
 
IL 100-106 River Crossing Project Phase I Study 

Citizens Advisory Group - Meeting #2 Summary 

April 25, 2017 

 

A meeting of the Citizens Advisory Group was held on April 25, 2017 at the Nimrod Funk 

Community Building in Winchester, IL. The agenda for the meeting included the following 

items. 

 Welcome and Introductions 

 Project Timeline 

 Recap of CAG Meeting #1 

 CAG Alternatives as Presented to PSG 

 Alternative Impacts, Performance and Cost 

 Group Discussion of Alternatives 

 Preliminary Alternatives to be Carried Forward 

 Next Steps 

 Closing Comments 

 

Handouts at the meeting included the agenda and a matrix spreadsheet of alternatives with 

costs, travel benefits, and environmental impacts itemized under each alternative.  

IDOT District 6 Acting Studies and Plans Engineer S. Madonia provided opening remarks at the 

meeting. Following the opening remarks, R. Powell of WSP|Parsons Brinckerhoff had the CAG 

and Project Study Group members introduce themselves and then presented a power point 

presentation. Among the agenda items presented was a refined group of alternative solutions 

that would meet the project purpose and need, initially conceived during Activity C of CAG 

Meeting #1 on November 2, 2016. As explained to the CAG attendees, these alternatives were 

presented at a Project Study Group meeting on March 30, 2016 and further developed for the 

purposes of this meeting. During the latter part of the presentation, an Alternatives to be 

Carried Forward group exercise/discussion was held as described below. 

  



 

Alternatives Group Exercise/Discussion: 

The CAG members in attendance were assembled into three groups comprising the following: 

 

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 

Larry Jameson Colin Kuchy Kaye Iftner 

John Power Brian Dockery Jim Swartz 

John Coonrod Rex McIntyre Brenda Middendorf 

Ben Coon Gene Stokvis William Christison 

Dirk Erickson Blake Roderick Carol McCartney 

Chris Montgomery Misty Dahman Chris Johnson 

  Nancy Kurpaitis 

 

Each of the groups examined aerial mapping of the preliminary alternatives for approximately 

25 minutes, and then re-assembled at their group tables for a discussion on the pros and cons of 

each alternative, along with any comments or suggestions that they had on the details of each 

alternative. The following items were noted by CAG members on the aerial mapping: 

 There are water and gas utilities located on private easement along Township Road 

1500N in the west part of Alternatives 5A and 5B that will likely need to be adjusted if 

either alternative is constructed. 

  There is a natural spring in the vicinity of the Old US 36 intersection with IL 100/106 on 

the south side of the highway, coming from the bluff, that may be an environmental 

impact with the “4” series alternatives, especially Alternative 4D. 

 There is a cemetery near where Florence Road and 2nd Street come together, south of the 

Alternative 4D alignment, to the west of Florence Road and up the bluff. 

 Pike County is the land owner where the existing boat ramp is located on the west side 

of the Illinois River, and where Alternative 4D is shown as crossing the river. 

 There is an existing fiber optic line on the south side of the existing bridge; thought to be 

a few hundred feet south.  

 

Comments and questions during the presentation and the workshop included the following: 

General Comments/Observations: Can access to Florence from Alt. 4A and 4C be provided 

using IL 100/106? Possibly using a short connector, similar to what is shown for Alt. D.  This 

would reduce the fill necessary with the other connector options. 

The restaurant on the north side of IL 100/106 is called “Ed Moodie’s” 

The general consensus of CAG favors Alternative 4C.  One CAG member asked for a show of 

hands for Alternative 4C and 17 of 19 members indicated their favoring that alternative. The 



 

following comments were noted the pros and cons of the alternatives as were further discussed 

with the CAG, and recorded on a “feedback board” chart to keep track of the groups’ 

comments. 

N. Kurpaitis: What will be future easement or ROW width needed on either side of the bridge?  

R. Powell and S. Madonia replied that the state would own the underlying ROW and then 

approx. 100’ on either side to conduct necessary bridge maintenance. The width could be less, 

but must allow future bridge maintenance. 

J. Swartz: With Alternative 4C, there is potential to impact an existing stream west of the river 

with this alignment. With Alternative 4D, there is a cemetery in the vicinity of this alignment.   

B. Roderick: Inquired about the height of the approach roadway as it crossed the levee on the 

east side of the river.  He indicated that the roadway should be constructed 8 ft. above the 

current levee height.  S. Madonia suggested that coordination with USACE, the Local Drainage 

District as well as river hydraulics would determine the height of the approach roadway.  This 

coordination has not happened to date and it is therefore too early to commit to a roadway 

height above the levee at this time. It was noted that the existing IL 100/106 is at-grade with the 

levee and is accessed behind the guardrail terminals on the east side of the Illinois River. 

B. Roderick: In reference to the 2% water surface elevation, what year flood event does that 

represent? R. Powell responded that it was approximately the 50-year event, but it is calculated 

differently and provided by the USCG. 

G. Stokvis: Florence Road gets flooded by up to several feet on occasion.  This would have to be 

considered when building the connector options. If providing a bike lane for the bridge would 

be considered, how far back on either side of the structure would this lane be 

provided?  Currently, there is no bike lane on the roadway approaching the structure. The 

deepest part of the river doesn’t necessarily occur at the “centerline” of the main channel.  Is 

this something that is considered when designing for the main span and pier placement for 

river traffic? 

J. Power: Asked if future maintenance of these alternatives were ever considered?  He 

suggested that shorter bridge lengths should require less future maintenance costs, and that 

future maintenance be added to the overall evaluation of alternatives. S. Madonia concurred 

that the length of a bridge is correlated to future maintenance and replacement costs. 

C. Johnson: The existing boat ramp north of Florence is owned by Pike County and the County 

has identified that major repairs or relocation of the ramp is needed, however, there is no 

funding for either.  The County may be interested in options to rehabilitate the ramp if it were 

impacted by the proposed structure, and would be open to impacting the existing boat ramp 

(potential Section 4(f) property) so long as a new ramp was constructed.  R. Powell noted that 

Section 4(f) normally requires avoidance of publically-owned recreational facilities that are 

classified as 4(f) use except in certain limited circumstances. A 4(f) determination has not been 



 

made for the boat ramp or underlying property. Additional coordination with FHWA will be 

needed to see if this is a possibility.  

B. Dockery: More information on the connectors is needed in order for the group to fully 

evaluate the alternatives and their connection options. 

The groups were asked to comment on each alternative presented individually. The following 

general comments were observed and recorded. 

1. Alternatives 2A and 2B 

Cons: Extensive farmland acquisition, negatively impacts future quarry expansion, 

higher construction cost, 2A would likely have negative impact on truck traffic patterns 

at quarry. 

2. Alternative 3 

No consensus to carry forward from CAG. 

3. Alternative 4A 

Cons: Impacts/displaces restaurant; look at connector road options 

4. Alternative 4B 

Cons: Bridge closure during construction 

5. Alternative 4C 

Pros: Fewer overall impacts, lower cost alternative; look at connector road options 

6. Alternative 4D 

Cons: Increased farmland impacts when compared to 4C, possible impacts at boat ramp 

and nearby properties north of Florence, would limit future resource options for Central 

Stone property west of Florence Road, south of IL 100/106.  

7. Alternative 5A 

Cons: Highest construction cost 

8. Alternative 5B 

Pros: Lower future maintenance cost due to shorter bridge length. 

Cons: Extensive farmland acquisition, high construction cost, potential 

impacts/relocation of gas, electric and water lines along Township Road 1500N. 

  



 

9. Alternative 3A/4B 

Cons:  CAG questioned future funding for bridge after interchange is built, and that 

there is still the issue of bridge closure and farm implements restricted from using I-72 

that is not addressed by this alternative. 

CAG Alternatives Feedback Boards 

  
 

Attendance: There were 19 stakeholder attendees of the CAG (see Attachment B).  

 

Project Study Group members attending CAG Meeting #2 included the following. 

IDOT: Sal Madonia, Jay Wavering, Jon Kelley 

WSP: Rick Powell, Meghan Hamilton, Tanya Adams 

CMT: Kristen Timmons 

 

  



 

Attachment A – CAG Member Comments on Alternatives  

 

As of May 22, 2017 there were no additional CAG member comments on the draft Alternatives 

to be Carried Forward received by IDOT subsequent to the CAG meeting except for the 

following. 

 

Brian Dockery: Mr. Dockery requested, and was subsequently sent, aerial topography and 

proposed mainline profile at the river crossing and near the quarry, for the purpose of looking 

at potential alternative connections.    
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