
 
 
August 8, 2003 
 
Mr. Aristide Bicunias 
Executive Director 
Chicago Area Transportation Study 
300 West Adams Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60606 
 

RE: Additional Comments of the Village of Oak Park Regarding the Draft Long 
Range Regional Transportation Plan (Shared Path 2030 RTP) 

 
Dear Mr. Bicunias: 
 
The Village of Oak Park is pleased to submit these comments on the August 1, 2003 Draft 
2030 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).  In general, the Village believes this draft 
improves upon the prior public comment draft in several ways.  While this draft is also a 
significant improvement over the 2020 plan, we remain concerned about a number of 
aspects.  Our specific comments follow. 
 
Major Capital Projects 
We are pleased that the RTP has included all of the major transit projects recommended by 
the Village of Oak Park in prior comments and encourage their continued inclusion. These 
projects include the CTA Blue Line Extension from Forest Park, the Ogden Avenue 
Transitway, the Cermak Road Bus Rapid Transit (BRT), and DuPage “J” Line BRT, and the 
UP-W track and signal improvements that will enhance the capacity of this line.  The Village 
also supports the CTA Circle Line project, as it would double the capacity of the Forest Park 
branch of the Blue Line and set the stage for future extension.  The Village has long been 
the beneficiary of a strong public transit system and strongly supports increased transit 
options. As discussed in detail in prior comments, we believe that these projects provide 
better options to enhancing our transportation system, our environment, our communities, 
and our region’s use of land than reliance upon highway expansion. As these transit projects 
all benefit the west Cook DuPage counties, the Village believes that they are strong 
alternatives to the proposed I-290 High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) project.  
 
In prior comments, the Village has expressed concern that some major capital projects, 
particularly the proposal to expand I-290 by adding HOV lanes as it runs through the Village, 
were recommended without clarification that the required federal studies of alternatives and 
impacts had not been completed and, in fact, have barely just begun.  The current draft of 
the RTP represents a significant improvement in this respect over the draft available at the 
time of the last public comment period in the spring of 2003.  In several places, the draft 
notes that these proposals are identified to allow long-range studies to commence or 
continue, and that the studies should employ the RTP’s goals, objectives and strategies, 
including alternative proposals that address community and environmental concerns.  As a 
result, the projects are listed as recommendations “but also represent a commitment to 
investigate and pursue effective alternatives, improved designs and interim improvements 
that meet our long term goals” (p. 122).  
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This approach is applied to the I-290 proposal, which is not listed as a project ready for 
implementation but as a corridor recommendation.  We are pleased that CATS has 
recognized that much more review is needed and is planned for the I-290 HOV project and 
has not proposed to include the I-290 HOV in the short-term Transportation Improvement 
Plan for the years 2004 to 2009. The Village would oppose any attempt to include it in the 
TIP prior to completion of the pending studies. As noted in the draft RTP, “corridor 
recommendations are comprised of individual sets of major capital projects for which there 
is not yet a preferred alternative or multi-modal coordination scheme.  While a readily 
identifiable transportation need has been articulated in the corridor, the proposals often 
overlap and require further study to resolve” (p. 202).  This is again recognized in the 
separate description of the I-290 proposal (p. 166).  
 
The Village supports this general approach, but urges further clarification of the status of 
these projects listed as corridor projects in the final RTP.  The Village believes it will be a 
source of confusion to list and justify all the major capital projects equally as 
recommendations, but then provide that those listed as corridor projects for their readiness 
category may be replaced by other alternatives.  Many of the individual project descriptions 
do not reflect the potential for duplication with other projects and the need for further study 
before recommended projects are selected.  For example, the description of the I-290 HOV 
project states that the expressway “serves a corridor with complementary transit services 
and high transit ridership,” yet that is not the case as is evidenced by the fact that Blue Line 
currently extends through a portion of the I-290 corridor as it ends in Forest Park and by the 
fact that additional transit projects proposed for the Cook-DuPage multi-modal corridor. The 
description states that the corridor is “not amenable to diversion to traditional transit,” yet 
several of the projects proposed for the corridor and the strategies proposed elsewhere in 
the RTP such as community based circulators would do just that.  The description states that 
elimination of congestion along the corridor is “likely cost-prohibitive,” that HOV lanes are a 
“cost-effective” solution that will “complement existing and proposed transit service,” yet 
none of these conclusions can reasonably be drawn until the corridor study being conducted 
by the Regional Transportation Authority, which is only just beginning, has been completed. 
 
Similar problems exist in the descriptions of other projects that will be studied as part of the 
Cook-DuPage Multimodal Corridor Study.  The separate description of the Ogden Transitway 
does not include mention of direct overlap with Cermak Road BRT, nor does either project 
description mention that they are part of the corridor study.  The description of the DuPage 
“J” Line project mentions neither the corridor study nor the relationship between this project 
and others in the corridor such as the Blue Line Extension and the Ogden Transitway.            

 
It appears that major portions of these project descriptions have been retained from prior 
drafts in which the concept of the Cook DuPage Multi-Modal Corridor Study had not been 
fully developed.  As recommended in our prior comments, the Village urges deletion of this 
outdated material and incorporation of new project descriptions in an integrated discussion 
of the corridor study and the relationships between the various projects under consideration 
in the corridor.  The discussion should make it clear that the projects, at least those listed 
under Corridor category, are not recommendations at this time but are projects 
recommended for further analysis in the Cook DuPage Multi-Modal Corridor Study.  Again, 
we recommend the approach used in the award winning Puget Sound RTP that makes it 
clear that a project cannot be implemented until the required studies are completed; the 
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Puget Sound plan incorporates such projects into the plan by using different terminology for 
potential projects still under study than those for which the studies are complete and have 
been selected as locally preferred alternatives.  The final RTP should make it clear that the 
study must comply with the federal requirements for major investment studies (MIS) and 
should be integrated with the Congestion Management System as appropriate.1   
 
Cook-DuPage Multi-Modal Corridor 
In its initial project submission to CATS, the Village suggested the Cook-DuPage multi-modal 
corridor concept.   We appreciate the attention paid to this concept during the development 
of the RTP.  In subsequent comments, the Village  recommended that the Cook-DuPage 
corridor be listed clearly as a discrete multi-modal corridor with a discussion that describes 
the projected needs of the corridor and how the various recommended projects would be 
coordinated to meet those needs.  The Village believes that the listing of the Corridor in the 
current draft is an improvement in this regard, but believes that further improvements are 
needed as discussed above.   
 
The current draft states that “all RTP strategies, combined with major capital 
recommendations, should be considered in this study” (p. 207).   The Village supports this 
approach, but urges inclusion of a more detailed description of the Regional Transit 
Authority (RTA) study that will investigate this corridor. We also urge clarification that most of 
the potential projects in the corridor, particularly those designated as corridor projects 
remain in the early study stage.  The discussion of the corridor also should clarify that most 
if not all of the recommended projects are major capital projects for which the RTA study will 
serve as the MIS required by federal regulations, and that none of the projects may proceed 
unless they are chosen as preferred alternatives at the conclusion of the RTA study. The 
discussion also should note that the state Senate has passed a resolution supporting the 
RTA study of the Cook-DuPage multi-modal corridor and the consideration of feasible transit 
alternatives for this corridor, a copy of which is attached.   
  
RTP Goals and Strategies 
The Village supports the strategies and goals discussed in the current draft for selection of 
RTP projects, particularly the incorporation of the policy goals of the Northeastern Illinois 
Planning Commission and the preference for community strategies and context-sensitive 
solutions.  However, the final RTP should include an expanded discussion of air quality 
issues.  The current draft focuses solely on ground level ozone and compliance with the 
mobile source budgets recently developed by IEPA for the purpose of immediate attainment 
of the ozone standards (p. 10).  As discussed further below, the RTP should make it clear 
that while the current budgets may represent the current targets for emissions reduction, 
they are not likely to be adequate to meet the more stringent ambient air quality standards 
for ozone and fine particulate matter that U.S. EPA has recently adopted.     

 
The RTP also should note that U.S. EPA recently has concluded that a list of 21 Mobile 
Source Air Toxics (MSATs) pose significant cancer and other public health risks requiring 
additional regulation of mobile source emissions.2  These include diesel exhaust, which U.S. 
EPA and the International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) have concluded is a 
probable human carcinogen.  The RTP should make it clear that emissions of diesel exhaust 

                                                
1 See 23 CFR 450.318 (2002).   
2 See 61 Fed. Reg. 17230 (March 29, 2001). 
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and other MSATs should be considered in project development and selection, as well as the 
effects of mobile source emissions on parks, wildlife, trees and vegetation.  Effects on 
buildings and property damage also should be considered.  These and other related issues 
are discussed in detail in the preliminary report of the Village on the potential impacts of the 
proposed I-290 expansion.  
 
Conformity Analysis 
The draft conformity analysis is targeted toward attainment of the mobile source emission 
budgets recently developed by Illinois EPA (IEPA) to produce attainment of the old 1-hour 
ozone standard.  However, as the draft notes, U.S. EPA adopted a more stringent 8-hour 
standard in 1997, and IEPA recently has determined that the current nonattainment 
designation for the Chicago area will have to be retained when the new standard is fully 
implemented.  The draft also notes that the analysis does not yet include a demonstration of 
conformity with the standard for fine particulate matter (PM) that U.S. EPA also adopted in 
1997.  Accordingly, it is misleading for the draft to suggest that the long-term conformity 
analysis demonstrates that the projects listed in the RTP are not likely to cause violations of 
the national ambient air quality standards through 2030.  That is certainly not the case with 
respect to the new ozone and PM standards that will take effect long before 2030, and the 
final RTP should state that clearly. 
 
The conformity report also indicates potential problems with the accuracy of the traffic 
models on which the conformity analysis is based.  The Village did not perform or 
commission a detailed analysis of the models and inputs used to demonstrate conformity 
for the RTP at this stage.  However, the analysis does not appear to account for induced 
demand.  As discussed in the preliminary impacts report prepared by the Village, current 
studies indicate that the I-290 HOV proposal is likely to cause increases in traffic well above 
those predicted by models that do not account for induced demand.  Models that include 
induced demand are available and are recommended in a series of papers and 
presentations cited in the Village report and available on U.S. EPA’s website at 
http://www.epa.gov/otaq/ transp/traqmodl.htm.  The final conformity analysis for the RTP 
should include modeling of induced demand for highway projects such as the I-290 HOV 
proposal. 
 
In addition, the conformity analysis of the proposed I-290 project indicates substantial 
problems with the traffic demand estimates.  The 2020 RTP predicts that the addition of the 
proposed I-290 HOV lanes is likely to cause an increase in traffic of approximately 35%, 
even without accounting for induced demand.  However, the current draft conformity 
analysis is based on predicted decreases in the traffic on I-290 in 2005 and 2030.  
Currently, empirical data indicate a daily average of about 209,000 vehicles at the 
intersection of I-290 and Austin Boulevard.  However, the conformity analysis is based on a 
predicted range of 169,000-195,000 in 2005, and 178,000-219,000 in 2030.  
Communications with CATS staff indicate that this reduction is not likely attributable to 
enhanced use of transit facilities, but is most likely the result of various input factors (such 
as truck proportions, peak spreading, volume-delay relationships) that are entered as 
regional averages, which often confounds the results for specific locations.  The conformity 
analysis for the final RTP should correct these types of errors for major projects such as the 
proposed HOV project, or at the very least should clarify the existence of such errors and 
their effects on the resulting determination of conformity.                                   
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I-290 Cap 
In prior comments and submission of the Oak Park Cap for project inclusion in the 2030 
RTP, the Village noted that it has received state and federal funding to study the feasibility 
and effectiveness of a cap over all or portions of I-290 as it runs through the Village.  The 
Village notes that a cap is now referenced as a potential aspect of the I-290 project (p. 165 
and n.143) and as an example of “early and full attention to context-sensitive solutions 
available for preserving and improving community quality” (p. 119 and n. 118).  The Village 
urges retention of these discussions in the final RTP, with the stipulation that the cap should 
be considered in the context of I-290 reconstruction even if the highway is not expanded -- 
as it was submitted by the Village to CATS -- for inclusion in the 2030 RTP last year.  It 
should also make clear that the cap study referenced in the I-290 discussion specifically 
involves the Village of Oak Park. Such a statement should be inserted in the description of 
the cap that currently appears in the discussion of the I-290 proposal on page 165-6.  As 
the RTP already notes, the cap is consistent with the RTP strategies and goals regardless of 
whether the highway is expanded or is only reconstructed to maintain the existing corridor 
while improving access and safety.  The recognition of the value of this increasingly common 
approach to addressing major highway projects in fully developed urban areas whether in 
reconstruction or expansion should be included especially as it is an accurate depiction of 
the current study.  It is also consistent with the position expressed by Governor Rod 
Blagojevich in support of Oak Park Cap studies in the attached letter to Congressman Danny 
K. Davis, and the final RTP should state that as well. 
 
The Village of Oak Park appreciates this opportunity to comment on the July 2003 draft of 
the 2030 RTP.  Questions or comments with respect to our position should be directed to 
me or Peter J. Dame, Assistant to the Village Manager, (708) 358-5778. 
 
Respectfully submitted,          
VILLAGE OF OAK PARK 

 
Joanne E. Trapani 
Village President 
 




