MRB Project RR Coordination Meeting
March 26, 2008
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UP asked if IDOT will condemn RR property. 1DOT replied that if the parties cannot come to terms,
IDOT has no choice but to go to the ICC. UP repiied that since ICC is the regulatory agency in lllinois,
it may be a good idea to get their ruling. Brooks replied that going to ICC will cause undesirable
delays. IDOT prefers coming to an agreement without going to ICC, but that IDOT may not have any
choice. IDOT does not want to wait 12 months to find out that we cannot accept each others’
agreement language. We need o make this determination: in the first few months.

TRRA asked about future plans for the project and what is the status of Relocated IL. 3. Brooks replied
that the components of the 2001 plan that are not included in the 2008 plan would be built in the future
as funding became available. Relocated iL 3 is a separate project from the MRB Project and has its
own EIS. IDOT is looking for ways to construct Relocated 1L 3 without relocating any railroads.

TRRA requested a copy of the 2001 pian.

Copies of the 2008 plan as well as deta’ls of the anticipated bridge pier spacing from industrial Drive to
the Mississippi River and the anticipated pier layout for the bridges over KCS and CSX at the Tri-Level
Interchange were distributed 10 affected railroads. An additional exhibit was distributed showing
IDOT's proposed plan tor contractor access to the bridges between the Mississippi River and Industrial
Drive. Time was allowed for the railraads to review the exhibits and ask questions. CSX asked for a
PDF of the Tri-Level Interchange detail be sent to them. Ncrfolk-Southern RR offered a parcel of
property for contractor staging if it would be cleared by the contractor. Brooks Brestal asked that the
RR's take the exhibits with them and provide any comments or suggestions no later than June 2.




C&*\i’;"o iz, (

s ﬁmdm 1 Vlmu fj,

LoD L//,“

b [ 2 S

Joim Fifps o
Thmeey RoMer
‘\\Vt\‘ C;ﬂ%:?{}

de;?Q Canm//sé’/

ﬁ&m;wé a.s:y{{

Mississippi River Bridge FProject
Railroad Coordination Meeting

March

Company
T - 2 O

B Ga3 1343

26, 2008

Phone#

gao T

E- ma:l

R

fore

e vy

CCUuLLEN @ K S

DL THER S « cav

4@4( 9 -
I Y4 ﬁzéfiﬁi:f/ﬂ.z“
1Py SEZF /283,

1430 v

vhevda . o eCIns
Roda T

J;gmé’.s

W@ s
. EMery

corp- ey
coly Corm

B Gre - ToH T

904 - 36l 4228

Jow). FLEPSE MConr L)
r&mmq — Bm&ley- &

Yol \ \; Ll

IAIAEOL RV

ZJ A W wop (e

D{j—y@ f% /{fwﬂaﬂ

g_‘&nnwx M Sy [

S
134 i 0%3s
B (¢-34G-4317

9045591042,

HG\ - C’» L)‘po N/@

//0@( - 52D |

o -S| e
3(% 53] ~pEs

VaM A (Dl (oM

Ty S S

wm&xmﬁ.mcm
(;)h"sﬂj)kﬂ & M"_(MM

Spmss, M mgwwﬁij

o
!:-ta J:égu v
M&z{ |74 2 “oc. %&M

1m 3328101030

&1 340400
‘:1: 524-35717)

| CGitedofy. horn(d ¢
Marbe Zacbir (&)

')J@ DA O

RIS fo i iom
Aeva 1. G ov
7. ma. -gov-

M volv‘f“ mig

e ty

(;AAM& . ‘”"fiﬂW“N‘\ i SCRISTES I B 0l U e @ Mol soy
E?‘wv 222 ﬁ”" S A N 0 & S 1) WL P = N T 2 by ?»%ﬁf@.“ WS 40l
5@_. omlj\@ nedu | WASE. _,»,,E%.,_‘g;,@_@ (%% (,Kcme&@(ﬁamm b com
1\% Thwod ~ | TRRA ,‘31{—;!‘,6_‘39?{?&’5?; whekdesm naba miicam
Bl Siepel. | TR | Bla-a5) /505 ws >pxz (@ fletdol -5 ppo -0
/%Le /9,; éz.eﬁ | zoeT '3” R46-GI50 m,(,f:ovf;)wﬁﬁaf?@ /mu.f g«'v
g{ 4 C’-’Z /{/fclj{%’ cen | /. Y4 4 / 5544 W’J £ ff‘?ié’f’é’ff’fi{f’gécz&:ﬁf&ﬁ/f;@ ooy
4‘( YT ru e e e / e 5”,7 Frae Bineed (D g is. g
Y FhwA zw‘}; el Qmwlﬁ}@‘ﬂm_iﬁew
T R BT M,w_.,,_é’e’ IO e L g lon 025 0V
WQ_Q{.’””( W R/ I /V) "’ AR VA AL L LS 6 lehmnis. Keerey (Z P timsis o
i gl o s e ey g e s,
Jane Mercer TRy e GLe. 334G 306 Jaas, Mo O lltasls. ao o



L

Project Scope
a Provide an Affordable, Dperanonally

Tndependeat Read way that wil Redace Tiaffic
apestionr o fonreve Safety

CMOBDUT e PN

Appicet bey

~

n Sean and

a DO will Constauct 1.

Connecting Rosdways

o e i o 1 1 e 5 o

onpated Peoject Cost

; ‘r.i Rive Shrudpe
Ty MO0 end 1T, Approach

510k

U2 BRIDGY 5

D ST

Funding Sources

$ G40 oiliion Totai Amount

£ 213 mikion Tinoss Funding,
$ 239 mil‘;i(m

£ 88 mittion

Diedicated Poderal Funding

Missoun Funding

|

1

-

Rl

=301 Plan

44 Connealor

festee by

e S i e



ol o

A Wy N¢

b A T A % T

2.8:!1)3"? .

I rnhing

e

N

3

L

e as snnn s U

do Rohoad s Help to Achiove this

Project

0 Rekeoate 170 Alony the Y2001 Pha's™ T o4

Commtotor Aliprrent

1 Prowide Single Connection at the 1-64/55770

interch e

u.m«:-_mzag
3

o uRiD

L e

Hailroad Involvement

6 e R ulesd Relocatioes
@ AR adk Sepantions

8 sfteoed Rulroads

w FUS

w TRRA
w U

« b

T e

o etz mnne Acceptable Pier Lecativns

o elecsiue Best Lovations for Contractor

DLk

| R 48 N AT

2



§ororne il 205

B el e e bt e &

se b Nie, s

e Lol Proj ot Oty [

B Plee Dhopereoa ot onta o PIET

R R

LK PRI

u ot !

Schvdule (Connoured)
a TIY wll g rovede DT ASAT alies Gronp Mecting
o Fasdeoade Roapead s P98l Gt 1 Montd

a 105wl Adudzess Badlioads” Comavne Wahin
Ronrd

o Katlroads Approw T0&L Withs 1 Mosth AMiee
ol X

2!

PUSBE——

; Schedule

£ Foday - TR will provide conceptial pier

Towaiinns aad contraulon access bocations

a By June 22008 - Rajfvoads provide comments
on IDOYs proposals and/ ot provide a

connter ol wosal

a By Septombar 9, 2008 ~ Group Meeting to
f1 ior [ucations and conbractar acces

Vs w\w{[«»ﬂ featd

S ZBRIE >

Nk

Schedule (Continued)

a 13O wiil Provide Final Plang to Ralroads ASAD
Afree JP&L Approwal

& Radeoads Wilt Review and Comment on Faal Plans
Wilia 1 Maoath

£ 10 will Addeess Ralroads Comments Withia 7

af ey

Finad Plans Within 1 Mouth

Vi vigghas o,
(514

Schedule {Continued)

8 10T wall Propaes £ogreensent Witlo 3 Moot of Banal
Plac Approval

o Raiioads Wil foaocme Agrecraens Wittan 2 Months

{Thus Inchades Providing Aoy Mooy Dol

Tatnpates)

Pier Locations

o 1300 310 45 ER

Fi

ol




Contractor Access

{ility Relocations

I taany Uitihites Will Need to Relocate for ths
Projeei - Some Uiility Relowations May Reguite
Jaccnses (lasements) from. the Railroads

a We Need the Ralgoad’s Help
2 Lump Sam License Fegs In Lisn of Annual Fors

o Assistancs in Guiding Uity Relocabons to
Preferable Locations

o Our Nrchae bog:
Areas, T dadin,

o Histoeaal flevioy
B 1w

B I Moo, T

1oem Ynatd Saesphing

erfosm Artdaet B covery

el e Sebedebe ©othe Archooolograts

L Pesfonm A

uied Pield tnvestig, Cons As
Parly As Pessible, In Conjunetion Wit O Other
T Y,

An Apgressive Schedule

B We MNeed the Ratlioad’s Hnlp tr Mantain This
Project Lehedale
o pen Lo
B Declicated

cmpication

Staff for Review and Respoanse
a Addiional Tdeas/ Thoughts?

ot

e Dnpasse 1s Reached of the Schedule is
Compomised, the 10O May be the Fest
) ton for both the Railroads and the DOTY

"

Questions?

Thank You!

s 55 8

RIDGE:




MDP: OADBMRBRMRE OveraliStakehohders\Railroadsi2008-03-26 Railroad Meeting Minutes.doc



(D

Memorandum i
Exhibit 5

To: File

From: Gwen Lagemann

Subject: Meeting Minutes

Date: September 9, 2008

A meeting with the railroad companies affected by the MRB project was
conducted on September 9, 2008, at 10:00 a.m. in IDOT’s Regional
Conference Room.

IDOT and MoDQOT used a PowerPoint Presentation to lead the discussion. A
copy of the presentation was distributed to each panicipant and is attached.
The following items were discussed:

e  MoDOT will construct and maintain the Main Span and Approach and
IDOT will construct and maintain relocated 1-70 and the tri-level
interchange.

The project is fully funded.

e Design work has begun and construction will begin as soon as 2010
and last 4-6 years.

e The purpose of the meeting is to finalize pier and access road locations
during the breakout sessions so development of the TS&Ls may begin
and right-of-entry permits may be submitted for environmental and
archaeological investigations; and the Alternative Technical Concepts
(ATC) process may be discussed.

s Review and approval times by each party were discussed.

The ATC process was explained. ATC will be utilized by MoDOT on the
Main Span and Approach. The ATC process will allow the best
techniques of the contractors to be utilized to get the lowest
construction cost. Confidential plan sets will be developed for each
contractor. A base set of plans will also be developed for all pre-
qualified contractors to bid. The base set of plans will be coordinated
with the railroads as will any changes in the winning ATC that may
affect the railroads interests. The ATC process will not allow changes
to pier locations, minimum vertical clearances and drainage outfalls.
The UP indicated they require a 42” barrier height to prevent snow from
being plowed over the barrier and onto their tracks. This will be added
to the list of items that cannot be changed.

e There will be numerous utility relocations for the project that will require
railroad involvement. IDOT asked the railroads to charge the utility
companies a lump sum fee in lieu of an annual fee, and IDOT asked the
railroads to assist the utilities in determining the best location for their
relocated facilities.
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s |DOT asked the railroads to review and comment on IDOT's standard
Testing Agreement for Archaeologicai Investigations. 1DOT would like
to access the railroad’'s property prior to acquisition to compiete the
investigations for the pier locations.

Following the presentation, HNTB, CTE and TENG each conducted a breakout
session with the railroads involved with their respective portion of the project.
Minutes from each consultant is attached.

Project Scope
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Loddmillion  Tosed Batimated Cost
§ 264 riliion  I{lineix Relocared .70 Roadways

Funding Sources
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Funding

The MRB Project is Fully Funded
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the Railcoads {or Review and Commeot

» Submet ight ol-Fotey Permits
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Thank You!

Pier & Access Locations
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Minutes from HNTSB

ATTENDANCE

MoDOT

IDOT

FHWA
Kansas City Southern

CSXT
URS

Norfolk Southern
STV

Union Pacific
TRRA

Steve Smith, Bill Sippel
Design Nine
Modjeski 8 Masters
HNTB

CMT

Kaskaskia

CTE

Teng Associates
CH2M Hill

Gonzales, Cos

Greg Horn, Randy Hitt, Jim Middleton

Brooks Brestal, Gwen Lagemann, Jane
Mercer, Chad Sanders, Kirk Brown, Clint
Marshall, Chuck Keeney

Pete Clogston

Paul Fetterman

Hal Gibson
Thomas Nord

Jim Kazmierczak
Lynn Brown

David McKernan
Rick McQueen, Kerry Paubel, Ted Ingram,

Ralph Stone
Dave Petermeier

Steve Hague, Ken Price

Rich Kerhiikar

Warren Clemons

John Lukowski, Dan Manojlovski

Bob Stern, John Hillman, Andrew Lee

Dan Sommer

Pat Judge

PROJECT INTRODUCTION - OVERVIEW

IDOT presented an overview of the project, including the following

Project scope

o L L) o

Project Schedule

Project cost and funding
Affected Class 1 Freights
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ATC Process
Utilities

Geotechnical
Archaeology

The following slides in the presentation hand-out were amended:

1+

Page 4, third slide titled "Purpose” was amended 1o include “3)
Geotechnical Investigation” under the topic, Submit Right-Of-Entry
Permits.

Page 8, second slide titled “Next Steps” was amended to include a
third buliet “Geotechnical Investigation” under the topic, Submit
Right-Of-Entry Permits.

BREAK OUT SESSIONS

The balance of the meeting took the form of break-out sections with the
respective Railroads and Section Designers discussing specific issues in
each section.

There are three design sections with three corresponding section
designers as follows.

B

f

Main span and approach viaducts HNTB
[-70 Connector Teng and Associates
Tri-Level Interchange CTE

BREAKOUT 1 ~ Mainspan and Approach Viaducts

TRRA
UPRR
KCS

NS

HNTB

General

<]

UP expressed a preference for 42 inch barriers to mitigate plowed
snow from falling on active tracks below

If there are pedestrians on the superstructure, there is a requirement
for 8 ft curved top fencing or 10 ft straight fencing

All design standards and criteria for crossings of the UP are available
in the standards manual on-line
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It was requested by the railroad companies to label each track in the
plan view and elevation view rather than labeling only the elevation
view during preparation of the TS&L drawings.

The proper labeling of tracks and mileposts for each Railroad
Company was requested (typically MP designations are given at the
north edge of the proposed bridges.

Drainage

0

TRRA

It is not acceptable to allow bridge deck drainage to free fall onto the
tracks or railroad property. It is not acceptable to simply pipe the
drains to the piers and allow the drainage to be deposited onto
railroad property without further consideration.

A drainage system will be needed. It was noted that there are
drainage ditches on the raiiroad property and the design team can
evaluate the capacity of the drainage ditches (if so desired) and
utilize available ditch capacity. Other drainage that exceeds existing
ditch capacity will need a separate drainage system of its own.
Railroad representatives indicated that at other sites, a storm water
detention pond was utilized to address drainage issues.

HNTB met with TRRA previously on September 04, 2008 to discuss
the proposed development of the Wiggins Ferry #2 (Hump) Yard
HNTB had uploaded this proposal and integrated it with the current
proposed span arrangement for the viaduct Units 1 and 2.

TRRA agreed to review this span layout and pier configuration
relative to their proposed yard development as a first step (meseting
tentatively set for Thursday Sept 11,

To this end, HNTB has uploaded ail current working drawings and
reterence files for Design 9 to use in this review.

The purpose of this review is to determine if adjustments can be
made to the geometry of the proposed layout with the current 5 span
units provided by HNTB that is acceptable to the Railroad.

If the geometry of the layout cannot be adjusted in an acceptable
manner, is it possible that a reduction of one or more tracks can be
made to work for TRRA

As a last resort, MoDOT and IDOT will consider eliminating one more
pier to prolect the TRRA proposal. It was noted that the current
proposal has 10 spans and 11 piers, which is a reduction from the
Original Selected Alternative (13 spans and 14 piers), and the more
recent preliminary proposal of March 26, 2008 which consists of 12
spans and 13 piers.

TRRA representatives expressed the followirg concerns regarding the span
arrangement.
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a  (Originally a 3 pier scenaric was discussed, and then a 5 pier
scenario was discussed. Seeing 8 piers on the railroad property was
of a great concern.

« The railroad representatives noted that Pier #11 and Pier #12 (the
piers closest to the anchor pier on the llinois side) were interfering
with the critical capacity of the future rail yard. The HNTB team
requested that the railroad companies review the pier layout provided
on the August 27, 2008 pier / span arrangement to see if the rail lines
could be located around the piers. It was noted by the HNTB team
that it looked as if there was additional area closer to the anchor pier
that could be utilized to go around the proposed pier arrangement.

The HNTB design team advised the raiiroads of the following items:

s For purposes of the Alternate Technical Concept (ATC) process, pier
tocations will not be considered for relocation once the specific sites
are established and agreed-to by all parties.

It is critical for the design team to configure viaduct structure spans
which are structurally efficient, in order to stay within the tight budget
constraints.

= There is no opportunity to adjust the proiect budget to accommodate
inefficient bridge span configurations.

e Spans of 400 feet are not considered practical for this site.

= Location of Pier 18 (between existing UP Yard Track #2 Mainline and
existing NS Yard Track #1 / CL proposed NS “D” Main) is critical and
there is little or no flexibility to consider an alternate location.

w  Pler 17 is located as close to TRAA Wiggins Track 23 as possible to
minimize the span between Pier 17 and Pier 18, The span between
the two piers, established at 336 feet is regarded as the maximum
practical span. Revising the location of Pier 17 will adversely affect
the span configurations both west of Pier 17 and east of Pier 18.
Hence, the location of Pier 17 is also critical.

Access Roads

During discussion of the access roads that will be built for construction
access and for future bridge maintenance and inspection:

= During construction of the bridge substructure elements, a contractor
is not going to want to move a crane or other piece of heavy
construction equipment to a crossing several hundred feet south to
cross the tracks and return north several hundred feet. UPRR
mentioned that a contractor would likely utilize crane mats to cross
tracks at the locations that are convenient to the contractor rather
that at locations that are convenient 10 the railroads.
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= Specific guidelines for crossing tracks will be necessary for heavy
equipment.

e The contract documents rnay prohibit crossing of tracks except at
designated locations.

= NS noted that mainline D is often used as a storage track, and may
not be available for crossing at all times.

= All operational and access constraints wili be spelled out in the
special provisions for all contractors.

= A few railroad representatives indicated that it did not appear the
access road between existing KCS Yard Track #4 and existing KC
Yard Track #1 was needed '

s There is an existing access road from IL Rte 3 near Packers Drive
that provides a convenient crossing of the combined AE-D mainline
south of the junction point. This might provide a better access point
and eliminate the double leg of access road straddling mainline D.

= All access roads should have a 25 ft offset from the centerline of the
nearest track.

BREAKOUT 2 - Interstate 70 Connector (by others)

BREAKOUT 3 - Tri Level Interchange (by others)
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Minutes from CTE

Subject; Raitroad Coordination Meeting for Tri-Level Project
Project No.: 60046609

Key Route:  FAP 998

Section: 82-1

County: St. Clair

Job No.; D-98-058-089

PTB No. 890/161

Location Description: |-70 Tri-Level Connection from the Tri-Level Interchange to
South of Packers Ave.

Meeting Date: September 9, 2008; 10:00 AM.

Location: fllinois Deparntment of Transportation - District 8 Office
1102 Eastport Plaza Drive
Coilinsville, 1L

Transcription Date: September 12, 2008

Aftendees: Chad Sanders, iDOT
Paul Fetterman, KCS
Hal Gibson, CSXT
Tom Nord, URS/CSXT
John Lukowski, CTE
Dan Manojlovski, CTE

Copies: Attendees
File

These meeting minutes only reflect the break out session that was held after the initial group
meeting.

Purpose: [DOT, KCS, C8XT, and CTE met to discuss initial pier locations and associated
railroad issues in oraer to cbtain railroad criteria to be incorporated in the development of bridge
TS&L plans.

Conversation Summary:

Dan Manojlovski opened the meeting and described the work that will be completed over the KCS

and C8X T railroads. Some of the highlights of the discussion include:

¢ A proposed plan layout was reviewed that indicated two structures over the KCS, and three
structures over the CSXT.

*  Vertical clearance of 23'-6” will me maintained over the railroads.

¢ Horizontal clearances as dsfined by the railroads will be maintained.

KCS Coordination

e KCS indicated that the proposed improvements need to stay out of the railroad right of way.

e KCS8 has no plans for future expansion or special design considerations.

o KCS does not want any water draining from the overhead structures on to railroad right of
way.
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CSXT Coordination

©

CSXT indicated that they do not have any immediate plans for expansion, but wanted to
make sure the project could accommodate an additional two tracks, service road, and
associated drainage to the scuth of the existing track. Initial criteria defined was 15’ track
centers. CSX would provide a typical section for the service road.

CSXT also expressed concern regarding the need for a service road to the south since
access wouid be eliminated off of 77 Street. The service road would have to be located to the
south of the existing track in order to use the bridge over Route 3 (St. Clair Ave.).

CSXT questioned whether Exchange Avenue could be closed. This is a local street and not
under {DOT jurisdiction.

IDOT questioned whether the existing tower, located under the future bridge structure, could
be removed. CSXT is fo investigate.

With the proposed right of way acquisition, it was agreed that the existing L&N Bridge over I-
55 can be removed.

Action ltems

o KCS and CSXT to provide any utility information within railroad right of way
o KCS and CSXT to provide horizontal clearances.

o CSXT to provide typical section for service road.

o CSXT to investigate tower removal.

o CTE to revise pier locations based upon input from this reeting.

o CTE toinvestigate allernatives to provide service road.

These minutes represent our understanding of the discussion and decisions reached during the
meeting. Please forward additions and/or corréctions within five business days.

Sincerely,

John Lukowski, PE
Project Engineer
John.lukowski @cte.gaecom . com
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Minutes from TENG

MEETING MINUTES

DATE: September 11, 2008 xc.  Participants
Fr20868.001
DATE OF MEETING: September 9, 2008
MEETING HELD AT: IDOT, District 8
REGARDING: New [-70 Mississippi River Bridge (MRB)
Crossing

IDOT Region 5/ District 8

PTB#/ Itemif: 890-160 & §Y0-161
Noirfolk Southern RR Coordination
Teng Project No. 20808.001

PARTICIPANTS:

IDOT: Brooks Brestal, Mike Pritchett, Gwen Lagemann, Chad Sanders, Jane Mercer, Kirk
Brown, Clint Marshall, Chuck Keeney

MODOT: Greg Horn, Jim Middleton, Randy Hitt

FHWA: Pete Clogston

CTE: Dan Manojlovski, John Lukowski

Teng & Associates: Robert Stern, John Hillman, Andrew Lee

HNTB: Steve Hague, Ken Price, Rich Kerhlikar (CMT)

Kaskaskia: Warren Clemons

CH2MHill: Dan Sonuner

KCS: Paul Fetterman

CSXT: Hal Gibson, Tom Herd (URS)

Norfolk Southern (NS): Jun Kazmierczak, Lynn Brown (STV/ Ralph Whitehead Associates)
Terminal Railroad (TRRA}): Rick McQueen, Ted Ingram, Steve Smith, Bill Sippel, Kerry
Paubel, Ralph Stone

Union Pacific (UP): David McKernan

Gonzalex Cos.: Pat Judge

THM: Dave Petermeier

MINUTES OF MEETING:

The purpose of this meceting was the coordination of the New 1-70 Mississippt River
Bridge (MRB) Crossing between the various railroad agencies and IDOT/ MoDOT/
affiliated design consuitants.

1) General:
a) The meeting began with a PowerPoint presentation from IDOT/MoDOT which

summatized the New 1-70 MRB Crossing history, scope, funding, aggressive
schedule, contacts, and Alternate Technical Concept (ATC) process.
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b) It was stated that the primary focus of this meeting was to linalize pier locations
and contractor acecss locations so that project design can continue (o move
forward.

¢y After the PowerPoint presentation, individual groups were formed to discuss
project-specific ceoordination items with each railroad agency.

2) The representatives of Teng and IDOT met with the representatives of Noirfolk
Southern and discussed the following pertaining to the Teng 1-70 Connection
section of the New [-70 MRB Crossing:

a) Regarding the S-span and 7-span options prcéviously forwarded to NS, the NS
indicated that the NS approves the S-span option over the 7-span option,

1) NS Property #1 — NS Packer Spur

(1) With regard to the 1-70 structure over the NS Packer Spur ROW, both
the 5-span and 7-span options will locate a proposed pier on NS ROW.
{ay NS indicated that they wish to retain the flexibility to add a future

second rail, and an access roadway within the NS Packer Spur
ROW. Teng noted that the minimum width from the existing NS
Packer Spur track to the proposed pier would be 38-17. NS
confirmed that this 38’-1"" clearance will be enough to add a future
second rail and maintain an access roadway between the future
second rail and the proposed pier.

{h) NS stated that the NS approves the S-span option.

{2y With regard to proposed permanent Access Roads, the access to the
proposed pier on the NS Packer Spur ROW will come {rom the
proposed Access Road that will be constructed off of I 3 and extend
north (along the west side of the NS Packer Rail) on MCT ROW. The
Access Road will cross the NS Packer Spur near the south end of the
proposed NS Packer Spur picr.

{a) The NS and Teng agreed that there will be additional design
coordination required for the NS grade crossing of the permanent
Access Road.

(b) The NS noted that the drainage along the NS line must be accounted
for in the final design of the Access Road. Teng indicated that the
Access Road drainage design will be further studied during detail
design.

(¢) The NS indicated that they have no objections to the proposed
permanent Access Road or Access Road grade crossing at the
location shown in the 5-span and 7-span exhibits.

i) NS Property #2 - NS A&E Main

(1) With regard to the 1-70 structure over the NS A&E ROW, neither the 5-
span nor 7-span options will locate a proposed pier within NS ROW.

(a) NS indicated that they wish to retain the flexibility to add a future
second rail, and the agreed that both the S-span and 7-span options
allow the NS to retain that flexibility.

(b) NS statzd that the NS approves the 5-span option.

(2) With regard to proposed permanent Access Roads, neither the 5-span
nor 7-span option will require a permanent Access Road to cross the NS
A&E ROW. The NS stated that they have no objection to the proposed
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permanent Access Roads at the location as shown on the 5-span and 7-
span exhibits.

(3) Teng mquired with NS regarding a proposed pier just west of the NS
A&F ROW which is currently proposed on Union Pacific/ KCS ROW.
Teng inguired if there would be objection to this pier being moved
further to the cast onto the west edge of NS A&E ROW. NS mdicated
that the preference would be for the pier (o remain off of the NS A&E
ROW, however, as long as the NS A&E maintains enough ROW to add
a future 2" rail Jine within the 100° existing ROW, a proposed pier
along the west edge of NS A&E ROW line is not out of the question.
At this time, N5 approves the 5-span option, which keeps the proposed
pier outside of NS A&E ROW.,

111} NS Property #3 - An irregular shaped paicel just west of the NS A&E ROW

iv)

which is constrained to the west by TRRA and to the south and east by the

UP/KCS.

(1) With regard to the 1-70 structure over the NS Property #3, there are no
proposed pier locations within this parcel in either the S-span or 7-span
opticn.

(a) NS slated that the NS approves the 5-span option.

(2) With regard to proposed perniancnt Access Road, both the 5-span and
7-span option will tequire an access road from IL 3 that extends along
the south side of the 1-70 structure in order to access piers during
construction and for future inspections. The NS stated that they have no
objection W the proposed permanent Access Road at the location where
it will cross NS Property #3.

NS Property #4 - An irregular shaped parcel just west of the NS Property #3

which is constrained to the west by 1L 3, to the south by the Stockyards, and

to the east by TRRA.

(1) With regard to the 170 structure over the NS Property #4, there will be
a single proposed pier located within NS Property #4 in both the S-span
option and the 7-span option.

(a) NS indicated that they do not have objection (o the proposed pier
location on the NS Froperty #4.
{b) NS stated that the NS approves the 5-span option.

(2) With regard to proposed permancnt Access Road, both the 5-span and
7-span option will require an access road from IL 3 that extends along
the south side of the I-70 structure in order to access piers during
construction and for future inspections. The NS stated that they have no
objection o the proposed permanent Access Road at the location where
it will cross NS Property #4.

NS Darling Spur ROW -- The NS owns an cast/west ROW that spurs from

the NS A&E Main and extends to the east near the north edge of the

proposed - 70 overpass.

{1y NS indicated that NS owns this ROW, however, the UP operates a
singie track on this ROW. Any final decision with regard to ROW will
be roade by NS.

(23 Teng presented NS with the exhibit which showed a proposed retaining
wall along the north gide of the I-70 overpass, which will require
proposed ROW and temporary easement along the south edge of the NS
Darling Spur ROW.
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{a) Teng noted that this existing ROW is 100” wide, bowever, ~800° to
the east of the Industrial Drive at grade crossing, this ROW narrows
to 50" and then further nairows to 35° at ~500° further to the east.
Teng noted that the 50° and 35 existing ROW widths already
coastrain the future ability for the Darling Spur te add an additional
track within this corridor.

'b) Teng noted that the existing UP operated single rail operates on the
northern 507 width of the existing 100° ROW, and therefore, ROW
impact to the south 507 widtlh of the existing 100° ROW may have
miriraal, if any, effect on current rail operations.

{3) UP joined the NS in discussion with IDOT and Teng
{a) UP ncted that the NS owns this ROW, and the UP operates on the

line, therefore any decisions pertaining to ROW at the NS Datling
Spur will be deferred to the NS.

(4) NS indicated that they had not yet had the opportunity to review the
Exhibit with the ROW request at the NS Darling Spur location. NS
indicated that they would take the exhibit with them, and further review.
(ay Teng indicated that Teng would follow up with NS to inquire about

this NS Darling Spur ROW. NS Concurred.

b) Regarding the Right-of-Entry, insurance, and other agreements required by NS,
Mr. Kazmierczak requested that R. Stern coordinate directly with him for right-
of-entry, raifroad protective tiability insurance and railroad flagger requirements
and costs

3) Conclusion;

a) NS isin support of the 5-span option, and is in agreement with IDOT that
the design team will move forward with the 5-span option, including
proposal for the permanent Access Roads.

b) Teng will coordinate with NS to finalize appropriate ROE and insurance
requirements.

¢) NS will review the NS Darling Spur ROW request exhibit, and Teng will
follow up with NS to coordinate the NS response.

The foregoing is the writer’s understanding of the matters discussed and the conclusions
reached in swinmary Form. This will become part of the project record and is the basis
upon which we wiil proceed. Concurrence is presumed unless notice of additions or
corrections is received by the writer within 5 business days.

Best Regards,

TENG & ASSOCIATES, INC.

Andrew Lee, PE.
Project Engineer
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MEETING MINUTES

DATE: September 1, 2008 xc:  Participants
F/20868.001
DATE OF MEETING: September 9, 2008

MEETING HELD AT: JDOT, District 8

REGARDING: New [-70 Mussissippi River Bridge (MRB)
Crossing
IDOT Region 5/ District 8
FTB4#/ Ttiem#: 890-160 & 890-161
TRRA Coordination
Teng Project No. 20868.001

PARTICIPANTS:

IDOQT: Brooks Brestal, Mike Pritchett, Gwen Lagemann, Chad Sanders, Jane Mercer, Kirk
Brown, Clint Marshall, Chuck Keeney

MODOT: Greg Horn, Fim Middieton, Randy Hitt

FHWA: Pete Clogston

CTE: Dan Manojlovski, John Tukowski

Teng & Associates: Robert Stern, John Hilloan, Andrew Lee

HNTB: Steve Hague, Ken Price, Rich Kerhiikar (CMT)

Kaskaskia: Warren Clemons

CH2MHill: Dan Sommer

KCS: Paul Fetterman

CSXT: Hal Gibson, Tom Herd (URS)

Norfolk Seuthern (NS): Jim Kazmierczak, Lynn Brown (STV/ Raiph Whitehead Associates)
Terminal Railroad (TRRA): Rick McQueen, Ted Ingram, Steve Smith, Bill Sippel, Kerry
Paubel, Ralph Stone

Union Pacific (UP): David McKernan

Gonzalex Cos.: Pat Judge

IHM: Dave Petcrmeier

MINUTES Ot MEETING:

The purpose of this meeting was the coordination of the New 1-70 Mississippi River
Bridge (MRB) Crossing between the various railroad agencies and IDOT/ MoDOT/
affiliated design consultants,

1) General:

a) The meeting began with a PowerPoint presentation from IDOT/MoDOT which
summarized the New 1-70 MRB crossing history, scope, funding, aggressive
schedule, contacts, and Alternate Technical Concept (ATC) process.

b) It was stated that the primary focus of this meeting was to finalize pier locations
and contractor access locations so that project design can continue to move
forward.

¢) After the PowerPoint presentation, individual groups were formed to discuss
project-specific coordination items with cach railroad agency.
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2) The representatives of Teng and IDOT met with the representatives of TRRA and
discussed the following pertaining to the Teng [-70 Connection section of the New
1-70 MRB Crossing:

a)

b)

Regarding the S-span and 7-span options previously forwarded to TRRA, the
TREA indicated that the TRRA approves the 5-span option over the 7-span
option.

i) TRRA Property #1 - TRRA EADS Main

(1) With regard to the 170 structure over TRRA track on the Eads Main,
hoth the S-span and 7-span options will span over the TRRA 100" width
ROW with NO proposed piers located within TRRA 100" width ROW.
TRRA swated that the TRRA approves the S-span option.

(2) With regard to proposed permanent Access Roads, there are no
proposed access roadways within TRRA Eads Main ROW with either
the S-span or the 7-span optiops. TRRA indicated that the TRRA
approves the Access Road plan per the 5-span option,

it} TRRA Property #2 ~ Triangular Parcel
(1) With regard to the [-70 structure over the TRRA triangular parcel

several hundied feet west of the TRRA Eads Main, the 5-span option
does not require any proposed picrs within the TRRA ROW, while the
T-span opticn proposes a single pier within the TRRA ROW. The
TRRA state.! that the TRRA preference is for the S-span option.

(2) With regard to proposed permanent Access Roads, both the S-span and
7-span option will require an access road from IL 3 that extends along
the south side of the 1-70 structure i order to access piers during
construction and for future inspections. The TRRA stated that they
have no objection to the proposed permanent Access Road at the
location where it will cross TRRA ROW.

niy Drainage - TRRA imquired about the proposed drainage for the 1-70
structuge over the existing rails,

{1y TRRA mdicated that they do not want drainage from the 1-70 overpass
to outlet onto the TRRA track,

(2) Terg noted that the detailed drainage design is not yet complete;
however, drainage from the 170 overpass will not outlet directly onto
the railread wacks., Teng noted that overpass drainage will be routed to
locations whore it can resume the current outfall condtiions.

Regarding the Right-of-Entry, insurance, and other agreements required by
TRRA, Mr. McQuean requested that X. Stern coordinate directly with him for
right-of-entry, raiticad protective liability insurance and railroad flagger
requirements and costs.

TREA inquited sbount the definition of State (FDOT) Right of Way on the TRRA
property. The District indicated that the ROW is required in order to construct
the new =70 alignment and for future maintenance purposes, and that the TRRA
will maitain ownership, TRRA regoested that additional language be inserted
into any agreements to note that the ROW will be utilized for future
maintenance only.

TRRA indicated that they have recent survey laformation for the area, and they
can provide this information (top of track, ete.. ) to the District.


http:int:,.ln

3) Conclusion:

a) TRRA s in support of the 5-span option, and is in agreement with IDOT
that the design team will move forward with the 5-span option, including
the proposal for permanent Access Roads.

b) Teng will coordinate with TRRA to finalize appropriate ROE and
insurance requirementis,

c) TRRA will forward recent survay intormation for the area to the District.

The foregoing s the writer’s understanding of the matters discussed and the conclusions
reached in summary form. This will become part of the project record and is the basis
upon which we will procecd. Concurrence is presumed unless notice of additions or
corrections is received by the writer within 5 business days.

Best Regards,

TENG & ASSOCIATES, INC.

Andrew Lee, PE.
Project Engineer
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MEETING MINUTES

DATE: September 11, 2008 x¢: Participants
F/20868.001
DATE OF MEETING: September 9, 2008

MEETING HELD AT: 1DOT, District 8

REGARDING: New [-70 Mississippi River Bridge (MRB)
Crossing
IDOT Region 5/ District 8
FTB# Hemdt: §890-160 & 890-161
inion Pacific RR Coordination
Teng Project Na. 20868.001

PARTICIPANTS:

IDOT: Brooks Brestal, Mike Pritchett, Gwen Lagemann, Chad Sanders, Jane Mercer, Kirk
Brown, Clint Marshall, Chuck Kceney

MODOT: Greg Horn, Jim Middleton, Randy Hit

FHWA: Pcte Clogston

CTE: Dan Manojlovski, Yohn Lukowski

Teng & Associales: Rubert Stern, john Hillman, Andrew e

HNTB: Steve Hague, Ken Price, Rich Kerhitkar (CMT)

Kaskaskia: Wearren Clemons

CH2MHill: Dan Sommer

KCS: Paul Fetterman

CSXT: Hal Giibson, Tom Herd (URS)

Norfolk Southern (MS): Jim Kazmicrezak, Lynn Brown (STV/ Ralph Whitehead Associates)
Terminal Railroad (TRRA): Rick McQueen, Ted Ingram, Steve Smith, Bill Sippel, Kerry
Paubel, Ralph Stonc

Union Pacific (UP): David McFernao

Gonzalex Cos.: Pat Judge

IHM: Dave Petermeicr

MINUTLES OF MEETING:

The purpose of this meeting was the coordination of the New [-70 Mississippi River
Bridge (MRB) Crossing between the various railroad agencies and IDOT/ MoDOT/
affiliated design consultanis.

4) General:

a) The meeting began with a PowerPoint presentation from IDOT/MoDOT which
summarized the New [-70 MRB Crossing history, scope, funding, aggressive
schedule, contacts, and Alternate Technical Cencept (ATC) process.

b) It was siated that the primary focus of this meeting was to finalize pier locations
and contractor access locations so that project design can continue to move
forward.
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¢y After the PowerPoint presentation. individual groups were formed to discuss
project-specific coordination items with each railroad agency.

5) The representattves of Teng and IDOT met with the representatives of Union Pacific
RR aud discussed the following pertaining to the Teng 1-70 Connection section of
the New 1-70 MREB Crossing:

ay Regarding the 5-span and 7-span options previously forwarded 1o UP, the UP
indicated that the UP withhold comment on a preference over the 5-span option
or the 7-span option. With both options, a proposed pier will be located within
UP ROW.

1y UP Property #1

(1) With regard to the 1-70 structure over the UP Property #1 ROW, which
consists of a narrow 35" width ROW which is constrained by the IL 3
roadway to the south, both the 5-span and 7-span options will locate a
proposed pier on UP ROW.  There is no existing track on this UP
ROW.

(a) UP noted that this parce! i« co-owned by both UP and KCS.

(bY UP indicated that they have no preference on the 5-span vs. the 7-
span oplien, as both options place the proposed pier on the same UP
location, and are essentially the same with respect to the UP.

{c} UP indicated that they must review the existing and future UP land
use Lo determine if the proposed pier will preclude a potential future
UP rail through this narrow UP ROW,

{1} Teng noted that the UP ROW 15 constrained to the south by the
1. 3 voadway and a non-UP parcel owner further south of 1L 3.

(i) UP indicated that there may be flexibility to extend a UP track
to the north from this narrow corridor. UP requested that the
design team investigate the liuits of the UP ROW to the north,
and that evidence of a constrained UP land use to the north may
assist in the request for approval of the proposed pier on UP
property, and associated ROW acquisition.

(i) Teng noted that Teng would follow up on the determination of
UP existing ROW and forward the information to UP in order
to facilitate an expedited decision from the UP on the proposed
pier location.

(2) With regard to proposed permanent Access Road, both the 5-span and
7-span option will require an access road from 1L 3 that extends along
the south side of the 1-70 structure in order to access piers during
construction and for future inspections. The UP stated that they have no
objection Lo the proposed permanent Access Road at the location where
it will cross the UP Property #1.

iy UP Operated Line on the NS Darling Spur ROW — The NS owns an

east/west ROW that spurs from the NS A&E Main and extends to the east

near the north edge of the proposed 170 overpass.  The UP operates a
single track on the north half of this ROW.

(1) Teng presented NS with the exhibit which showed a proposed retaining

wall along the north side of the 1-70 overpass, which will require
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pioposed ROW and temporary casement along the south edge of the NS

Darling Spur ROW.

{a} Teng noted that this existing ROW is 1007 wide. however, ~8007 to
the cast of the Industrial Drive at grade crossing, this ROW natrows
to 507 and then further narrows to 35° at ~500° further to the east.
Teng noted that the 507 and 35 existing ROW widths already
constrain the future ability for the Darling Spur to add an additional
track within this corridor.

{b) Teng neted that the existing UP operated single rail operates on the
northern 50 width of the existing 100" ROW, and therefore, ROW
impact to the south 50° width of the existing 10" ROW may have
minimal, i any, offect on current rail operations.

(2) UP joined the NS in discussion with IDOT and Teng

(a) Teng provided the UP with the NS Darling Spur ROW exhibit.

() UP noted that the NS owns this ROW, and even though the UP
operates on the line, any decisions pertaining to ROW at the NS
Darting Spur will be deferred (o the NS by the UP.

b} Regarding the Right-of -Fuotry, insurance, and other agreenients required by UP:
i} No discussions took place regarding ROE or insurance with UP. It is
anticipated that Teng will follow up with UP to coordinate these iterns.

6) Conclusion:

a) UP withheld comment on approval/ disapproval of the 5-span option or
the 7-span option in anticipation of additional information regarding
current UP ROW and potential existing UP ROW constraints. Teng will
follow up with the UP with this information and to coordinate the UP
approval/ disapproval of the options.

b) Teng will coordinate with UP 1o finalize appropriate RCE and insurance
requirements.

The foregoing is the writer’s understanding of the matters discussed and the conclusions
reached in summary form. This will become part of the project record and is the basis
upon which we wifl procced. Concwrrence is presumed unless notice of additions or
corrections is received by the writer within 5 business days.

Best Regards,

TENG & ASSOCIATES, INC.

Andrew Lee, P.E.
Project Enginecr
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