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1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED SUMMARY 

IL 100/106 ILLINOIS RIVER CROSSING AT FLORENCE 

 

Purpose of the Project. The purpose of this project is to evaluate options to provide safe and 

reliable connectivity across the Illinois River for all modes of vehicular traffic, facilitate river traffic, 

support local and regional economic needs, while meeting current design standards.  

 

Description of the IL 100/106 Illinois River Crossing Project. The project is a study of various 

alternatives to improve access across the Illinois River in Florence, Illinois, while minimizing 

impacts to the environment and surrounding area. 

 

 Figure 1-1:  Project Study Area 

 
 

Study Area. The study area includes Pike, Scott and Greene Counties and nearby communities 

that use the IL 100/106 river crossing, as well as the I-72 crossing. The original study area of 450 

square miles was reduced to 50 square miles during development of alternatives. 

 

Need for the project. The project is needed because the existing IL 100/106 river bridge, 

constructed in 1929, is defined as “functionally obsolete” and “structurally deficient” according to 

the Illinois Highway Information System Structure Information and Procedure Manual. 

Functionally obsolete means that the deck geometry, weight capacity, clearance, or approach 

roadway alignment no longer meet the demands of today’s modern vehicles. Structurally deficient 
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means a bridge’s rating falls below the threshold for the deck, superstructure, substructure, 

culvert, structural evaluation, or the waterway adequacy. This crucial transportation link cannot 

be relied on due to the following identified characteristics and deficiencies: 

 The narrow navigation channel of 202 feet makes river traffic difficult and has resulted in 

numerous river vessel-bridge strikes (approximately 80 events from 2000 to 2016) and 

occasional bridge closures to repair collision damage. 

 The IL 100/106 bridge directly connects communities in both Pike and Scott counties, and 

is important in serving the local agricultural community and commercial concerns.  

 The existing lift span delays roadway traffic when the bridge is raised to allow river 

navigation. The machinery of the lift span is also subject to frequent repair needs.  

 There have been three major closures and several minor closures of the IL 100/106 bridge 

to roadway traffic from 2004 to 2016 to repair or replace bridge components. 

 In the event of a bridge closure, adverse travel can range between 32 and 47 miles. 

 Due to its narrow deck and lack of shoulders, the existing bridge cannot adequately 

accommodate wide and slow-moving farm equipment, bicyclists, or disabled vehicles. 

 

The Purpose and Need document for the IL 100/106 Illinois River Crossing at Florence was 

presented at the February 23, 2017 NEPA/ 404 Merger Meeting, and concurrence was received. 

 

Context Sensitive Solutions approach. This will follow the principles of Context Sensitive 

Solutions (CSS), requiring early coordination with stakeholders to better understand the concerns 

and needs of the community. 
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2.0 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

IL 100/106 ILLINOIS RIVER CROSSING AT FLORENCE 

Alternative 1A (the No-Build Alternative) consists of maintaining the existing lift bridge. While the 

existing bridge is functional, it is beyond its useful service life, and its age and condition are such 

that repairs may not be feasible at some point in the future. Maintaining the existing bridge 

requires both operational costs and routine maintenance costs. Operational costs include bridge 

tender salaries and benefits, with three full time staff 24 hours a day, 365 days a year. Utility costs 

include electric power and waste removal. Normal maintenance costs include sealing the bridge 

deck every 4 years, greasing moving parts once a month, and repairing any minor structural steel 

and concrete deficiencies found during annual inspections. The goal of normal maintenance is to 

keep the bridge in a state of repair that allows posting for legal loads (80,000 lbs. maximum). The 

combined operational and maintenance costs average approximately $1 million per year. 

Although it does not meet the Purpose and Need, the No-Build Alternative will be carried through 

the development of alternatives and will represent a “baseline” condition by which the build 

alternatives can be measured. 

 

Two alternatives were considered to address the historic significance of the existing bridge.  
 
Alternative 1B (rehabilitate existing bridge). This alternative consists of a major rehabilitation of 
the existing bridge. Rehabilitation would ideally retain the historic features of the bridge and 
minimize environmental impacts. However, this alternative would not eliminate the lift span or 
address the inadequate navigational opening width. It would not address the geometric 
deficiencies associated with the current bridge, nor would it provide adequate accommodations 
for farm implements, pedestrians, or bicyclists. 
 
Rehabilitation is expected to increase the useful life of the bridge 10 to 15 years. Future repair 
costs would likely increase and become more complex due to the age of the structure. The scope 
of work would include a concrete bridge deck overlay, replacement of expansion joints, structural 
steel repairs, painting the truss span members within the splash zone, and painting the exterior 
floor beams and beam ends at expansion joint locations. The estimated construction cost is $15 
million. 
 
Alternative 1C (maintain existing bridge in place). This strategy would leave the existing bridge in 

place to avoid impacts to its historic significance in combination with building a new river crossing 

on new alignment. This combination could be achieved with any of the river crossings on new 

alignment (i.e. build alternatives that cross the river except 1A, 1B, or 4B). The existing bridge 

would no longer be operated and the lift would be left in the raised position to accommodate river 

navigation. Bridge maintenance would be focused on maintaining the bridge as a standing 

structure and continuing to accommodate river navigation. This alternative would not address the 

inadequate navigational opening width. Maintenance costs of the existing bridge are 

undetermined for this alternative; construction costs would vary depending on the river crossing 

alternative used in this combination. 

 

Potential Build Alternatives were identified by a stakeholder-informed process where initial 

alternatives were suggested by members of the project’s Citizens Advisory Group (CAG) 

consisting of volunteer citizens representing business, agricultural, and governmental interests. 

All proposed alternatives that include new bridges would raise the vertical clearance of the bridge 

and remove the lift. These alternatives were refined and supplemented by members of the 
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project’s Project Study Group (PSG) consisting of IDOT, FHWA and the project consultant team 

to develop the initial range of alternatives to be considered, which is further described below. 

 

CAG Meeting #11. CAG members were organized into three groups for an “alternatives 

brainstorming” exercise. Collectively, the groups suggested the following build alternatives in 

some form. 

 

Alternative 2A and 2B. A river crossing located approximately 0.5 mile north of the existing 

bridge, to be located above the river bend that is problematic for barge traffic, and 

connecting with IL 100 east of Florence. The existing bridge would be left in place during 

construction and removed after the new bridge is completed.  

Alternative 3. Improving County Highway 14 (CH 14) and adding a new interchange at CH 

14 and I-72 to create an additional access to the existing I-72 river crossing near Valley 

City, and closing the existing bridge after the connection is completed. Improvements to 

CH 14 include pavement resurfacing, widening of shoulders, and drainage improvements. 

The I-72 river crossing would thus carry both I-72 and IL 100/106 traffic. See Figure 2-1 

for a general location map. 

Alternative 4B. A new bridge on the existing alignment, removing the existing bridge prior 

to construction. 

Alternative 4A, 4C, 4D. A new bridge on an alignment located either north or south, but 

near the existing alignment, leaving the existing bridge in place during construction and 

removing it after the new bridge is completed.  

Alternative 5A and 5B. A new bridge approximately 0.9 mile south of the existing crossing, 

leaving the existing bridge in place during construction and removing it after the new 

bridge is completed.  

 

It is noted that none of the CAG members suggested a river crossing at Pearl, downstream of 

Florence, which had been considered by IDOT’s Lower Illinois River Regional Crossing Study, a 

feasibility study which concluded in 2013. 

                                                           
1 More information on CAG Meeting #1 is available at the project website 
http://www.florencebridgestudy.com/get_involved/cag.aspx 

 

http://www.florencebridgestudy.com/get_involved/cag.aspx
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Figure 2-1:  Location Map of the Collective Alternatives from CAG #1 

 
 

Alternatives Refinement. Based on the information gathered at the CAG #1 alternatives 

brainstorming, engineering analysis, and environmental analysis using available data, the project 

consultant team assembled a representative group of alternatives. These alternatives were 

developed using existing topography and available environmental information from existing 

databases, replicating the stakeholders’ general suggestions. The alternatives also assume 

improvements to conform to IDOT design policies to the extent practical and to avoid or minimize 

impacts to known environmental resources where possible. The following alternatives were 

reviewed by the Project Study Group (PSG) which consists of representatives of IDOT, FHWA 

and the project consultant team. The alternatives below (except for 4C/D) were presented at CAG 

Meeting #22 for review and comment. The following alternatives are discussed in the chronological 

order in which they were developed. 

 

Alternative 1A. The No-Build Alternative. 

 

Alternative 2A (2,000 feet North of Existing Bridge). An alignment located north of the existing 

bridge and south of the existing quarry, and connecting to the north-south portion of IL 100 east 

of the Illinois River, north of Illinois Valley Paving. A new bridge would be constructed and then 

the existing bridge would be removed. In addition, this alternative would incorporate a new stop 

condition where it ties into IL 100. The various roadway connections to Florence Road are 

indicated by red and yellow lines in the figure below.  

                                                           
2 More information on CAG Meeting #2 is available at the project website 
http://www.florencebridgestudy.com/get_involved/cag.aspx 

 

http://www.florencebridgestudy.com/get_involved/cag.aspx
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Figure 2-2:  Alternative 2A Location Map 

 
 

Alternative 2B (1,100 feet North of Existing Bridge). An alignment that requires replacing the 

east connection to IL 100 with a connection to IL 100/106 on its current east-west alignment east 

of the Illinois River and west of IL Valley Paving. A new bridge would be constructed and then the 

existing bridge would be removed. The various roadway connections to Florence Road are 

indicated by red and yellow lines in the figure below. 

Figure 2-3:  Alternative 2B Location Map 

 



 

2-5 
 

Alternative 3 (CH 14 with an Interchange at I-72). An alternative that closes the existing 

bridge, makes improvements to CH 14 west of the Illinois River, and adds a new 

interchange at CH 14 and I-72. This alternative does not include a new bridge. 

Figure 2-4:  Alternative 3 Location Map 
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Alternative 4A (100 feet north of existing bridge). An alignment located just north of the existing 

alignment, allowing the existing Illinois River bridge to be utilized while a new bridge would be 

constructed. The various roadway connections to Florence Road are indicated by red and yellow 

lines in the figure below. 

Figure 2-5:  Alternative 4A Location Map 

 
 

Alternative 4B (on existing alignment). A new bridge would be located on the existing 

alignment. The existing bridge over the Illinois River would be removed prior to construction of 

the new bridge. There would be no temporary bridge or crossing at this location during 

construction, requiring traffic to detour. 

Figure 2-6:  Alternative 4B Location Map 
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Alternative 4C (100 feet south of existing bridge). An alignment located just south of the 

existing alignment, allowing the existing Illinois River bridge to be utilized while a new bridge 

would be constructed. The various roadway connections to Florence Road are indicated by red 

and yellow lines in the figure below.  

Figure 2-7:  Alternative 4C Location Map 

 
 

Alternative 4D (600 feet south of existing bridge). A variation of Alternative 4C, moving the 

alignment further south to allow a direct connection to existing Florence Road via existing IL 

100/106 and a short connector. The various roadway connections to Florence Road are indicated 

by the red line in the figure below. 

Figure 2-8:  Alternative 4D Location Map 
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Alternative 5A (4,000 feet south of existing bridge). This alignment, located approximately 0.9 

miles south of the existing alignment, would allow the existing Illinois River bridge to be utilized 

while a new bridge would be constructed. The various roadway connections to Florence Road are 

indicated by red and yellow lines in the figure below. 

Figure 2-9:  Alternative 5A Location Map 
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Alternative 5B (4,500 feet south of existing bridge). A variation of Alternative 5A, with a direct 

east-west river crossing that minimizes wetland impacts. The direct east-west river crossing is 

different from the other river crossing alternatives in that it crosses the river at a non-perpendicular 

angle. The various roadway connections to Florence Road are indicated by red and yellow lines 

in the figure below. 

Figure 2-10:  Alternative 5B Location Map 

 
 

Combined Alternative 3 (CH 14 with an Interchange at I-72) & 4B (existing alignment). This 

alternative combines construction of Alternative 3 with the subsequent removal of the existing 

bridge and its replacement with a new Illinois River bridge on the same alignment as in Alternative 

4B. Traffic would utilize the existing bridge until the Alternative 3 improvements were made, then 

traffic would temporarily access the I-72 river crossing via Alternative 3 while the existing Illinois 

River bridge was removed and replaced, and then traffic would access the new Illinois River 

bridge, with the new I-72 interchange and improved CH 14 being residual benefits. 
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Alternative 4C/D (300 feet south of existing bridge). This alternative is located between 

previously developed Alternatives 4C and 4D, with the intent of avoiding the existing boat 

launch which is impacted by Alternative 4D, providing an easier connection to Florence Road 

than allowed by Alternative 4C, and reducing potential business impacts. 

Figure 2-11:  Alternative 4C/D Location Map 

 

 

 

Summary of Alternatives Development. Each of the preliminary build alternatives were 

established by a process that combined engineering and environmental study with stakeholder 

input, based on logical termini and their ability to satisfy the project purpose and need statement. 

Each alignment was then evaluated for geometric compliance, potential impacts to identified 

environmental resources, and public and agency input and further modified to reduce those 

impacts. The evaluation and comparison of alternatives in meeting the purpose and need, their 

impacts to environmental resources, and rationale in identifying Alternatives to Be Carried 

Forward are discussed in the following Sections 3.0 and 4.0. 
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3.0 INITIAL SCREENING – EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES NOT 

RECOMMENDED TO BE CARRIED FORWARD 

IL 100/106 ILLINOIS RIVER CROSSING AT FLORENCE 

Each of the build alternatives developed for the Florence Bridge crossing were evaluated based 

on their travel performance, environmental impacts, and geometric configuration. These 

alternatives were compared to each other and to the No-Build Alternative. The alternatives were 

shared during the second CAG Meeting held in April 2017 followed by the second Public Meeting 

held in December 2017 for community comments and feedback. All community input was 

considered in the environmental impact review. 

 

Alternative that did Not Meet the Purpose and Need 

Alternative 1B (rehabilitate existing bridge) did not meet the Purpose and Need for the Project. 

This alternative does not effectively accommodate all modes of traffic, nor does it address the 

inadequate navigational opening width. Although it does not meet the Purpose and Need and was 

dropped from further evaluation for this Project, it could be considered as a shorter-term strategy 

to maintain the connectivity of IL 100-106 between Pike and Scott counties for the next 10 to 15 

years, pending development of a longer-term Preferred Alternative. 

 

Alternative 1C (maintain existing bridge in place) did not meet the Purpose and Need for the 

Project. This alternative combined with a river crossing on new alignment, would also not meet 

the Purpose and Need for the Project. The inadequate navigational opening width would not be 

addressed. In addition, maintenance of the structure in a standing condition and preventing falling 

debris or collapse of portions of the bridge, particularly in or near the navigation channel, would 

become more problematic as the bridge components continue aging. For these reasons, this 

alternative strategy was dropped from further evaluation. 

 

Alternative 3 (CH 14) did not meet the Purpose and Need for the Project. This alternative involves 

closing the existing bridge, upgrading the CH 14 roadway, and adding a new interchange at CH 

14 and I-72 for improved local access to the existing I-72 Illinois River crossing near Valley City. 

This alternative does not effectively accommodate all modes of traffic. The alternative requires 

existing traffic to utilize I-72 to cross the Illinois River. As an Interstate highway, I-72 does not 

permit use by farm equipment, pedestrians, or bicycles.  

 

In addition, this alternative has the highest out-of-direction through travel. For the purpose of this 

study, through travel was measured as the travel distance from the IL 100/106 junction east of 

the river to the IL 100/106 junction west of the river. The removal of the bridge would increase the 

distance of through travel from 5.6 miles to 16.3 miles. For these reasons, Alternative 3 was 

dropped from further evaluation. 

 

Any alternative which leaves the existing bridge in place is not desirable due to safety and liability 

concerns stemming from the lift span in the permanently raised position and potential vessel 

collisions, unknown future maintenance costs, and restricted river navigation.  

 

Preliminary Travel Performance and Geometric Configuration Review  

Each of the remaining build alternatives were evaluated for travel performance and geometric 

configuration. The preliminary travel performance and geometric configuration review covered 
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required right-of-way (acres), estimates of probable construction costs ($Millions), main bridge 

length (feet), new roadway length (miles), adverse travel (for Florence, annual user delay cost), 

adverse travel (for through traffic, annual user delay cost), and constructability (subjective scale 

1-4). The results of the evaluation are shown in Table 3-1 using a color-coded system to indicate 

the benefit or impact relative to the other alternatives.  

 

None of the alternatives were dismissed explicitly for travel performance or geometric 

configuration; however, the benefit or impact was considered along with all the other categories, 

including environmental resources, in the overall review process. Alternatives dismissed for 

having disproportionately high environmental impacts, travel performance impacts, or geometric 

configuration issues are listed in the Summary of Findings Section of this document. 

 

New Right-of-Way. Of the remaining build alternatives, those located proximate to the existing 

bridge (within 100 feet) had the least required right-of-way. Only minor strips of right-of-way are 

required for grading and roadway improvements along existing IL 100/106. Alternative 4A, 4B, 

and 4C would build a new bridge approximately 100 feet north, at the same location, and 100 feet 

south of the existing bridge, respectively. Alternatives 4A, 4B, and 4C had less impacts to right-

of-way (10 - 30 acres) than the other alternatives. Alternative 4B, on the existing alignment, had 

the least impact on right-of-way (10 acres). 

 

Alternatives 2A and 2B would build a new bridge approximately 2,000 and 1,100 feet north of the 

existing bridge, respectively. Alternative 3 & 4B includes upgrading CH 14 roadway, adding a new 

interchange at CH 14 and I-72 for access, and replacing the existing Florence Bridge on its current 

alignment. Alternatives 2A, 2B, and the combined Alternative 3 & 4B require a greater amount of 

right-of-way (70 - 85 acres). 

 

Alternative 4D includes a new bridge 600 feet south of the existing bridge. Alternative 4C/D, a 

compromise between Alternatives 4C and 4D, would locate a new bridge 300 feet south of the 

existing bridge. Both Alternatives 4C/D and 4D would result in greater right-of-way impacts than 

Alternatives 4A, 4B, and 4C (50 - 65 acres). 

 

Alternatives 5A and 5B would build a new bridge approximately 4,000 and 4,500 feet south of the 

existing bridge, respectively. Like Alternative 2B, these alternatives place a new bridge at a 

significant distance from the existing bridge, resulting in the greatest required right-of-way 

acquisition (95 acres). 

 

Estimate of Probable Construction Cost. Alternative 4B (existing alignment) and 4C (100 feet 

south) are planned closest to the existing IL 100/106 roadway and had relatively low cost ($64M 

- $70.5M). Alternatives 4A, 4D, and the combined Alternative 3 & 4B have a relatively neutral cost 

compared to the other alternatives (ranging from $73.5M – $97M). Alternatives 2A, 2B, and 5B 

have a greater cost because of the additional connecting roadway work needed with the bridge 

further from the existing alignment ($100.5M – $103.5M), with Alternative 5A having the greatest 

cost ($129.5M). 

 

Main Bridge Length. Alternative 5B has the shortest bridge length (1,640 feet), which would save 

on bridge construction costs as well as bridge maintenance costs. Alternatives 2A and 5A have 

longer bridge lengths than 5B, but shorter as compared to the other alternatives (2,260 feet and 

2,340 feet). Alternatives 2B, 4A, 4B, 4C, 4D, and combined Alternative 3 & 4B have similar bridge 

lengths to the existing bridge and would not save on construction or maintenance costs (ranging 

from 2,630 feet to 2,810 feet).  
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New Roadway Length. Alternatives 4A, 4B, 4C, and 4D, located within 600 feet of the existing 

bridge, had the least new roadway length because the improvements are planned closest to the 

existing IL 100/106 alignment (ranging from 0.4 – 1.8 miles), with Alternative 4B on the existing 

alignment having the least required new roadway length. Alternatives 2A, 2B, and 5B required an 

average amount of new roadway length compared to the other alternatives (2.0 – 3.3 miles). As 

stated previously in Section 2, Alternative 2A also introduces a new stop condition where it meets 

IL 100 north of the existing alignment. Alternative 5A (3.4 miles) and the combined Alternative 3 

& 4B required a greater amount of new roadway length (3.4 – 6.0 miles), with combined 

Alternative 3 & 4B requiring the greatest amount of new roadway length because it includes 

improvements along two roadways, IL 100/106 and CH 14. 

 

Adverse Travel (Florence). Adverse Travel (Florence) represents the adverse, or additional, 

travel during operation of the new facility compared to the existing facility. Annual user delay cost 

was calculated using the Average Daily Traffic and the distance between the IL 100/106 junctions 

and the IL 100/106 intersection with Florence Road. Alternatives 4A, 4B, 4C, 4C/D, and 4D, 

located within 600 feet of the existing bridge, had less impact to user delay cost for adverse travel 

because the improvements are planned closest to the existing IL 100/106 travel patterns ($0 - 

$29K). Alternative 2B also had a low user delay cost for adverse travel (Florence) ($38K). 

Alternative 2A had an average user delay cost ($74K). Alternatives 5A and 5B had the greatest 

user delay cost for adverse travel (Florence) because these alternatives required the greatest 

distance of additional travel from the existing bridge ($133K - $137K). 

 

Adverse Travel (Through Travel). Adverse Travel (Through Travel) represents the adverse, or 

additional, distance of travel during operation of the new facility compared to the existing facility. 

Annual user delay cost was calculated using the Average Daily Traffic and the direct distance 

between the IL 100/106 junctions east and west of the river. Alternative 4A, 4C, 4C/D, 4D, 5A, 

and 5B had less impact to user delay cost for adverse travel for through traffic because the 

improvements do not alter the existing IL 100/106 travel patterns for those traveling between the 

IL 100/106 junctions east and west of the river ($0). Alternative 2B had a higher user delay cost, 

but was still low compared to Alternatives 2A ($14K). Alternative 2A had the greatest user delay 

cost for adverse travel (through travel) ($129K). 

 

Constructability. Constructability is a subjective index for difficulty of construction, with 1 being 

the most difficult and 4 being the least difficult. Alternatives 5A and 5B allow the existing bridge 

to remain open during most of the construction period and have the least impact to traffic with the 

greatest benefit, so they were assigned a rating of 4 out of 4 for constructability. All other 

alternatives required the existing bridge to be closed for a duration during construction that would 

impact traffic, so they were assigned lower ratings (1-3). 

 Preliminary Environmental Impact Review of Alternatives  

The environmental impact review included the considerations of hazardous waste sites, stream 

crossings, cultural resources, community resources, property impacts, and natural resources. 

These resources were reviewed using case-by-case criteria such as presence or a quantified 

impact (acres, feet, dollars, etc.). The Village of Florence is mostly residential with isolated parcels 

specified for different land use types, such as the church, quarry, grain transfer station, village 

hall, bed and breakfast, and restaurant. Outside of Florence, the area is mostly agricultural or 

owned by the quarry facilities. 
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None of the alternatives were dismissed explicitly for the potential impact to environmental 

resources; however, this level of information was considered in the overall review process to 

balance the benefits with the impacts of the alternatives.  
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Table 3-1:  IL 100/106 Alternatives Comparison MatrixA 

Category Measure 1A 1BB 1CB 2A 2B 3B 4A 4B 4C 4C/D 4D 5A 5B 3 & 4B 

New Right-of-Way Acres 0 0 0 85 70 60 30 10 20 50 65 95 95 70 

Estimate of Probable Construction 
Cost  

Current (Millions of 
Dollars) $ M 

0 $15.0 M Varies $100.5M $110.0M $23.5M $73.5M $64.0M $70.5M N/AC $97.0M $129.5M $103.5M $87.5M 

Main Bridge Length Feet 0 0 0 2,260 2,630 0 2,810 2,800 2,830 2,815 2,800 2,340 1,640 2,800 

New Roadway Length Miles 0 0 0 2.6 2.0 5.6 0.9 0.4 0.8 1.2 1.8 3.4 3.3 6.0 

Adverse Travel (Florence) User Delay Cost ($/yr.) 0 0 0 $74.1K $37.9K $720.1K $ 0 0 $ 0 $0 $29.0K $132.7K $136.8K 0 

Adverse Travel (Through Travel) User Delay Cost ($/yr.) 0 0 0 $129.3K $14.4K $1,537K  $ 0 0 $ 0 $0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 0 

ConstructabilityD Subjective (described) 0 1 1 2 2 4 1 1 1 1 3 4 4 1 

Forest Land Acres    66.9 97.7 0.6 18.1 21.9 17.0 38.4 84.4 24.87 30.3 22.5 

Wetlands Acres    16.9 20.7 11.4 16.8 16.2 15.2 16.0 14.0 10.0 7.3 27.6 

River/Stream Crossings Each    1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 

Floodplain Acres    57.0 50.0 0.0 28.0 30.7 27.4 25.5 41.5 33.2 38.3 30.7 

Floodplain Length in Miles    2.12 1.91 0.0 0.97 1.60 0.97 1.02 1.57 1.64 1.75 1.60 

Prime Farmland Acres    47.6 35.4 40.4 13.5 4.4 10.6 22.4 22.1 55.2 61.8 44.8 

INAI SiteE Acres    0.0 0.0 0.0 1.3 1.4 1.5 1.0 1.5 0.0 0.0 1.4 

Threatened & Endangered Species 
Areas of Occurrences F 

Present - #    
1 2 0 4 4 3 3 4 1 1 4 

Bald Eagle Sightings G Present - #    1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Community (includes Section 4(f)) Eligible Properties - Each    0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

Cultural Resources (Section 106) Eligible Properties - Each    1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Displacements (Residential)  Each    0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5 6 0 

Displacements (Commercial)  Each    0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Displacements (Industrial)  Each    0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Divided Parcels Each    6 6 4 4 0 0 6 5 7 9 5 

Hazardous Waste Sites Each    Unknown at the time of evaluation 
A. Impacts Assessment included the mainline alternative only and were based on designs from March 2017. The preliminary screening was done using a database of information available in April 2017. This table does not include an assessment 

of any connector roadways. 
B. Alternatives 1B, 1C, and 3 were evaluated and will not move forward because they do not meet the Purpose and Need.  
C. Not Applicable. Alternative 4C/D was not one of the original proposed designs and was not evaluated by the same criteria as the other alternatives; therefore, Alternative 4C/D would not have an estimate of Probable Construction Cost. 

Alternative 4C/D is a compromise between two designs and was evaluated for environmental impacts. Additionally, alternatives not carried forward have not been re-evaluated for cost. 
D. “Constructability” refers to difficulty of construction, subjectively rated, with 1 being the most difficult and 4 being the least difficult. 
E. Acres coincident with the Florence Bridge Bed (Illinois Natural Area Inventory Site #1658), identified as Category VI. for an unusual concentration of flora or fauna and high quality streams.   
F. Zones around a point of occurrence. 
G. Bald Eagle sightings are a record in the Illinois Natural History Survey (INHS) database. They are included in the alternatives matrix with respect to the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 

Color-Code Key 

Relatively high benefit or low impact 

Relatively moderate benefit or moderate impact 

Relatively low benefit or high impact 
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Forest Land. The alternatives were evaluated for impacts to forest land, which was outlined from 

aerial photography flown in 2011. The alternatives that were located proximate to the existing 

bridge (Alternatives 4A, 4B, 4C, 4C/D, 3 & 4B) and the southernmost alternatives (Alternatives 

5A and 5B) had less impacts to forest land than the other alternatives (impacts ranging from 17 – 

38.4 acres). Alternatives 2A, 2B, and 4D had more extensive impacts to forest land along the river 

(> 66.9 acres), with Alternative 2B performing the worst (97.7 acres).  

 

Wetlands. The alternatives were evaluated for impacts to wetlands as recorded in the National 

Wetland Inventory of 2016 collected by the US Fish and Wildlife Service. Alternative 5A and 5B, 

which cover mostly agricultural land that is currently farmed, had the least impact to wetlands 

(10.0 acres and 7.3 acres respectively), with Alternative 5B having the least impact. The 

alternatives that were located directly south of the existing bridge (within 600 feet) had a greater 

impact on wetlands but were not high compared to the other alternatives (14.0 – 16.2 acres). 

Alternatives 2A, 2B, and 4A require substantial work north of the existing bridge where large 

wetlands can be found and had high impacts to wetlands (16.8 – 20.8 acres). The combined 

Alternative 3 & 4B had the greatest wetland impact because it covers improvements along IL 

100/106 and CH 14 (27.6 acres). 

 

Streams. The alternatives were evaluated for impacts to streams from the US Environmental 

Protection Agency inventory of streams in 2016. No alternatives were identified for having a 

disproportionately high environmental impact for stream crossings. Alternative 3 & 4B includes an 

Illinois River crossing for Alternative 4B at the existing Florence Bridge and a creek crossing for 

Alternative 3 which carries CH 14 over Blue Creek. 

 

Floodplains. The alternatives were evaluated for impacts to floodplains as recorded in the 2016 

National Flood Hazard Layer maintained by the Federal Emergency Management Agency with 

Scott County data updated in 2009 and Pike County data updated in 2011. Alternatives 4A, 4C, 

and 4C/D have the least impact to floodplain because they are located near the existing roadway 

(25.5 – 30.7 acres). Alternatives 2A, 2B, 4D, and 5B require substantial work within the floodplain 

and had higher impacts (> 38.3 acres). Alternatives 2A and 2B, further north up the river, had the 

greatest impact to the floodplain (up to 57.0 acres). 

 

Prime Farmland. The alternatives were evaluated for impacts to farmland using NRCS soil 

mapping. The alternatives that were located within 600 feet of the existing bridge had the least 

impact to prime farmland (4.4 – 22.1 acres), with Alternative 4B, the existing alignment, having 

the least impact. Alternatives 2A, 5A, and 5B had more extensive impacts to farmland (> 47.6 

acres), with Alternative 5B having the greatest impact (61.8 acres). 

 

Illinois Natural Area Inventory (INAI) Sites. The alternatives were evaluated for impacts to sites 

on the Illinois Natural Area Inventory (INAI) as depicted by the Illinois Heritage Database (IHD) in 

2016. The database reported the location of an Illinois Natural Area Inventory site (Florence 

Bridge Bed, Site #1658) along the eastern bank in the Illinois River identified for an unusually high 

concentration of invertebrates. Alternatives 2A, 2B, 5A, 5B, and combined 3 & 4B completely 

avoid the site. Alternatives 4A, 4B, 4C, 4C/D, and 4D are within the vicinity of the Florence Bridge 

Bed and would likely impact this area (1.3 -1.5 acres). 
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Threatened and Endangered Species. The alternatives were evaluated for impacts to 

threatened and endangered species as identified in the IHD. All alternatives are within the 

vicinity of the Illinois Chorus Frog habitat east of the Illinois River. Alternatives 2B, 4A, 4B, 4C, 

4C/D, 4D, and combined 3 & 4B are also within the vicinity of potential botanic, Decurrent False 

Aster (Boltonia decurrens), located along the Illinois River, so they would have a greater 

potential to impact threatened and endangered species than the other alternatives. 

 

Bald Eagle Sightings. The alternatives were evaluated for impacts to bald eagles as identified 

in the IHD. The bald eagle is a protected species under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection 

Act, the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and the Lacey Act. Alternatives 4C, 4C/D, 4D, 5A, and 5B avoid 

areas where bald eagles have been seen. Alternatives 2A, 2B, 4A, 4B, and combined 3 & 4B are 

within the vicinity of potential bald eagle sightings and have a greater potential to impact the bald 

eagles. 

 

Review of Impacts to Community Resources (including Section 4(f)). There were three 

community facilities identified within the project study area:  Pike County Boat Launch, Bethel 

Church, and the church cemetery. The boat launch is located immediately south of the existing 

bridge along the west bank. The Bethel church and cemetery are located along CH 14, which 

would have improvements by the combined Alternative 3 & 4B. Combined Alternative 3 & 4B 

would not impact the property or activities of the Bethel Church and the cemetery.  

 

Alternatives 2A, 2B, 4A, 4B, 4C, 4C/D, 5A, and 5B all avoid these three sites. Alternative 4D would 

impact the boat launch which was determined by the FHWA to be a Section 4(f) resource. 

Combined Alternative 3 & 4B would require significant adverse travel for modes of travel not 

permitted on I-72 during construction of the new bridge. The extensive detour would have an 

adverse impact for the community. For these reasons, Alternative 4D and combined Alternative 

3 & 4B were identified for impacts in this category.  

 

Displacements (residential, commercial, and industrial). Parcel boundaries from Pike and 

Scott counties were reviewed against the alternatives and the project study area. There would be 

no displacements to industrial properties for any of the alternatives. Alternatives 2A, 2B, 4B, 4C, 

4C/D, and combined 3 & 4B would not displace residential or commercial properties. Alternatives 

4D, 5A, and 5B have the greatest impact on parcels zoned as residential property by severing 

properties with residences located on them (impacting 1-6 properties). Alternative 4A would build 

a new bridge that would displace a bar / restaurant located on the northeast corner of IL 100/106 

and Florence Road. Alternatives 4D, 5A, 5B, and 4A were identified for impacts in categories of 

residential and commercial displacements. 

 

Divided Parcels. Alternatives 4A, 4B and 4C are all in the vicinity of the existing alignment and 

had the fewest property impacts/severances, with 4A dividing 4 parcels and both 4B and 4C not 

dividing any parcels.  

 

Alternatives 2A, 2B, 4C/D, 5A, and 5B required significant right-of-way acquisition that would 

sever parcels, many of which are active farms and an active quarry. Alternatives 2A and 2B would 

impact properties north of the existing bridge where the land is predominately agricultural east of 

the river and quarry west of the river. Alternatives 2A and 2B would have greater negative impacts 

for the quarry operations than the other alternatives. Alternative 4C/D would sever parcels of 
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varying land use south of the bridge (6 parcels). Alternatives 5A and 5B would build a new bridge 

further south of the existing bridge where the land is predominately agricultural east of the river 

and residential west of the river (7-9 parcels), where Alternative 5B has the greatest impact on 

properties. 

 

Undifferentiated Categories. The extent of impacts to hazardous waste sites is unknown at the 

time of this evaluation because there was insufficient information for an analysis.  

 

A desktop review of the Illinois and US EPA databases did not include any of the following 

conditions in the project study area: Underground Storage Tanks, Landfills, Brownfields, 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, Superfund, or other designated hazardous waste 

sites; However, all the project study area has the potential for Recognized Environmental 

Conditions (RECs). 

 

The existing Florence Bridge is eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places 

(NRHP). No additional above ground historic resources were identified in a review of the photo 

log and the Historic and Architectural Resources Geographic Information System (HARGIS). The 

Build Alternatives, Alternative 1B (rehabilitate existing bridge), Alternative 1C (maintain existing 

bridge in place in combination with another) and Alternative 3 (upgrade the CH 14 roadway, add 

a new interchange at CH 14 and I-72 and close the existing bridge to roadway traffic) would retain 

the existing bridge without altering or affecting its historic integrity or significance. However, none 

of these alternatives would meet the Purpose or Need. Of the remaining build alternatives, all 

would adversely affect the bridge through its demolition, and therefore, the impact is the same for 

the remaining alternatives as shown in Table 3-1. Additional consultation and coordination with 

the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) will be required as part of the Section 106 process 

once the preferred alternative is selected. 

 

No known archaeological sites were identified for the preliminary alternatives analysis. Additional 

archaeological field reconnaissance will be required for the four alternatives recommended to be 

carried forward. 

Summary of Findings 

Of the build alternatives initially developed as part of this study, only four are recommended to be 

carried forward for further analysis. The following alternatives were dismissed for having higher 

environmental and travel performance impacts, costs and/or geometric concerns. 

A. Alternatives 2A and 2B – Alignment 2,000 feet and 1,100 feet North of the Existing 
Structure 
Both Alternatives 2A and 2B relocate IL 100/106 north of the existing structure. Alternative 

2A introduces a stop condition at IL 100 which currently does not exist, and was viewed 

unfavorably by the PSG. Both alternatives negatively impact future quarry expansion 

because both alignments divide quarry-owned property. Alternative 2B was a variation of 

Alternative 2A that would eliminate the stop condition at IL 100, but still splits the quarry 

property. Since both alternatives shift IL 100/106 to the north into a natural bend in the 

Illinois River, river navigation becomes more of a concern, making it more difficult for river 

traffic to safely maneuver the navigation channel as compared to Alternatives 4A, 4B, 4C, 

4C/D, 4D, 5A, and 5B, where the river is crossed in relatively straight and easier to 
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navigate sections of the channel. Therefore, neither alignment is recommended to be 

carried forward for further analysis. 

 

 

B. Combined Alternative 3 & 4B - Improve CH 14 and Construct an Interchange at I-72 
Alignment and Replace the Existing Structure on the Same Alignment: 
Combined Alternative 3 & 4B was based on a concept derived from a March 2017 PSG 

meeting. Alternative 3 was coupled with Alternative 4B to better satisfy the Purpose and 

Need of the Project. The concept was to widen and resurface CH 14, address any 

geometric deficiencies throughout the section, and construct a new interchange at I-72. 

This improvement would then shorten the length of the detour required during the 

construction of the new structure. While this alternative does reduce the amount of 

adverse travel during construction, it remains significantly greater than that of Alternatives 

4A, 4C, 4C/D and 5B which are being recommended for further study. Another 

disadvantage to the combined 3 & 4B Alternative is that it would not reduce the detour for 

farm implements, bicycles, and pedestrians since they are prohibited from using I-72. 

Farm implements would still have to travel 47 miles on state marked routes to circumvent 

the closure. Increased emergency response time is a concern and viewed unfavorably by 

the residents of Florence and surrounding communities. Therefore, combined Alternative 

3 & 4B is recommended to be eliminated from further consideration. 

 

C. Alternative 4B - Existing Alignment 
Alternative 4B reconstructs the proposed structure on the current IL 100/106 alignment. 

The intent of this alternative is to remove the existing structure prior to the construction of 

the proposed. This concept would cause adverse travel during construction. This 

alternative by itself would not improve CH 14, so the marked state route detour would be 

32 miles for vehicular traffic and 47 miles for farm implements. The detour would be in 

place for an estimated 2 to 3 years during construction of the new structure. Having detour 

routes in place for an extended period was a significant concern to the residents, 

businesses and nearby communities surrounding Florence. To mitigate the lengthy 

detours, the possibility of a temporary ferry crossing was explored. The following concerns 

are noted with a temporary ferry service: 

 

 Utilizing a temporary ferry crossing would increase the impacts identified in Table 
3-1 for Alternate 4B. Additional infrastructure would be needed to allow IL 100/106 
traffic access to the ferry crossing. The most practical area for the ferry crossing 
would be to utilize the existing Pike County Boat Launch, which has been 
determined to be a Section 4(f) resource. Improvements and upgrades to the boat 
launch would be required to accommodate the ferry crossing, thus resulting in 
impacts to the Section 4(f) resource. The wetland areas as well as the federally 
threatened and state threatened Decurrent False Aster (Boltonia decurrens) 
population identified on the east side of the river would be impacted by having to 
clear and excavate the surrounding area to be able to accept ferry traffic.  

 Roadway embankment over the levee east of the river would have to be 
constructed to avoid cutting a notch in the existing levee. The connection would 
also need to be designed to allow continued maintenance activities along the 
levee. These considerations would likely add temporary fill to the floodplain.  
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 Coon Lane would also have to be improved to connect back into existing IL 
100/106.  

 While a ferry crossing would substantially reduce the adverse travel associated 
with Alternative 4B, it would not provide the same uninterrupted access across the 
river that would exist during the construction of Alternatives 4A, 4C, 4C/D and 5B. 
River crossing via ferry would add an estimated 10 minutes of travel time for every 
vehicle, adding approximately 200 additional hours of travel delay each day as 
compared to the intermittent 7 hours of travel delay per day caused by the raising 
of the existing lift bridge an average of 10 times a day.  

 Other concerns with temporary ferry service would be the upfront and operational 
costs of the ferry, increased emergency response times, potential shutdown 
periods due to high water, and providing access to farm implements.  

Therefore, Alternative 4B is not recommended to be carried forward for further analysis. 

D. Alternative 4D - 600 feet South of the Existing Structure: 
Alternative 4D realigns IL 100/106 approximately 600 feet south of the existing structure. 

The alignment removes the reverse curve east of the river and is located in the vicinity of 

the Pike County Boat Launch west of the river. The Pike County Boat Launch parcel has 

been determined to be a Section 4(f) resource and is a property to be avoided where 

possible. Alternative 4D has the highest environmental impacts and estimated project 

costs when compared to Alternatives 4A, 4B, and 4C. This alignment also limits the future 

expansion of the nearby quarry, by dividing several quarry-owned parcels. Therefore, 

Alternative 4D is recommended to be eliminated from further consideration. 

 

E. Alternative 5A – 4,000 feet South of the Existing Structure: 
Alternative 5A relocates IL 100/106 to the south of Florence. The 5A alignment constructs 

a structure perpendicular to the river channel, but is 700 feet longer than the structure 

proposed in Alternative 5B. Due to the longer structure length, Alternative 5A has a greater 

upfront construction cost. 5A also has a greater amount of wetland impacts when 

compared to 5B. Therefore, Alternative 5A is recommended to be eliminated from further 

consideration. 
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4.0 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES TO BE CARRIED FORWARD 

IL 100/106 ILLINOIS RIVER CROSSING AT FLORENCE 

After evaluating the each of the alternatives considered and dismissing those alternatives 

previously described (1B, 1C, 2A; 2B; 3; combined 3 & 4B; 4B; 4D and 5A), four build alternatives 

are recommended to be carried forward for evaluation in the Environmental Assessment. The 

designs for these alternatives were refined and re-evaluated for a preliminary comparison of 

engineering and environmental factors, shown in Table 4-1. The values shown in Table 4-1 may 

be different than the values shown in Table 3-1 because they are based on changes in design 

and completion of environmental surveys in 2017 (from a desktop survey to field survey). The 

alternatives to be carried forward include the following: 

 

No-Build – Alternative 1A. Although this alternative does not meet the project purpose and need, 

the No-Build Alternative will be retained throughout the National Environmental Policy Act review 

for comparison purposes in evaluating the social, environmental and ecological impacts of each 

of the build alternatives. 

  

All alternatives would require routine maintenance; however, the No-Build would require more 

frequent and less predictable maintenance schedules due to the age of the structure, its complex 

mechanical and electrical components, and its susceptibility to river vessel collisions. As stated 

previously in Section 2.0, routine maintenance and rehabilitation are anticipated to continue for 

the next 10 to 15-years; however, these activities will not address the geometric deficiencies of 

the existing bridge. 
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Alternative 4A (Refined). Alternative 4A consists of an alignment of IL 100/106 approximately 

100 feet north of the existing alignment, including a new Illinois River bridge and approach 

roadways with one 12-foot lane in each direction. Florence Road would be crossed with an 

overpass bridge, and a connector road between IL 100/106 and Florence Road would be built in 

the northwest quadrant of this crossing. Right-of-way: 27.3 acres; updated cost: $70.6 M; Illinois 

River bridge length: 3,165 feet; new roadway length: 4,232 feet. 

Figure 4-1:  Alternative 4A (Refined)  

 
 

Alternative 4C (Refined). Alternative 4C consists of an alignment of IL 100/106 approximately 

100 feet south of the existing alignment, including a new Illinois River bridge and approach 

roadways with one 12-foot lane in each direction. Florence Road would be crossed with an 

overpass bridge, and a connector road between IL 100/106 and Florence Road would be built in 

the southwest quadrant of this crossing. Right-of-way: 32.9 acres; updated cost: $77.6 M; Illinois 

River bridge length: 3,167 feet; new roadway length: 5,078 feet. 

Figure 4-2:  Alternative 4C (Refined)  
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Alternative 4C/D (Refined). Alternative 4C/D consists of an alignment of IL 100/106 

approximately 300 feet south of the existing alignment, including a new Illinois River bridge and 

approach roadways with one 12-foot lane in each direction. Florence Road would be crossed 

with an overpass bridge, and would be connected to the new IL 100/106 via accessing existing 

IL 100/106 to the west and a short connector road between the existing and new alignments 

approximately 1,300 feet north of Florence Road. Right- of-way: 45.8 acres; updated cost: $77.3 

M; Illinois River bridge length: 3,167 feet; new roadway length: 6,586 feet. 

Figure 4-3:  Alternative 4C/D (Refined)  

 
 

Alternative 5B (Refined). Alternative 5B consists of an alignment of IL 100/106 approximately 

4,500 feet south of the existing alignment, including a new Illinois River bridge and approach 

roadways with one 12-foot lane in each direction, and utilizing the existing alignment of 250th 

Avenue for part of its alignment west of the river. Florence Road would be crossed by extending 

the new Illinois River bridge to the west, and a connector road between IL 100/106 and Florence 

Road would be built in the southwest quadrant of this crossing. Right-of-way: 90.1 acres; updated 

cost: $72.1 M; Illinois River bridge length: 1,816 feet; new roadway length: 18,885 feet. 

Figure 4-4:  Alternative 5B (Refined)  
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Proposed Typical Sections: 

 

All remaining build alternatives would consist of one 12-foot width travel lane in each direction, 8- 

foot width shoulders on either side of the roadway, and 8-foot width shoulders on either side of 

the proposed Illinois River bridge as shown on the typical sections below. The roadway and bridge 

typical sections for each build alternative would accommodate bicycle and pedestrian use. The 

bridge typical section would also accommodate wide farm equipment, unlike the existing bridge 

which is limited to 23 feet width between bridge rails.   

 

Proposed Roadway Typical Section            Proposed Bridge Typical Section 
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Table 4-1: IL 100/106 Alternatives to be Carried ForwardA 
Preliminary Comparison of Engineering and Environmental Factors 

Category Measure 4A 4C 4C/D 5B 

New Right-of-Way Acres 27.3 32.9 45.8 90.1 

Estimate of Probable Construction Cost  
Current (Millions of 

Dollars) $ M 
$70.6M $77.6M $77.3M $72.1M 

Main Bridge Length Feet 3,165 3,167 3,167 1,816 

New Roadway Length Miles 0.8 1.0 1.2 3.6 

Adverse Travel (Florence) User Delay Cost ($/yr.) $11.5K $17.2K $20.1K $136.8K 

Adverse Travel (Through Travel) User Delay Cost ($/yr.) $0 $0 $0 $0 

Constructability B  Subjective (described) 1 1 1 4 

Forest Land C Acres 16.9 30.4 38.4 26.9 

Wetlands D Acres 14.8 13.4 12.4 5.2 

    Wet Floodplain Forest Acres 6.3 8.2 12.0 5.0 

    Wet Forbland Acres 3.2 3.9 0.0 0.0 

    Wet Meadow Acres 4.7 1.4 0.4 0.2 

    Wetland Pond Acres 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 

River/Stream Crossing Each 1 1 1 1 

Floodplain E Acres 26.2 25.4 25.5 41.1 

Floodplain Miles 0.97 0.97 1.02 1.75 

Prime Farmland F Acres 13.0 7.3 14.9 59.0 

INAI Site G Acres 3.0 3.3 2.9 0.0 

Potential Mussels Disturbance H Present - # 215 270 86 197 

Threatened & Endangered Species Presence   

    Decurrent False Aster I Acres 1.25 1.15 0.49 0 

Parks and Recreation Areas (Section 4(f)) Eligible Properties – Each 0 0 0 0 

Cultural Resources (Section 106/Section 4(f))J Eligible Properties – Each 4 3 2 10 

Displacements (Residential) K Each 0 0 0 6 

Displacements (Commercial) K  Each 1 0 0 0 

Displacements (Industrial) K Each 0 0 0 0 

Parcels with Right-of-Way Impacts Each 7 9 9 31 

Divided Parcels Each 2 1 1 9 

Hazardous Waste Sites Each Unknown 

A. Evaluation includes the mainline alternative only and is based on a preliminary screening. The screening was done using refined 
preliminary designs from November 2017. 

B. “Constructability” refers to difficulty of construction, subjectively rated, with 1 being the most difficult and 4 being the least 
difficult. 

C. Forest Land evaluated by aerial photographs. 

D. Wetlands evaluated by field verified delineations (Illinois Natural Heritage Survey (INHS), July and August, 2017). Wetland totals 

may not sum due to rounding. 

E. Floodplains evaluated by the 2016 files maintained by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 

F. Prime Farmland evaluated by available data from NRCS soil mapping. 

G. Inventoried Natural Areas are from the Illinois Heritage Database (IHD, 2016). 

H. Potential Mussel Disturbance reports the number of mussels found and relocated during an INHS survey (August 2017). No state 

or federal listed threatened or endangered species were found. 

I. Decurrent False Aster reports area of plant habitat assessed by INHS as surveyed (June 2017). 

J. Number of eligible properties includes the Florence Bridge and previously recorded archaeological sites. More archaeological sites 

may be identified once Phase I survey is completed to determine NRHP eligibility. Alternative 4C/D is the least surveyed and 

previously disturbed of the alternatives. 
K. Displacements are based on available photographs and parcel boundaries from Pike and Scott counties (2016). 
Color-Code Key 

Relatively high benefit or low impact 

Relatively moderate benefit or moderate impact 

Relatively low benefit or high impact 
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Preliminary Environmental Review of Alternatives to be Carried Forward 

An updated evaluation of key characteristics of the four build alternatives is shown in Table 4-1. 

It incorporates published information compiled during the initial assessment of alternatives but is 

supplemented with ecological survey data compiled by the Illinois Natural History Survey (2017 

and 2018). The geometry of the alternatives has also been updated to account for horizontal and 

vertical design criteria, local road accessibility and horizontal and vertical river navigation 

clearance requirements provided by the US Coast Guard3. A comparison of key environmental 

features of each of the build alternatives follows. 

Three of the four alternatives, 4A, 4C and 4C/D, are somewhat similar in their characteristics and 

impacts given their location proximate to the existing crossing with Alternative 4A located to the 

north and Alternatives 4C and 4C/D south of the existing bridge. Regardless, some differences 

are apparent at this stage of review and are summarized below: 

 Alternative 4A has a diverse range of impacts with the greatest area of wetlands crossed 

(14.8 acres) and area of the federally threatened and state threatened Decurrent False 

Aster impacted (1.25 acres) but also least impacting to forest land (16.9 acres). One 

commercial structure would be displaced and is the only such structure impacted by any 

of the build alternatives. It is otherwise in the middle range of the several of remaining 

resource categories including floodplains, prime farmland, the INAI Site (invertebrate 

concentrations) and mussel disturbance area.  

 Alternative 4C, while similar to Alternative 4A in a number of evaluation factors, also 

impacts that greatest number of mussels (270) and INAI site (3.3 acres). Forest land 

impacts are greater than those of Alternative 4A (30.4 acres), though this alternative would 

result in slightly fewer wetland and floodplain impacts, 13.4 acres and 25.4 acres 

respectively.  

 Alternative 4C/D compares generally with Alternative 4C in many of the environmental 

evaluation categories, though it would impact slightly fewer wetlands (12.4 acres), a 

smaller area of INAI site (2.9 acres) and a smaller number of mussels impacted (86). 

Impacts to prime farmland would be greater in comparison to Alternative 4C (14.9 acres). 

 Alternative 5B. This alternative is differentiated in several respects from the preceding 

three alternatives due largely to its location approximately 0.9 miles south of the existing 

bridge. At this location, Alternative 5B would result in the greatest impact to floodplains 

(41.1 acres) and prime farmland (59.0 acres), though least impacting to wetlands (5.2 

acres) and no impacts to the federally threatened and state threatened Decurrent False 

Aster or the INAI Site. Alternative 5B would displace 6 residences, where none of the other 

alternatives would result in any residential displacements. This option would require the 

largest amount of new right-of-way (90.1 acres) and divided parcels (9), but would allow 

for construction of the shortest length bridge.  

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
3 55 feet vertical clearance above the 2% Flow Line per “Application for Coast Guard Permits,” USCG Eighth District, 
September 2009; 400 feet horizontal clearance per teleconference with P. Sambor May 11, 2017. 
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It should be noted that these findings are preliminary and incomplete as several additional studies 

and agency coordination are underway in 2018 including: 

 Cultural resources reports and SHPO consultation (see Cultural Resources (Section 106) 

below) 

 Avian report (due in April 2018) with the field work underway. Although a survey report is 

in progress, there has been one reported bald eagle nest received from INHS. The nest 

is located nearly a half mile north of the footprint for the four build alternatives and no 

impacts are anticipated.  

 Herpetological survey will be conducted for the Illinois chorus frog. The report is due July 

2018.  

Cultural Resources (Section 106) 

The existing Florence Bridge was previously determined eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. For 

the purposes of Section 106, a NRHP-eligible historic property is considered the same as a 

NRHP-listed historic property. Since all alternatives include the removal of the existing NRHP-

eligible bridge, additional consultation and an agreement document with the Illinois SHPO and 

other Section 106 consulting parties will be needed to develop measures to mitigate the adverse 

effect to the bridge. Formal consultation with the Illinois SHPO and documentation of the project’s 

effects to the existing Florence Bridge will be initiated with the development of a Section 106/4(f) 

report. 

 

The Illinois State Archaeological Survey (ISAS) completed a database review and limited field 

reconnaissance of the four alignment alternatives to be carried forward to determine the presence 

of any previously documented NRHP-eligible archaeological sites and the overall potential for 

archaeological deposits within the study area. ISAS concluded that each alignment alternative 

under consideration has the potential for sizeable prehistoric villages with possible associated 

mortuary sites, as well as buried archaeological deposits. Previously recorded archaeological 

sites associated with each alignment alternative range from 1 to 10, as shown in Table 4-1; more 

may be identified when the Phase I archaeology survey is completed. Once the preferred 

alternative is selected, a standard Phase I archaeology survey and geomorphological 

investigation will be required to determine what sites are actually present, their NRHP eligibility, 

and whether they will be affected by the project. The Phase I archaeology survey will be formally 

documented and coordinated with the SHPO.  

Parks and Recreation Areas (Section 4(f)) 

One recreational site, the Pike County Boat Launch, is found within the study area. It is located 

on the west side of the Illinois River, approximately 1,300 feet south of IL 100/106. Situated on 

Florence Road, it is approximately 4.0 acres in size and provides residents with direct access to 

the river, parking, and an informal picnic area. FHWA determined that the boat launch and its 

associated 4-acre site are Section 4(f) resources; as such, use of these resources by the project 

is not allowed if feasible and prudent alternatives are available. None of the alternatives to be 

carried forward would encroach onto the boat launch property. The alignment of Alternative 4C/D 

is approximately 300 feet south of the existing bridge and the right-of-way impacts for Alternative 

4C/D can extend up to 1,000 feet south of the existing bridge for grading and construction 

activities, but still would not encroach onto the boat launch property. 
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5.0 RESOURCE MAPS OF THE ALTERNATIVES TO BE CARRIED FORWARD 
Figure 5-1: Alternative 4A (100 feet North of Existing Bridge) Resource Map 
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Figure 5-2: Alternative 4C (100 feet South of Existing Bridge) Resource Map 
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Figure 5-3: Alternative 4C/D (300 feet South of Existing Bridge) Resource Map 
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Figure 5-4: Alternative 5B (4,500 feet South of Existing Bridge) Resource Map 

 

*Bald Eagle Nests are not depicted on this map because there were no Bald Eagle nests found near Alternative 5B  


