
My name is Doreen Swindall. I live on Rolling Meadows Drive, Brook Crossing Estates subdivision. 

I have some questions, comments and concerns about the 95th Street Extension. 

1. Will County Department of Highways' Public Hearing 
Focus of the letter is described as Plainfield/Naperville to Boughton Road (East) 

As no mention of intersection realignment or bridge reconstruction, which is on the west side. 

2. Table 5 Hourly traffic volumes 

a. An extra 1080 vehicles go past my home every hour; of which 1% is semi-trucks 

3. Table 6 

a. Shows noise reduction achieved (WI) my understanding represents Brook Crossing Estates 

4. Table 8 - Wall Cost Analysis 

a. Individually yes or no noise walls when evaluated on a project basis are considered 

economically reasonable 

5. Table 9 -Noise Wall Analysis Summary 

a. Feasible (achievers' 8-dBA) 

6. Daily Herald 8-18-17 

Jeff Ronaldson, Will County Engineer & Director 

a. "The lack of a sound wall comes because of the presence of the Brook Crossing Park" 

b. Timber Creek subdivision (Winners Cup) surrounded by park and they have a sound wall. 

Table 9 

7. Project-wide basis 

95th Street Extension benefits 94 receptors 

a. Noise wall cost $2,034,850 

b. Cost per benefited receptor of $21,650 
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Build IlOise lc\•els arc one to three dBA higher th an existing lc\cls. The inc rc:as~ : ;~ ::-:ffic no1sc: 
Jc\·c]s is due to the increase in traffic volumes. Receptors R 12 and R 13 meet or e~. - ::ed :~e FHWA 
NAC for the projected No Build condition. 

Proj ected Build trafiic noise levels range from 53 dBA ai R7 to 68 dBA at R I. R2, and R 13. 
Projected Build noise level s m eet or exceed the FH\VA NAC in the proposed conci .tion at all 
receptors except R7, Rl 0, Rl 1 and Rl2. At R7, however, the proposed condition is an 18 dBA 
increase over the existing condition. This is considered a substanti al noi se increase and t.'1crefore an 
impact per IDOTpolicy. Receptors R4 and R8 also experience a substantial noise ir:crease as well as 
meeting the FHW A NAC. 

The noise levels at Rl 0 and R 12 decreased by one and two dBA , respectively, in ti)e Build condition 
fTom the existing condition but increases in the No Build conditi on. The traffic noise level increase 
at these receptors in the ~o Build scenari o is attributed to the projected traffic increase on Boughton 

Road. !n the Build scenario, to!!l t:affi c volumes_ decreas~ frQ~~~is_!~-~nd~ions due to ~e 
alternatlve route to and from the Pla~eld-Naperv11le Road and 95, Street mtersechqn.1able 5 
co~urnes on the both legs-ot Bough-ton Road for "tne three scenanos. No build 
traffic volumes west of951

h Street Extension are more than twice the Build scenario traffic volumes. 
The berm along 95th Street shields receptors R 10 and R 12, further reducing the tra ffi c noise impacts 
from 95th Street. 

Scenario 

Existing 

No Build 

i Build 

TABLES 
HOURLY TR~FFJC VOLUMES ON 

BOUGHTON ROAD 
WEST OF 95TH STREET 

EB I WB I 
599 I 991 l 
850 I 1455 I 

I 

I 290 1 ( 790~~ 1 
-

Total J 
1590 I 

2305 

i 080 i 

Noise abatement was evaluated for all receptors except R 1 0, R 11, and R 12 as these locations do not 
approach, meet or exceed the FHW A NAC in the Build scenario. These locations are either shielded 
from 95th Street by the existing earth berms (Rl 0 and Rll) or are adjacent to the west leg of 
Boughton Road, in which traffic volumes decrease enough as a result of the 95 th Street Extension to 
lower traffic noise levels. 
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2 W2 6 2,065 Yes 

3 W3 6 I ,201 Yes 

4 W4 6 1, 108 Yes 

W5a 7 448 Yes 
5 

W5b 9 1,256 Yes 

6 W6 8 1,097 Yes 

7 W7 Not possib e 

W8a II 627 Yes 
8 

W8b Not possible 

' W9a 8 526 Yes l 9 
W9b I I 610 Yes l 

13 W I 3 ; I 0 i 5(:! Yes 

"' Noise wall heights based. on ~se of absorptive noise wail mz.1erials due to paraliel 
noise wall configuration. See Section 6.3.2 . 
.., Noise wail heights based on height above grade at noise wall location. 
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TABI.F. S 
E\'ALUAT.LD 1\0ISE WALL COST i\ NALYSIS 

. ' ' PROPOSED 951
!' STH.TET EXTENSJON 

~----- ~-~,. .... -. 
i i ' 
I 

No. of Cost per i 
i Represented Barrier Ben efited ! ! Ben efited . EconomicaUy 
i ! NSA ID Recep tors i Cost Receptor Rearonable I 

' ' 
1 WI ... ~ 8 $227,600 $28,450 I No 

I 

2 W2 21 S309,750 $14,750 
I 

Yes 
I i 

3 W3 I ] 5 $180, 100 I $12,010 Yes i 

- 4 W4 1 I - $166,200 $15,110 ! / Yes ~\, I 

I W5a I 4 $78,480 $I 9,610 ! ~s l ! 5 

I W5b 8 $282,700 $35,340 No 

' 6 W6 · 6 $219,400 I $36,570 No 
I 

7 W7 0 8-dBA reduction not achieved 

W8a 6 I 8 
$172,430 $28,740 No 

W8b 0 8-dBA reduction not achieved 

W9a 5 $105 ,1 60 l $21,030 i Yes 
I 9 I I 

I W9b 4 $ 167,810 $41,950 I No ! 

j _ _ 13 13 6 $ 125,220 $20.870 I Yes 
I ------ --·--···-·+ 

I i'ROJ l::CT AS A 
94 1 $2,034,850 $21,650 Yes 

WHOLE 

Noise walls determined to be not economically reasonable include W 1, WSb, W6, W8a, and W9b. 
The cost per benefited receptor of these walls ranges from $28,450 for Wl to $41,950 for W9b. 
Noise walls that are not economically reasonable are generally on the north/east side of951

h Street 
except for noise wall W8a, which is located on the south side near Boughton Road. 

The project as a whole benefits 94 recee_tors and has a total,.. traffic no~ wall cost of $2,034.850. 
~~.DJS...an overall cost per benefited rece tor of$21 650. Noise walls when eva! ted on a 
project basis are consider economically reasonable. 
-~--
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