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Honorable Richard Durbin

U.S. Senator

332 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Re: Transportation Legislation
Dear Senator Durbin:

| am writing as a follow-up to the issues contained in the Village of Oak Park's March 1,
2005 letter that included the Village’s position on several provisions of the House version of
the multi-year surface transportation funding legislation, and how, if enacted, they may
impact the Village's ability to protect the community’s interest as it relates to the proposed
Eisenhower Expressway project.

This letter outlines the Village's concerns about similar issues in the Senate version of this
legislation, S. 732. Many of these go to the heart of the Village's concerns about the
process for planning and consideration of a major highway project such as the proposed
Eisenhower expansion. As the current extension of transportation funding nears expiration,
the Village requests your consideration of and your kind assistance with the environmental
review provisions and the metropolitan planning issues addressed in the Senate bill.

First and foremost, the Village supports maintaining the “4(f) protections” and the “no
prudent and feasible alternative” standard in current law. These protections have been
established in order to preserve parks and historic areas and sites in the transportation
planning process. These features are crucial to the quality of life which the people of Oak
Park hold at a premium as well as to the burgeoning tourism industry in the Village. The 4(f)
standards are working. It would not be wise to alter these federal protections now.

Second, we urge you to oppose Section 1601 of the Senate bill, as written. This section
threatens measures such as the Oak Park Cap plan which are necessary to mitigate public
health risks and air quality degradation from transportation projects. Section 1601 appears
to restrict environmental mitigation measures only to water-related impacts by the use of
terms that are generally used in the context of water pollution, and not air pollution or
human health risks. This section also appears to limit the amount of spending on mitigation
measures to 20% of the total cost of the transportation project. A 20% ceiling rule
unnecessarily restricts all participants in the process. We also urge you to support the
existing laws on the “conformity” of Clean Air Act standards with transportation projects.
Likewise, we support the continuity of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(NEPA) standards with regard to the participation of local governments in the planning of
transportation projects that pass through their towns and cities. Local involvement is not
only fair, but beneficial to the long-term success and cost-effectiveness of projects. Please
look carefully at these issues which are more fully discussed below as you deliberate on this
important legislation.



Metropolitan Planning and Environmental Review

Streamling and the 4(f) Protections

Under the rubric of “streamlining,” the Senate version of the pending legislation includes
various proposals to abbreviate the current process for metropolitan transportation planning
and environmental review. We urge you to oppose any signficant revision of the current
process. While in theory it may be possible and would certainly be advantageous to
efficiently advance projects agreed to be beneficial, too often “streamlining" proposals are
utilized to undermine existing and necessary environmental protections in the name of
efficiency. The de minimis language contained in S.732, for instance, creates a gaping
loophole in the long established “no prudent and feasible alternative” standard which
protects parks, wildlife refuges, and historic sites. This standard is the lynchpin of the “4(f)
protections.”  The adoption of the de minimis language would be a very dangerous
backward step. In our experience, the current process does not cause unnecessary delay if
compliance with the process is full and prompt. More importantly, compliance with
processes similar to those currently required is essential to ensure sound resolution of
extremely complex transportation planning issues and complete protection of public health,
safety and the environment.

We are opposed to all attempts to relax the mandatory review and mitigation of effects on
historic properties and public parks currently required under Section 4(f) of the Department
of Transportation Act of 1966. Oak Park is well known for its stately historic homes and
outstanding architecture. The Village is home to more than 300 buildings of historical or
architectural significance, designed by many famous and original architects: Frank Lloyd
Wright, George W. Maher, William Drummond, John Van Bergen, Patton and Fisher, E.E.
Roberts and others. Side-by-side with these masterpieces are smaller scale modest homes,
landmark apartment buildings, and commercial structures — all framed by a network of
parks and tree-lined streets that establish the special character of the community. Adjacent
to the Eisenhower Expressway is the Gunderson National Historic District, other locally
designated historic districts or landmarks including the recently added Oak Park
Conservatory, and several properties eligible for listing on the national register for
landmarks. Also adjacent to the Eisenhower Expressway, and threatened by the potential
expansion of it, are several parks including the landmark Columbus Park in Chicago
bordering Oak Park, designed by the famed Jens Jensen. Oak Parkers treasure this
priceless heritage and appreciate that the preservation of these structures and public areas
greatly enhances the quality of life in the Village.

In addition, a large and growing industry in Oak Park is tourism. The architectural treasures
discussed above, as well as the birth home of native son Ernest Hemingway, have brought
tens of thousands of people into Oak Park each year. Additional attention has recently been
paid to other historical sites and people. The promotion of tourism without undue stress on
the citizens, the infrastructure, or the attractions themselves, is an important challenge for
the coming decades. Our ability to meet this challenge would be substantially limited if the
protections provided by Section 4(f) are reduced, particularly in view of current plans to
reconstruct or expand the Eisenhower which is adjacent to numerous public parks and
historic buildings and landmarks. Section 4(f) has worked well over the years because it






