5%.  Where 

superelevated tracks make strict compliance with this criteria impractical, construct the grade of 

the approaches to provide the best (smoothest) profile practical. 

 

 

33-6.04(j) Distance Between Vertical Curves 

A desirable objective on rural facilities is to provide at least 1500 ft (500 m) between two 

successive VPI’s.  This objective only applies to projects which have a considerable length and 

where implementation is judged to be practical. 
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3. Minimum Length.  For most sag vertical curves, the minimum length of curve should also 
be based on the following equations: 

  Lmin = 3 V (US Customary) Equation 30-2.3 

  Lmin = 0.6 V (Metric) Equation 30-2.3 

Where:

Lmin = minimum length of vertical curve, ft (m) 
V    = design speed, mph (km/h) 

4. Comfort Criteria.  On fully lighted, continuous sections of highway and where it is 
impractical to provide stopping sight distance for headlights, a sag vertical curve may be 
designed to meet the comfort criteria.  The length of curve equation for the comfort 
criteria is: 

46.5
AVL

2

� (US Customary) Equation 30-2.5 

395
AVL

2

� (Metric) Equation 30-2.5 

 Where: 

L = length of vertical curve, ft (m) 
A = algebraic difference between the two tangent grades, % 
V = design speed, mph (km/h) 

5. Drainage.  Proper drainage must be considered in the design of sag vertical curves on 
curbed sections and bridges.  Drainage problems are minimized if the sag vertical curve 
is sharp enough so that a minimum longitudinal grade of at least 0.3% is reached at a 
point about 50 ft (15 m) from either side of the low point.  To ensure that this objective is 
achieved, base the length of the vertical curve upon a K-value of 167 (51) or less.  This 
K-value is adequate for design speeds of 60 mph (100 km/h) or less. 

For uncurbed sections of highway, drainage should not be a problem at sag vertical 
curves. 
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DESIGN CRITERIA FOR NEW OR RECONSTRUCTED(1) SUBURBAN/URBAN ARTERIAL BRIDGES 
Figure 36-5B (US Customary) 

Classification Suburban Arterial Urban Two-Way Arterial Urban One-Way Arterial 

Highway Type TWS-2 TWS-4 TWS-6 TWS-2 TWS-4 TWS-6 OWS-2 OWS-3 OWS-4 

Approach Roadway Criteria See Figure 32-2C See Figure 32-2D See Figure 32-2E 

Two-Way DHV
(2)

 One-Way DHV
(2)

 

Design Traffic Volumes
 

< 1250 
1250-
2050 

2050-
2900 

< 1250 
1250-
2050 

2050-
2900 

< 1300 
1300-
1850 

> 1850 

Clear Roadway Bridge Widths (Face-to-
face of Parapets or Curbs)

(3)(4) Approach Surface Width 
Approach Roadway Width (but not less than existing roadway width) or 

Face-to-Face of Curb as Specified in Chapter 32 

Minimum Width of Bridges (Face-to-Face of 
Parapets or Curbs) Allowed to Remain in 
Place

(5) 

Traveled Way + 2� Each Side for Rural Approach Cross Sections 

Width of Approach Roadway (face-to-face of curb) for Urban Approach Cross Sections 

Minimum Design Flood Frequency 30 year 

Minimum Clearance Above Design 
High-Water Elevation

(6) 1� 

New HS-20 

Design Live Load Remain in 
Place

(8) HS-15 

New See Figure 36-4I 
Vertical Clearance for 
Structures Over Highways

(7) Remain in 
Place 

14� 

Horizontal Clearance for Structures Over 
Highways 

See Figure 36-4I or 1.5� Behind Face of Curb 

Vertical Clearance for Pedestrian or Bicycle 
Structures Over Highways 

17’-3” 

Vertical and Horizontal Clearance for 
StructuresOver Railroads 

See Figures 36-4J and 36-4K 

TWS = Two-Way Street                OWS = One-Way Street 
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Footnotes for Figure 36-5B

 

(1) Implies reconstruction of a significant length of existing highway either on new location 
or within existing right-of-way.  For reconstruction of relatively short intermittent highway 
segments within a project, the design criteria used, where cost-safety effective, should 
be consistent with the adjacent highway design but not less than that allowed to remain 
in place. 

(2) The design hourly volumes (DHV) are calculated using a peak hour factor (PHF) = 1.0; 
adjust these values using local peak-hour factors.  

(3) Bridge widths for bridge rehabilitation projects are discussed in Chapter 33. 

(4) For urban bridges requiring sidewalks, the width of the sidewalks is 5 ft (1.5 m) unless a 
wider width is specified by the local agency. 

(5) Bridges remaining in place without a design exception approval when a safety record is 
satisfactory if the bridge is being gapped within a roadway section.  Clear width between 
curbs or rails, whichever is less, should be equal to or greater than the approach 
traveled way width. 

(6) For reconstruction projects, the proposed low superstructure should not be below the 
existing superstructure unless 1 ft (300 mm) of clearance above design high water is 
achieved.  Any proposed clearance less than 1 ft (300 mm) above design high water 
elevation must be accompanied by a request for a design exception. 

(7) The minimum required vertical clearance must be available over the traveled way and 
any paved shoulders. 

(8) The design live load for bridges to remain in place only applies to minor rehabilitation 
and in-kind replacements (e.g. rail or joint repair, partial deck repair, individual stringer 
replacement, etc.). Other work, including deck replacement shall be considered new. 

 

 

 

 

Note: Traveled way width is the sum of the widths of all travel lanes.  It is the larger of the 
value from Chapter 32 or, for existing bridges, the existing (or proposed) width of the 
approach traveled way. 
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CLEARANCES FOR BRIDGES OVER TWO-LANE ROADS 

Figure 36-4I 

Notes: 

1. Locate the upstream traffic end of a 
through pipe culvert outside the clear 
zone of the near edge of traveled way. 

2. All horizontal dimensions are right-angle 
dimensions. 

3. Locate the minimum clearance point at 
the least clearance point above the 
usable roadway under, including 
stabilized shoulders. 

Functional Classification of 
Underpassing Highway 

Current ADT 
or 20-Year DHV 

Configuration Minimum Vertical 
Clearance 

Rural Arterial (New) All ADTs A 16’-6” (5.0 m) 

Rural Arterial (Reconstruction) All ADTs A  16’-3” (4.9 m) 

Urban Arterial All ADTs A  14’-9” (4.5 m) 

Local Road or Collector DHV > 200 A 14’-9” (4.5 m) 

Local Road or Collector DHV � 200 B 14’-9” (4.5 m) 

Local Road or Collector ADT � 400 B 14’-9” (4.5 m) 
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Notes:

1. Do not reduce without consent of the Railroad Company. 

2. A vertical clearance of not less than 23 ft (7.0 m) above the top of rail shall be provided for all new or reconstructed highway bridges constructed over a 
railroad track.  The Illinois Commerce Commission may permit a lesser clearance if it determines that the 23 ft (7.0 m) clearance standard cannot be justified 
based on engineering, operational, and economical conditions. 

3. This dimension may be increased by up to 8 ft (2.4 m) on one side only, as may be necessary for off-track maintenance equipment when justified by the 
Railroad Company. 

4. Locate piers or columns so as not to encroach on drainage ditches. 

5. Intercepted drainage along railroad embankment shall be accommodated with a minimum 3 ft (900 mm) diameter culvert or carried along highway 
embankment. 

6. Where natural ground is less than 4 ft (1.2 m) below top of rail, see Figure 36-4J. 

             
 

           

Note:  All horizontal dimensions are at right angles. 

HIGHWAY GRADE SEPARATION OVER RAILROAD 
(Natural Ground 4 ft (1.2 m) or More Below Rail) 

Figure 36-4K 





GUIDELINES FOR RAILROAD GRADE SEPARATION PROJECTS, January 24, 2007

26

construction.” All discrepancies shall be brought to the attention of the Railroad prior to the commencement of
construction.

5.2.2 Permanent Horizontal Clearance
Future Track per Section 4.1.3 and Access Road per Section 4.1.4, of these Guidelines must be verified with the
Railroad in advance of establishing horizontal clearances.  The Railroad requires all piers and abutments to be
located outside the Railroad right-of-way limits and to comply with Section 4.1.3 and 4.1.4 of these Guidelines. If this
is not feasible, all piers and abutments shall be located more than 25 feet measured perpendicular from centerline of
nearest existing or future track. Piers within 25 feet, measured perpendicular from centerline of existing or future
track, shall be protected per Section 5.5.2 of these guidelines. Absolute minimum horizontal clearance requiring
special review and approval by the Railroad, and subject to site conditions, shall be 18 feet measured perpendicular
from the centerline of the track to the face of the pier protection wall.

5.3 Temporary Clearances
The proposed Overhead Structure shall be designed to satisfy temporary construction clearance requirements per
Section 4.4.1 and shown on the plans in accordance with Figure 1 on Plan No. 711100, sheet 3.

5.4 Overhead Superstructures
The use of cast-in-place beams is not permitted.  The use of stay in place deck forms for falsework between precast
concrete beams or steel girders is encouraged.

5.4.1 Barrier Rail
Cast-in-place concrete barrier rail without openings and a minimum height of 30 inches shall be provided on both
sides of the superstructure to retain and redirect errant vehicles.  The barrier rail shall keep the deck’s storm runoff
from being deposited onto Railroad right-of-way.

Barrier rail for Overhead Structures, which may be subject to snow removal, shall be a minimum of 42 inches in
height with a 4 foot wide shoulder, or 30 inches in height with a 6 foot wide shoulder.

Limits of the barrier rail shall extend to the limits of the Railroad right-of-way or a minimum of 25 feet beyond the
centerline of the outermost existing track, future track or Access Road, whichever is greater.

The barrier rail shall be detailed in accordance with Plan No. 711100, sheet 4.

5.4.2 Fence with Barrier Rail
Fence with barrier rail shall be provided on both sides of all Overhead Structures crossing Railroad right-of-way. It
shall be designed to prevent climbing and provide positive means of protecting the Railroad facility and the safety of
Railroad employees below from objects being thrown by pedestrians or passing motorists.

The limits of the fence with barrier rail shall extend to the limits of the Railroad right-of-way or a minimum of 25 feet
beyond the centerline of the outermost existing track, future track or Access Road, whichever is greater.   All parallel
Overhead Structures that have a gap of 2 feet or more shall be protected with fencing.  Structures with a gap of 2
feet or less shall either have the gap covered or be fenced on both sides.

The minimum combined height of a barrier rail with curved fence shall be 8 feet or with a straight fence shall be 10
feet. The barrier rail with fence detail shall be in accordance with Plan No. 711100, sheet 4.
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ALGONQUIN ROAD GRADE 
SEPARATION LOCATION

ALGONQUIN LOOKING EAST ALGONQUIN LOOKING WEST

UPRR LOOKING NORTH UPRR LOOKING SOUTH



UPRR SIGNAL EQUIPMENTUPRR SIGNAL EQUIPMENT

AT‐GRADE CROSSING SIG BOX LOOKING SOUTH

SIG BOX LOOKING NORTH SIG BOX LOOKING SOUTH



INDUSTRY LEAD SOUTH OF 
ALGONQUIN ROAD

POINT OF SWITCH (PS) POWER

FROG LOOKING SOUTH PS LOOKING NORTH



UPRR WAYSIDE SIGNALUPRR WAYSIDE SIGNAL

SIGNALS LOOKING NORTH CLOSE UP

PARK ON WEST SIDE OF TRACKS HOME ON WEST SIDE OF TRACKS



INDUSTRY LEAD NORTH OF 
ALGONQUIN ROAD

LEAD LOOKING NORTH LEAD LOOKING NORTH

POINT OF FROG LEAD/UPRR LOOKING SOUTH



DEMPSTER STREETDEMPSTER STREET

LOOKING NORTH SPUR/UPRR LOOKING NORTH

DEMPSTER LOOKING EAST DEMPSTER LOOKING WEST



OAKTON STREETOAKTON STREET

LOOKING EAST LOOKING SOUTH

LOOKING NORTH



MISCELLANEOUS VEHICLESMISCELLANEOUS VEHICLES

UNITED PASSENGER BUS SCHOOL BUS

TRAFFIC LOOKING WEST TRAFFIC LOOKING EAST



HONEYWELL/UOP DRIVE
30 E. ALGONQUIN ROAD 

LOOKING EAST LOOKING WEST TOWARDS DRIVE

DRIVE LOCATION DRIVE



HONEYWELL/UOP DRIVE
50 E. ALGONQUIN ROAD

2ND DRIVE FROM UPRR LOOKING EAST

DRIVE LOCATION DRIVE LOOKING WEST



HONEYWELL/UOP DRIVE
25 & 95 E. ALGONQUIN ROAD

95 E. LOOKING SOUTH 95 E. LOOKING SOUTH

25 E. LOOKING SOUTH



ITW FASTEX
195 E. ALGONQUIN ROAD

FASTEX LOOKING SOUTH TO FASTEX

LOOKING SOUTH FROM FASTEX POND LOOKING SOUTHWEST FROM FASTEX POND



ITW FASTEX
NWI WETLAND

WETLAND LOOKING EASTWETLAND LOOKING SOUTH

CONTROL STRUCTURE LOOKING SOUTH WETLAND LOOKING NORTH



HONEYWELL/UOP DRIVE 
200 E. ALGONQUIN ROAD

UOP DRIVE LOCATION UOP LOOKING SOUTH

UOP LOOKING NORTH UOP LOOKING EAST



JUNO LIGHTING
1300 S. WOLF ROAD

DRIVE LOOKING EAST DRIVE LOOKING EAST

DRIVE LOOKING EAST LOOKING SOUTH @ PK LOT



JUNO LIGHTING 
NWI WETLAND

WETLAND LOOKING EAST WETLAND LOOKING SOUTHEAST

WETLAND LOOKING WEST WETLAND LOOKING NORTHWEST



DES PLAINES PARK DISTRICT
510 E. ALGONQUIN ROAD

LOOKING WEST LOOKING SOUTHEAST

LOOKING SOUTH LOOKING SOUTHEAST



DES PLAINES PARK DISTRICT 
ENTRANCE

LOOKING NORTHWEST LOOKING NORTHEAST

CULVERT WEST CULVERT EAST



DES PLAINES PARK DISTRICT
ADJACENT TO UPRR

BATTING CAGES SKATE PARK

SKATE PARK MINI GOLF



DES PLAINES PARK DISTRICT
BIKE PATH

BIKE PATH LOOKING WEST BIKE PATH LOOKING NORTHWEST

LOOKING NORTH BIKE PATH LOOKING NORTH



DES PLAINES PARK DISTRICT 
/POND/MINI GOLF

LOOKING SOUTHWEST LOOKING WEST

LOOKING NORTHWEST LOOKING NORTH



SHOPPING CENTER
526‐537 ALGONQUIN ROAD

SIGN LOOKING WEST LOOKING NORTHWEST

EAST DRIVE LOOKING SOUTHWEST EAST AND WEST DRIVE LOOKING 
SOUTHWEST



STAR AUTOMOTIVE
540 ALGONQUIN ROAD

LOOKING WEST LOOKING NORTHWEST

LOOKING SOUTH



SHOPPING CENTER
554‐590 ALGONQUIN ROAD

LOOKING WEST LOOKING EAST

LOOKING NORTHEAST LOOKING NORTHEAST



AC DELCO
1190 S. WOLF ROAD

LOOKING NORTH LOOKING NORTHWEST

LOOKING EAST LOOKING NORTH
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