
 
IL 100-106 River Crossing Project Phase I Study 

Citizens Advisory Group - Meeting #1 Summary 

November 2, 2016 

 

A meeting of the Citizens Advisory Group was held on November 2, 2016 at the Nimrod Funk 

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

items. 

 Purpose of the Citizens Advisory Group (CAG) 

 Ground Rules 

 Study Coordination and Schedule 

 Community Context Audit 

 Review of previous feasibility study (Lower Illinois River Regional Crossing Study) 

 Purpose and Need draft 

 Alternatives brainstorming 

 Next Steps 

 

IDOT District 6 Program Development Engineer Jeff Myers provided opening remarks at the 

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

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

point presentation. 

CAG Group Activities: 

During the presentation, there were three activities that the CAG participated in. 

Activity A – performing a Community Context Audit indicating preferences in addressing 

transportation issues. See Attachment A for results of the Community Context Audit. 

Activity B – Review of the Draft Purpose and Need Statement (circulated as a handout). Due 

date for comments was November 16, 2016 (later extended to November 23, 2016 to allow 

comment by CAG members unable to attend). See Attachment B for Purpose and Need review 

comments. 

Activity C – participating in an alternatives brainstorming exercise. The results were recorded 

and are described below.  

Three groups of CAG members were organized and given a Study Area large scale aerial map 

to sketch and describe potential alternatives to meet the project’s purpose and need. The 

alternatives are described and depicted below by group. 



 

Group 1:  

 New bridge on the existing alignment  

 New bridge on an alignment located either just north or south, but near the existing 

alignment.  The new alignment would tie-in further west along the bluff at a higher 

elevation and a location that allows for an intersection with existing IL 100/106, which 

would remain open to provide the access down to the river and Florence.   

 Improving CH 14 and adding a new interchange at CH 14. Improvements to CH 14 

should go from Detroit at the IL 100-106 junction to Griggsville, north of I-72. 

 

Group 1 Alternatives Photo 1 

 
Group 1 Alternatives Photo 2 

 
 



 

Group 2: 

 Two different alignments, located on the south side of the existing bridge but near it, 

which would allow the existing bridge to function until a new bridge could be 

constructed. Members of the group developed these two alignments recognizing that the 

tie-in points to the existing road, and access to Florence Road, would need to be worked 

out to the best advantage. 

 Adding an interchange at CH 14. 

 

Group 2 Alternatives Photo 1 

 
Group 2 Alternatives Photo 2 

 
 

 



 

Group 3: 

 Four alignments, lettered A, B, C and D 

 A, a river crossing located approximately ½ mile north of the existing bridge, to be 

located above the river bend that is problematic for barge traffic and to take advantage 

of the elevation of the ground on the west side of the Illinois River. 

 B and C, located directly north and south of the existing Illinois River respectively. 

 D, approximately 9/10 mile south of the existing crossing, south of hill (Florence) valley; 

the bridge could be relatively flat with the west bluff, allow an access to Florence, and 

allow the existing bridge to stay open while a new bridge could be built. 

 

Group 3 Alternatives Photo 1 

 
Group 3 Alternatives Photo 2

 



 

 

Activity C Group Discussion: 

There were a few comments in favor of a new interchange with CH 14 at I-72 that included 

improvements to the entire section of CH 14 between IL 100/106 and I-72.  IDOT noted that this 

route would be upgraded to current policy standards by IDOT if a new interchange were 

constructed (with future maintenance responsibility for CH 14 to be determined).  There was a 

comment that this route/interchange would be a preferable detour option if IL 100/106 is closed 

during construction of the new bridge.  It was stated that farm implements would still have to 

travel to Meredosia or Kampsville with such a detour.   

 

The mayor of Pittsfield stated his concern that, if an interim access was provided across the 

Illinois River via a new interchange at CH 14 and I-72, the replacement of the bridge at Florence 

would become a low priority for the state and might result in permanent closure of the crossing 

at Florence. 

 

There were several comments and questions about the length of adverse or out-of-direction 

travel when the existing Illinois River bridge is out of service. The worst case is when a traveler 

needs to go directly from one side of the bridge to the other along IL 100-106, which is 32 miles 

utilizing the I-72 crossing, but is even longer at 47 miles utilizing the IL 104 crossing at 

Meredosia for vehicles such as farm implements that are not allowed on I-72. Other trips that 

customarily use the existing bridge would have lesser out-of-direction travel in case of a bridge 

closure, depending on their origin and destination. 

  

There were also a few comments that the businesses located on the west side of the IL River 

would most likely close if there was no river crossing at Florence.  

 The Central Stone representative stated the price/ton for rock would increase at least $3. 

 The Cargill representative stated their business generates approximately $40M / year, 

and estimated that would go down to approx. $10M / year, which could in turn result in 

Cargill closure of that location. 

 

The brainstorming groups did not express an interest in an alignment further south at or near 

Pearl. The existing businesses and travel patterns have relied on a crossing at its current 

location for 100 years. 

 

The brainstorming group expressed some concern over the cost of additional road 

improvements and access to properties associated with a new alignment. There were also 

questions related to what clearance height will be required for a new structure, and how they 

may affect the main entrance into Florence. There were several comments that an at-grade 



 

intersection of IL 100-106 would no longer be feasible with a raised bridge, and that the new 

bridge would need to go over 2nd Street and a new connection provided between IL 100-106 and 

2nd Street. 

 

Subsequent to the CAG meeting, member Blake Roderick also submitted the following 

comments regarding alternatives brainstorming: 

1. The east approach to the new bridge should be constructed at a height that clears the current 

Big Swan levee at the 100-year flood height plus 8-feet. This is to provide adequate clearance 

for levee officials during flood events on the Illinois River to effectively monitor and protect 

the levee system. 

2. Existing bridge and bridge approach removal must protect the integrity of the Big Swan 

levee. 

3. The bridge width should be sufficiently wide to allow safe conveyance of modern farm 

equipment. 

4. Approaches should minimize taking of prime farm land, avoid irrigation patterns, and 

enhance farmland drainage where practicable. 

 

Attendance: There were 16 stakeholder attendees of the CAG (see Attachment C). An 

additional CAG member who did not attend in person, David Swartz, participated in the 

Community Context Audit subsequent to the meeting. 

  



 

Attachment A – CAG Member Comments on Draft Purpose and Need Statement 

 

Four CAG members commented on the draft Purpose and Need Statement subsequent to the 

CAG meeting. 

 

Dirk Erickson: Recommended three edits:  

 Edit this sentence of the project purpose: “The project shall provide connectivity across 

the Illinois River at Florence, Illinois for automobile and truck traffic, as well as meet the 

needs of river traffic, and local and regional economic needs.” 

 Correct location of the Illinois Valley Paving asphalt plant to “west of Winchester.” 

 Correct location of Illinois Valley Paving on map to the junction of IL 100 and 106 in 

Figure 3  

 

Blake Roderick: Recommended the following edits of the project purpose: “The purpose of the 

project is to evaluate transportation facilities across the Illinois River that are safe, reliable, and 

meet current design standards. The project shall provide connectivity across the Illinois River 

for automobile and truck all modes of vehicular traffic, as well as facilitate meet the needs of 

river traffic, and support local and regional economic needs.” 

 

Dwight Dunham: Did not make a specific comment on the Purpose and Need document; stated 

the following: “I feel that there is a real need for a new bridge in the Florence area whether it’s 

parallel to existing bridge or a little south of Florence, it all depends on the most cost efficient 

route. If there was not a bridge there commerce would suffer and emergency access would be 

limited, to me that is very important.  I also feel the out datedness of existing bridge inhibits 

traffic wanting to use that route because of waiting time on barges when it’s up and the 

narrowness of the bridge when meeting truck traffic. Also it’s very unsafe in high water for 

barge traffic with narrow opening that they got go thru. In summary I think that whole area on 

both sides of the river will benefit of a new bridge in near future.”    

 

Mayor John Hayden (via Pittsfield Economic Director Bill McCartney): Stated his agreement 

with the project’s purpose as drafted: “This project shall provide connectivity across the Illinois 

River for automobile and truck traffic as well as meet the needs of river traffic and local regional 

economic needs.”  

Also offered the following comments: “Please consider building the new bridge south of the 

existing bridge.  Remove the old bridge at the Department’s convenience and availability of 

funds.”    

 

 



 

Attachment B - Community Context Audit Results 

 

Note: There were 17 respondents to the Community Context Audit. Where an average score is 

indicated, it is the total of the individual responses divided by 17. Where a percentage is 

indicated, it is the percentage of all responders in favor of a particular option. 

 

Desirability of Alternatives 

 

On a scale of 1-10 (with 10 being most desirable), how desirable is it to maintain the existing river 

crossing at Florence? Average 8.5 

On a scale of 1-10, how desirable (with 10 being most desirable) would removing the bridge at 

Florence and providing new access to I 72 via an interchange on I 72 west of the River along with 

an upgraded network of local roads be? Average 3.8 

On a scale of 1-10, how desirable (with 10 being most desirable) would removing the bridge at 

Florence and provide a new river crossing downstream (Pearl, other?) Average 2.1   

 

 

  



 

Desirable Temporary Access 

If the bridge at Florence is to become unserviceable for a long period of time in the future, which 

temporary access across the Illinois River would be more desirable? 

A) Ferry near existing bridge 35% 

B) New interchange on I-72 west of the River and north of Detroit with an upgraded local 

road network 53% 

C) Marked detour to and from I-72, Valley City Bridges 12% 

D) Marked detour to and from Kampsville Ferry 0% 

 

Decision Making Factors 

On a scale of 1-10, how important are the following factors when deciding whether to replace the 

existing Florence Bridge at the existing location or to choose another crossing option (10 = most 

important, 1 = least important) 

Effect on local Community/travel (How much of the local community’s livelihood is dependent 

on having the existing crossing versus other available crossings) Average 9.3 

Local business concerns (these effects would primarily be adverse travel required to move goods 

and services that local businesses produce or need) Average 9.5 



 

Agricultural concerns (this problem may be compounded by the fact that farm implements are 

not allowed on the interstate) Average 9.2 

Environmental concerns (constructing a new interchange or bridge could entail disturbing 

significant environmentally sensitive areas) Average 4.2 

Effect on regional travel Average 7.8 

Effect on river traffic (the Coast Guard would like to see an expanded opening for barge traffic) 

Average 8.5 

Overall costs Average 6.8 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (Benefit cost ratio is the ratio of the projects benefits compared to the costs to 

realize the project.  A higher cost benefit ratio prioritizes a project.  Benefit for a bridge 

replacement takes into account local and regional adverse travel savings; value of real estate 

and businesses not lost; local revenues not lost; jobs created with building a bridge, etc. Costs 

take into account cost of new bridge; operational and maintenance costs; etc. Both benefits and 

costs are factored over a 75 year period.  If the B/C ratio is high as compared to other projects, 

then the project has a high priority.) Average 7.8 

 

 
 



 

Additional Community Context Audit Comments  

 Cost of trucking from Florence Quarry to Pittsfield and then I72 and go east adds 

approximately $3.00 per ton cost. We truck approximately 300,000 Ton per year across 

bridge. 

 A study needs to consider who uses existing bridge, where they come from, go to and 

necessity of using the Florence bridge. If the bridge is located elsewhere, who will use 

and why and what alternatives they have. Taking a resource from 1 community and 

giving to another requires significant considerations. 

 Common sense only shows keeping a bridge at Florence is what needs to be done. 

 Both options of exchange on I-72 and a new Florence bridge would be ideal. 

 A large amount of our business depends an access to Florence at the current bridge 

location. Any other option than replacing the existing bridge would lead to the closure 

of the Florence Cargill elevator. This elevator creates 5 full time jobs. Also handles 11 

million bushels of grain. This grain cost per year is 40 million dollars annually. 

Customers would have haul crop further which costs them more dollars which means 

less income. There is no option for Cargill than a new bridge. 

 This project needs to be considered not only on its own merits but also on how it ties in 

with regional needs and ease of transport. These extend west to Missouri and bridges 

across the Mississippi River. North to the very dilapidated bridge at Beardstown, South 

to the less-than -desirable transport conditions at Kampsville and Hardin, and east to the 

tie-ins with the developing Corridor 67 and its connection with I-72. 

Comparison of CAG #1 Community Context Audit with Community Context Audit from 

LIRRCS 

The results of this Community Context Audit cannot be directly compared with the one 

previously conducted as part of the Lower Illinois River Regional Crossing Study, due to 

differences in the way questions were worded and tabulated. However, the following 

observations can be made.  

Desirability of Alternatives: “Maintain Florence Bridge” was desirable by 91% of the LIRRCS 

stakeholders, with 0% neutral and 9% undesirable. This compares with the 8.5/10 average 

favorable rating for this option from CAG #1.  

“Remove Florence Bridge, Provide New Access to I-72” was desirable by 27% of the LIRRCS 

stakeholders, with 9% neutral and 64% undesirable. This compares with the 3.8/10 average 

favorable rating for this option from CAG #1.  



 

“Remove Florence Bridge, Provide New Bridge Downstream/Elsewhere” was desirable by 18% 

of the LIRRCS stakeholders, with 0% neutral and 82% undesirable. This compares with the 

2.1/10 average favorable rating for this option from CAG #1.  

Desirable Temporary Access: The support for the various options for temporary access varied 

between the LIRRCS and CAG #1 Community Context Audits as shown in the figure below. 

The new interchange at I-72 was by far the most favored option in both CCA’s. A ferry near the 

existing bridge, as well as a marked detour using existing routes and the Valley City bridges on 

I-72 drew some support in CAG #1, whereas in the LIRRCS the marked detour was not 

supported (0%) and the ferry near the existing bridge was not offered as an option.  

 

Decision Making Factors: Essentially the same decision making factors were examined in both 

CCA’s, although they were scored differently. Local Community/Travel, Local Business and 

Agriculture were the most highly rated decision making factors in both the LIRRCS and CAG #1 

CCAs, with Environment and Overall Costs rated lower than other decision making factors in 

both CCAs.  The table below shows a comparison of the decision making factors ratings in both 

the LIRRCS and CAG #1 Community Context Audits. 

  



 

 

Decision Making Factors 

  Local 

Community 

/ Travel 

Local 

Business 

Agriculture Environment Regional 

Traffic 

River 

Traffic  

Overall 

Costs 

Benefit

/ Cost 

Ratio 

LIRRCS 

Most Important 91% 100% 91% 9% 90% 82% 55% 55% 

Neutral 9% 0% 9% 45.5% 0% 9% 27% 27% 

Least Important 0% 0% 0% 45.5% 10% 9% 18% 18% 

CAG #1 

Average Rating 

(1 to 10 scale) 
9.3 9.5 9.2 4.2 7.8 8.5 6.8 7.8 
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