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Study Team [100] [106]
u IDOT Region 4/District 6

u Federal Highway Administration

u Consultant - WSP|ParsonsBrinckerhoff

u Crawford, Murphy & Tilly

u EFK Moen

u Kaskaskia Engineering Group
u TSiGeotechnical




Agenda 160 106

u What is the IL 100-106 river crossing project?
u Where Is the project located?
u Why do we need the project?

u How Is this project different than the previous Lower
lllinois River Regional Crossing Study (LIRRCS) feasibili
study?

vWhat 1 s the role of t
transportation system and economy?

h e

u Next steps




What is the IL 100-106 River Crossing [100][106]

Project?

u The project is a study of various alternatives to
determine how to improve the existing IL
100/106 bridge crossing over the lllinois River
In Florence, lllinois while minimizing impacts
to the environment and surrounding area.

u Initiated In spring 2016




Where Is the Project Located?

u The project Is located
In west central lllinois

u There Is a nearby river
crossing on F72 to the
north

Other river crossings are
located In Meredosia
and Beardstown to the
north and Kampsuville
and Hardin to the south
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Project Study Timeline 100 || 106

2016 2017 2018 2019

* Phase | is funded

Public Public Public Phase Il and Phase Il are
Meeting #1 Meeting #2 Hearing .
* Need of Improvement * Present Alternatives = Present Preferred Unfunded (514M bn‘dge rehab
+  Feasibility Study * Comparison of Alternative for review
* Assemble CAG Benefits and Impacts and comment FY 18'22)

Environmental [

Bridge Condition Report Assessment/CE e i X hmmm
PHAS ) Design Report, Bridge Type Study PHASE \\\‘j PHASE
CONTEXT SENSITIVE SOL BLIC INVOLVEMENT "_ ,’?
(Design) /1 (Const.)

-

CAG #1 CAG #2 CAG &3 CAG R4 CAG#5 CAG #6 and #7

* Purpose of CAG * Present geometric = Evaluate » Review 2™ * Identify * Bridge Type

« Ground rules alternatives, alternatives PM feedback Preferred Study Group

« Initial coordination impacts and access + Narrow * Review Alternative for =+ Meeting #6 —
+ Feasibility Study alternatives to geometric Public Hearing identify options

* Purpose & feasible options alternatives (£4 studied)

Meed/Brainstorm * Obtain + Meeting #7 —

alternatives concurrence finalize type
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Project Study Area 100
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'he river crossing at

orence

u The nearby river
crossing at I-72

u Nearby communities in
Scott, Pike and Greene
counties
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Why DoWe Need the Project ? 100][106]

uThe exi sting bridge 1 s
ostructurally defici en
u Built in 1929
uBri dgeodos | nvddSedledronyOoR)at i n g
u June 2016
u Substructure - 5
u Superstructure - 3
u Deck - 6

/ Superstructure - 3

] S— .

. Substructure - 5
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Definitions

u Functionally Obsolete

uWhen a r oadway 0 scapagityl vefrigal c a
clearance, or alignment no longer meets the demands
of todayodos modern vehicl es.

u Structurally Deficient
u Elements need to be monitored.

u Being structurally deficient does not imply that a
bridge Is structurally unsafe. It means the bridge must
be inspected, maintained and repaired as needed.

|

uWhen any one of a bri dg®4
or below, it is evaluated on a yearly basis.




Why DoWe Need the Project ? [100][106]

u Traffic must use alternate routes If the
bridge Is closed for repair

u 32 mile detour for most vehicles

u 47 mile detour for farm implements and
others that are not allowed on | -72 bridge




How Is This Project Different Than
the Previous LIRRCSstudy?

u LIRRCS Lower lllinois River
Regional Crossing Study

u The previous LIRRCS study was
Initiated to determine the
feasibility of river crossing
options

u A study group of local officials,
businesses and interested
citizens was formed

u Five alternatives were studied




L IRRCS Alternatives 100 || 106

u Alternate 1 o Maintain existing
lift bridge

u Alternate 2 0 Remove existing
bridge

u Alternate 3 dNew interchange at
I-72 and CH 14, remove existing
bridge

u Alternate 4 dNew bridge at/near
existing location, remove existing
bridge

u Alternate 5 O0New bridge at
Pearl, remove existing bridge

The LIRRCS recommended
Alternate 4




