
Full Council Meeting #6 
April 20, 2012 

5/2/2012 



Today’s Agenda 

  

 1. Opening Comments     1:00 pm 

  

 2. Council Member Comments    1:15 pm 

   

 3. Design Discussion      1:45 pm 

  

 4. Funding & Financing     2:45 pm 

 

 5. Next Steps       3:45 pm 

  

 



THE COUNCIL’S ROLE 

 

“The Council will be responsible for 

developing regional consensus on 

whether the Tollway should move 

forward, the scope and configuration, 

the design and elements, and how to 

finance the project” 
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The Comment Log is Still Open! 

 Additional comments are welcome and will be 

addressed by the project team and Council 

Co-Chairs 

 

 Submit: www.frego.com/route53 

 

http://www.frego.com/route53


Proposed Schedule 

5/2/2012 

 Review all comments 

 Contact commenter for clarification if needed 

 Develop recommended response with Co-

chairs and team 

 Post revised comment log with responses 

 New Draft Document released May 9 

 New comment log started 
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The Comments Revealed  

Many Areas of Agreement 

 

 Many areas of agreement in the following 
areas: 

Design standards 

Performance standards 

Next Steps 

 Many comments were mostly minor changes - 
language, clarity 

 Some areas remain where there is not 
consensus 

 

 

 



Several Important Topics for Discussion 

 Consensus 

Statement  

 See Page 7 

Many said we have not 

reached consensus 

 



Consensus Statement on Design –  
Opportunity for Discussion 

 The Council agrees that the new Route 53 should be a 

four-lane, limited access, tolled parkway with a 45 mile-

per-hour maximum operating speed.  

 The Council has developed proposed alignments for the 

configuration of Route 120, and all should be carried 

forward for further study during detailed design. 

 



Several Important Topics for Discussion 

 Design 
 Speed of travel: “The parkway will be designed to 

reinforce a maximum operating speed of 45 miles per 
hour (mph), and the speed limit will be set at no more 
than 45 mph.” (page 17)  

 

Comment received:  

 “Eliminate "Maximum.” I recall there were areas 
within the corridor that may warrant higher posted 
limits. Also, additional revenue may be generated 
with higher posted speeds.”  



Several Important Topics for Discussion 

 Design 
 Alignment – bypass options (page 30-31) 

 

Comment received:  

 “As noted in the 4/10/12 meeting, any option that maintains the existing arterial 
configuration east of US 45 would not be feasible. The ADT is expected to be 
approximately 70,000, which cannot be safely accommodated by a four lane 
arterial roadway with local access and signalized intersections. The eastern 
section must be an access controlled road, and part of the Tollway system.” 

 “The workshops conducted earlier this year included exhibits showing the 1960's 
alignment for the "IL 53" portion of the project. Based upon studies in the 1990's, it 
was clear that the original alignment would not be acceptable to the permitting 
agencies at Surrey Marsh and Indian Creek. Alternate alignment were developed 
that crossed downstream of these areas.” 

 “The Council has developed proposed alignments for the configuration of Route 
120, and all should be carried forward for further study during detailed design.” 
The 120 Corridor Planning Council, which involved communities along the existing 
120, developed consensus on options for the 120 corridor that should be carried 
forward in the detailed design studies in addition to those developed here.  



Several Important Topics for Discussion 



Several Important Topics for Discussion 



Several Important Topics for Discussion 

 Transit Accommodation  

 Page 21: “The Route 53/120 project will be designed 

to accommodate bus rapid transit service, with the 

possibility of bus rapid transit in the future.”  

 

Comment received:  

 Add sentence to “Four Lanes of Travel”: “Space will be reserved for 

transit accommodation.” 

 “What is meant by “accommodation for transit” ? 

 

 



Several Important Topics for Discussion 

 Environment 

 Noise standard 

 

Comments received:  

 “Please replace the section with the following which Huff 
and Huff modified slightly last week.” 

 “The traffic noise standard now doesn’t make much sense. 
Either go with the 3 dBA over 2040 no-build requirement 
(my preference, since while aggressive it seems to be 
achievable) or with the actual measured values at the time 
of engineering (not my preference, since it doesn’t account 
for growth in other noise sources), but not the blend of both 
that is in the document now.” 

 

 



Several Important Topics for Discussion 

 Environment 

 Surrey Marsh and Route 22 interchange 

 

Comment received:  

 “The workshops conducted earlier this year included 

exhibits showing the 1960's alignment for the "IL 53" 

portion of the project. Based upon studies in the 

1990's, it was clear that the original alignment would 

not be acceptable to the permitting agencies at Surrey 

Marsh and Indian Creek. Alternate alignment were 

developed that crossed downstream of these areas.” 

 



Several Important Topics for Discussion 
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Several Important Topics for Discussion 



Several Important Topics for Discussion 

 Environmental Components as Essential 

 Page 66: “The design concept should also consider all 

potential trade-offs associated with modifying the 

project design in order to find the appropriate cost-

benefit balance.”  

Comment received:  

 “Are these compromises that we will have to make because of the 

higher costs brought about by environmental benefits of our endeavors? 

This doesn’t seem in keeping with earlier assurances about making this 

a world-class model. Please elaborate.” 

 “Where is a guarantee that, if built, the road would be done per this 

proposal and not otherwise?” 

 



Today’s Agenda 

  

 1. Opening Comments     1:00 pm 

  

 2. Council Member Comments    1:15 pm 

   

 3. Design Discussion      1:45 pm 

  

 4. Funding & Financing     2:45 pm 

 

 5. Next Steps       3:45 pm 

  

 



THE COUNCIL’S ROLE 

 

“The Council will be responsible for 

developing regional consensus on 

whether the Tollway should move 

forward, the scope and configuration, 

the design and elements, and how to 

finance the project.” 

 

22 
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FINANCIAL FRAMEWORK 

 

The following slides were 
developed and presented 

by Jim LaBelle of  
Metropolis Strategies 
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Financial Framework Concept 

5/2/2012 

 Cost Reductions 

 Council’s Tolling Recommendations 

 New Local Sources 

 State Sources 

 Federal Sources 

 Tollway System Resources 

 Existing Resources 

 System wide resources 



Cost Breakdown, Alignment 1/Scenario B (2020 
midpoint)  Total cost $1.9 Billion 

March 8th estimate 

49% 

21% 

18% 

5% 

3% 
2% 1% 1% 

Roadway Items  

Engineering  

Construction Contingency  

Bridges  

Environmental Mitigation  

Toll and ITS Equipment  

Maintenance of Traffic  

Noise Mitigation  



Financial Framework 

5/2/2012 

 Cost Reductions 

 Eliminate rebuilding Route 120 east of Almond 

Road from this project 

Refine cost escalation estimates 

Refine construction and other cost estimates 

 Accelerate construction (move midpoint to 2018) 

Refine finance plan 

Other 

 



Financial Framework 

5/2/2012 

 Council’s Tolling Recommendations: 

On the new Route 53 

Other Tolls in Lake County (Grand Ave, State line 

on 94) 

 Tolls on 53, South of Lake Cook Road to I-90 

 Indexing Tolls 

Congestion Pricing 

 Accelerated Opening of Road 



Financial Framework 
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 Other Revenue 
 New Local Sources 

 Value Capture 

 Other 

 State Share 
 ROW Contribution 

 State Annual Program/Future Capital Program 

 Federal Funds 
 Highway and Transit Funds 

 Other (e.g. wetlands conservation, bikepaths) 

 Revenues from Balance of Tollway System 
 Existing Toll Road Resources 

 System Wide Toll Measures 

 

 



Example ($1,000,000’s of dollars) 

5/2/2012 

 Project Cost    $2,000 

 Eliminate 120 East   $    236 

 Accelerate TO 2018 (10%) $    150 

 Refine Cost Escalation (10%) $    150 

 Contingency Reductions (5%)   $   100 

 

 Total New Estimate   $1,364 



Example ($1,000,000’s of dollars) 

5/2/2012 

 Revised Project Cost    $1364 

 

 Tolling New Road       $360 

 Other Lake County Tolls       $301 

 Existing Route 53 South        $111 

 Indexing and Congestion P       $138 

 Revenue Earlier        $  25 

 New County and Local Sources      $150 

 Total       $1085 

 

 State (in addition to ROW)       ??? 

 Federal         ??? 

 Tollway System         ??? 



Process 

5/2/2012 

 Revise Financial Section 

 Draft Reviewed and Approved by Co-Chairs 

 Distribution of New Draft May 9 


