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FAP Route 757 (IL 100/106) 

Section (20) B-1 

Bridge over the Illinois River at Florence (existing River Mile 56.0) 

Pike and Scott Counties 

Preliminary Bridge Clearances Meeting  

May 11, 2016 2:00 PM CDT 

 

Skype link:  

https://meet.americas.pbworld.com/powellw/1RLJH5KN 

Phone link: 540 317-4750 (United States, Caller-Paid (East Coast))     

United States, Toll-Free (East Coast) 844 237-4038 
 

Conference ID: 1843672 

 

Agenda 

 Introductions 

 Project Status 

  Alternative Crossing locations 

o Alternative 4A (100’ north of existing) – RM 56.0 

o Alternative 4C (100’ south of existing) – RM 56.0 

o Alternative 4D (600’ south of existing) RM 55.8 

o Alternative 5B (4,500’ south of existing) – RM 55.1 

 Horizontal clearance considerations 

o Using 70’ above normal water elevation as a planning guide 

o USCG requirement –  

 55’ above 2% flowline or 63’ above normal pool Peoria, Illinois, Mile 180.0 stage 

(8000 cfs flow), whichever is greater 

 Vertical clearance considerations 

o Existing vertical clearance 205 feet 

o Navigation considerations 

o Preferred bridge type 

o Beam depth per span length 

o Cost differential per span length 

 Next Steps 

o Alternatives development 

o Selection of Preferred Alternative 

 Hydraulic Report 

o Formal permit application  
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Meeting Summary
IL 100/106 Phase I Study
Teleconference with USCG and IL River Carriers
IDOT District 6/Springfield
May 11, 2017 - 2:00 PM
Prepared by Rick Powell/WSP

A teleconference meeting was held between the US Coast Guard (USCG), Illinois River Carriers, IDOT
District 6, and the WSP consultant team to discuss existing and proposed vertical and horizontal
clearances for alternative bridge crossings across the Illinois River near Florence. WSP provided the
following handout items:

· Agenda
· Aerial views of four river crossing alternatives (Alternatives 4A, 4C, 4D and 5B)
· Preliminary profiles of four river crossing alternatives (same as above)
· River channel sections at existing bridge (provided by IDOT D6)

After introductions, R. Powell reviewed each of the agenda items with discussion by the meeting
attendees as needed. Attendees had several comments and questions on the agenda topics.

Vertical Clearances
· R. Powell stated the current 56 foot-vertical clearance criteria for bridges on the section of the

Illinois River that the alternatives would pass through. R. Osborn requested clarification on
where the 56-foot clearance requirement was measured from. P. Sambor stated that the “2
percent flowline” is the elevation at which 2 percent of the flood flows exceed that elevation,
and it is a long-term computation that changes over time depending on historic and recent flood
experience. The vertical clearance is measured from the 2 percent flowline elevation to the low
beam elevation of the proposed structure.

· The 70-foot vertical clearance from normal water elevation suggested by P. Sambor at the
September 2016 NEPA Merger meeting is not a requirement; rather, it represents a rough
estimate of where the clearance would be from the 2 percent requirement based on recent
experience at river crossing locations such as Meredosia, Valley City and Beardstown. R. Powell
confirmed the 70-foot clearance was measured from a normal water elevation and was used for
planning purposes to set the initial profiles of the river crossing alternatives for this study.

·  T. Craven responded that the 2 percent flow line for the I-72 Valley City Eagle bridges was
elevation 436.6. P. Sambor stated that the 2 percent flow line at Florence should be relatively
close to that elevation considering the proximity of the two locations.

· P. Sambor also stated that the USCG could provide the 2 percent flow line elevations at all four
river crossing alternatives at Florence upon request, if given locational information
(latitude/longitude coordinates) on where the alignments cross the river.
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· R. Osborn commented that replacement structure locations south of the existing bridge, from
the old ferry landing to Cargill, would be much preferred over those north of the bridge when
considering improvements to river traffic operations.

Horizontal Clearances
· T. Craven and R. Powell discussed the desirability of using a plate girder bridge design for ease of

design and construction, structural redundancy, and ease of future maintenance. A. Hammad
reviewed some basic cost estimate information regarding economic length of plate girder bridge
spans; he stated that the cost of steel alone for a 350-foot span would be $7 million, for a 450-
foot span it would be $10 million, and for a 490-foot span it would be $14 million. In addition,
the extra length required deeper girders, which could raise the roadway profile a few feet and
incur additional expenses to raise the roadway off the ends of the bridge.

· P. Sambor reviewed the approved horizontal clearances at Valley City (550 feet) and Meredosia
(540 feet) and stated that the Florence location had different river channel characteristics than
those locations. A. Hammad stated that the existing clearance at Florence is 206 feet, measured
fender to fender.

· R. Osborn commented that “double the width” of the existing navigation span would be ideal. P.
Sambor stated that, given the considerations of bends in the river and the navigable width of
the existing channel, a 400-foot navigation span at either of the alternative locations should be
adequate for the permanent replacement structure.

· Clearances during construction were also discussed. R. Powell stated the intent to keep the
existing bridge open to highway traffic during construction, so that the 206-foot clear width of
the existing bridge would be the controlling horizontal clearance for alternatives adjacent to the
existing bridge and no obstruction would be placed within that dimension. For alternatives
farther away from the existing bridge, R. Osborn requested “at least 300 feet” of horizontal
clearance in the navigation channel be required for construction purposes. P. Sambor stated
that 300 feet to 350 feet is reasonable for temporary construction horizontal clearance, and that
a helper tugboat may be required in certain river stages to assist barge tows through the more
narrow construction opening. R. Osborn stated that the existing Cargill facility could be used as a
base for the helper tugboat. It was discussed, though unresolved, whether the state or the
contractor would bear the cost of the tug.

Next Steps
· P. Sambor indicated that the USCG would be willing to issue a preliminary approval of horizontal

and vertical clearances upon the request of IDOT D6, so that future planning and design could
be guided by these approved clearances.

General
· T. Craven asked why dolphins were not required on the downstream end of the existing bridge.

P. Sambor and R. Osborn replied that the greatest difficulty in steering a barge tow is in the
downstream direction during higher river stages. The greatest level of protection is therefore
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required at the north bridge face where the downstream flow meets the existing bridge, with
little need for protection in the other direction. A. Hammad also added that the proposed piers
would be designed to current vessel collision standards without need for additional protection.

Action Items
IDOT:
Work with consultant team to finalize location of river crossing alternatives.

Draft and send letter to USCG requesting “2 percent flowline” river elevations at the latitude and
longitude of the alternative river crossings.

Draft and send letter to USCG requesting preliminary approval of horizontal and vertical clearances for
future design purposes. It is anticipated this letter will be sent following establishment of the 2 percent
flowline elevation for each of the alternatives carried forward.

Consultant Team:

Coordinate with IDOT as needed for above items.

Attendance
R. Powell, S. Ott, A. Hammad, P. Kanellopoulos – WSP
K. Timmons – CMT
J. Wavering, J. Kelley, S. Madonia, J. Myers – IDOT District 6
T. Craven – IDOT Bureau Bridges & Structures
R. Osborn – IL River Carriers
P. Sambor – US Coast Guard

D-1-004



D-1-005



 

pg. 1 
 

Meeting Summary 

IL 100/106 Phase I Study 

Teleconference with USCG and IL River Carriers  

IDOT District 6/Springfield 

May 11, 2017 - 2:00 PM 

Prepared by Rick Powell/WSP 

 

A teleconference meeting was held between the US Coast Guard (USCG), Illinois River Carriers, IDOT 

District 6, and the WSP consultant team to discuss existing and proposed vertical and horizontal 

clearances for alternative bridge crossings across the Illinois River near Florence. WSP provided the 

following handout items: 

 Agenda 

 Aerial views of four river crossing alternatives (Alternatives 4A, 4C, 4D and 5B) 

 Preliminary profiles of four river crossing alternatives (same as above) 

 River channel sections at existing bridge (provided by IDOT D6) 

After introductions, R. Powell reviewed each of the agenda items with discussion by the meeting 

attendees as needed. Attendees had several comments and questions on the agenda topics. 

 

Vertical Clearances  

 R. Powell stated the current 56 foot-vertical clearance criteria for bridges on the section of the 

Illinois River that the alternatives would pass through. R. Osborn requested clarification on 

where the 56-foot clearance requirement was measured from. P. Sambor stated that the “2 

percent flowline” is the elevation at which 2 percent of the flood flows exceed that elevation, 

and it is a long-term computation that changes over time depending on historic and recent flood 

experience. The vertical clearance is measured from the 2 percent flowline elevation to the low 

beam elevation of the proposed structure.   

 The 70-foot vertical clearance from normal water elevation suggested by P. Sambor at the 

September 2016 NEPA Merger meeting is not a requirement; rather, it represents a rough 

estimate of where the clearance would be from the 2 percent requirement based on recent 

experience at river crossing locations such as Meredosia, Valley City and Beardstown. R. Powell 

confirmed the 70-foot clearance was measured from a normal water elevation and was used for 

planning purposes to set the initial profiles of the river crossing alternatives for this study.  

 T. Craven responded that the 2 percent flow line for the I-72 Valley City Eagle bridges was 

elevation 436.6. P. Sambor stated that the 2 percent flow line at Florence should be relatively 

close to that elevation considering the proximity of the two locations. 

 P. Sambor also stated that the USCG could provide the 2 percent flow line elevations at all four 

river crossing alternatives at Florence upon request, if given locational information 

(latitude/longitude coordinates) on where the alignments cross the river. 
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 R. Osborn commented that replacement structure locations south of the existing bridge, from 

the old ferry landing to Cargill, would be much preferred over those north of the bridge when 

considering improvements to river traffic operations. 

 

Horizontal Clearances 

 T. Craven and R. Powell discussed the desirability of using a plate girder bridge design for ease of 

design and construction, structural redundancy, and ease of future maintenance. A. Hammad 

reviewed some basic cost estimate information regarding economic length of plate girder bridge 

spans; he stated that the cost of steel alone for a 350-foot span would be $7 million, for a 450-

foot span it would be $10 million, and for a 490-foot span it would be $14 million. In addition, 

the extra length required deeper girders, which could raise the roadway profile a few feet and 

incur additional expenses to raise the roadway off the ends of the bridge.  

 P. Sambor reviewed the approved horizontal clearances at Valley City (550 feet) and Meredosia 

(540 feet) and stated that the Florence location had different river channel characteristics than 

those locations. A. Hammad stated that the existing clearance at Florence is 206 feet, measured 

fender to fender.  

 R. Osborn commented that “double the width” of the existing navigation span would be ideal. P. 

Sambor stated that, given the considerations of bends in the river and the navigable width of 

the existing channel, a 400-foot navigation span at either of the alternative locations should be 

adequate for the permanent replacement structure.  

 Clearances during construction were also discussed. R. Powell stated the intent to keep the 

existing bridge open to highway traffic during construction, so that the 206-foot clear width of 

the existing bridge would be the controlling horizontal clearance for alternatives adjacent to the 

existing bridge and no obstruction would be placed within that dimension. For alternatives 

farther away from the existing bridge, R. Osborn requested “at least 300 feet” of horizontal 

clearance in the navigation channel be required for construction purposes. P. Sambor stated 

that 300 feet to 350 feet is reasonable for temporary construction horizontal clearance, and that 

a helper tugboat may be required in certain river stages to assist barge tows through the more 

narrow construction opening. R. Osborn stated that the existing Cargill facility could be used as a 

base for the helper tugboat. It was discussed, though unresolved, whether the state or the 

contractor would bear the cost of the tug. 

 

Next Steps 

 P. Sambor indicated that the USCG would be willing to issue a preliminary approval of horizontal 

and vertical clearances upon the request of IDOT D6, so that future planning and design could 

be guided by these approved clearances.  

 

General 

  T. Craven asked why dolphins were not required on the downstream end of the existing bridge. 

P. Sambor and R. Osborn replied that the greatest difficulty in steering a barge tow is in the 

downstream direction during higher river stages. The greatest level of protection is therefore 
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required at the north bridge face where the downstream flow meets the existing bridge, with 

little need for protection in the other direction. A. Hammad also added that the proposed piers 

would be designed to current vessel collision standards without need for additional protection. 

 

Action Items 

IDOT:  

Work with consultant team to finalize location of river crossing alternatives. 

Draft and send letter to USCG requesting “2 percent flowline” river elevations at the latitude and 

longitude of the alternative river crossings. 

Draft and send letter to USCG requesting preliminary approval of horizontal and vertical clearances for 

future design purposes. It is anticipated this letter will be sent following establishment of the 2 percent 

flowline elevation for each of the alternatives carried forward. 

Consultant Team: 

Coordinate with IDOT as needed for above items. 

 

Attendance 

R. Powell, S. Ott, A. Hammad, P. Kanellopoulos – WSP 

K. Timmons – CMT 

J. Wavering, J. Kelley, S. Madonia, J. Myers – IDOT District 6 

T. Craven – IDOT Bureau Bridges & Structures 

R. Osborn – IL River Carriers 

P. Sambor – US Coast Guard 
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Hamilton, Meghan

Subject: [External RE: Florence Bridge

From: Sambor, Peter J CIV [mailto:Peter.J.Sambor@uscg.mil]
Sent: Tuesday, September 19, 2017 2:03 PM
To: Kelley, Jonathan B.
Subject: [External] RE: Florence Bridge

Mr. Kelley,

I have been working to obtain specific 2% flowline elevations for each of the specified proposed crossings and not been
able to secure sufficient hard data that lends itself to a detailed analysis.

However, after taking into account the known data recorded at the existing Florence Bridge and  performing a flow
frequency/duration analysis, we have determined the interpolated 2% flowline elevation you can use for all proposed
crossings (due to their relative close proximity to the old Florence Bridge) is 438.44 feet  NGVD 1929 (437.48 feet NGVD
1988).

Based on these findings a minimum vertical clearance requirement at low steel over the navigation channel shall be at
least 493.44 feet NGVD 1929 (492.48 feet NGVD 1988) datum.

Peter J. Sambor, M.P.A.
USCG Bridge Management Specialist
1222 Spruce Street, Suite 2.102D
Saint Louis, MO 63103
(314) 269-2380

From: Kelley, Jonathan B. [mailto:Jonathan.Kelley@Illinois.gov]
Sent: Monday, September 18, 2017 3:05 PM
To: Sambor, Peter J CIV
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Florence Bridge

Mr. Sambor – has there been any progress made on obtaining the 2% flowline elevations for the Florence Bridge
project?  The requests were made back in June and we need to keep moving forward on this in order to keep up with
the anticipated timeline.  Please provide those as soon as possible.  Thanks.

Jonathan Kelley, P.E.
Illinois Department of Transportation, District 6
126 East Ash St.
Springfield, IL 62704
Phone: (217) 785-2739
E-mail: jonathan.kelley@illinois.gov

P Please consider the environment before printing this email

State of Illinois - CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information contained in this communication is confidential, may be
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attorney-client privileged or attorney work product, may constitute inside information or internal deliberative staff
communication, and is intended only for the use of the addressee. Unauthorized use, disclosure or copying of this
communication or any part thereof is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this communication in
error, please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail and destroy this communication and all copies thereof,
including all attachments. Receipt by an unintended recipient does not waive attorney-client privilege, attorney work
product privilege, or any other exemption from disclosure.
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Hamilton, Meghan

From: Boeckmann, John D CIV USARMY CEMVS (US) <John.Boeckmann@usace.army.mil>
Sent: Thursday, August 9, 2018 3:11 PM
To: Singhal, Krashan K.
Cc: Powell, William (Rick)
Subject: [WARNING: UNSCANNABLE EXTRACTION FAILED]RE: Florence, IL river bridge
Attachments: ILfromCWMS.zip; FFS2004IllinoisRiverReachFromUNET.TXT

Krashan,

Here are the files you requested:
1.  Illinois River HEC-RAS geometry from the Corps Water Management System project (USACE, 2018) 2.  Illinois River
reach from UNET model (USACE, 2004)

I'm leaving the office soon for the day, but I will be available to talk tomorrow if you have any questions.  Or feel free to
follow up on e-mail to request any further information you need.

Thanks,

John D. Boeckmann, P.E.
Chief, Hydrologic Engineering Section
USACE St. Louis District
314-331-8801

-----Original Message-----
From: Singhal, Krashan K. [mailto:Krashan.Singhal@wsp.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 9, 2018 2:30 PM
To: Boeckmann, John D CIV USARMY CEMVS (US) <John.Boeckmann@usace.army.mil>
Cc: Powell, William (Rick) <RICK.POWELL@wsp.com>
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: Florence, IL river bridge

Mr. Boeckmann - Thank you for your prompt response.

Could you please forward us both HEC-RAS and UNET geometry/associated files? We will try to create a HEC-RAS model
to match 2004 study.

Thank you,
Krashan

Krashan Singhal, PE, CFM, CPESC, LEED AP BD+C, ENV SP, DECI
Supervising Drainage Engineer
Phone: +1 312-803-6504
Email: krashan.singhal@wsp.com
Please note I have a new email address.

WSP USA
30 North LaSalle Street, Suite 4200
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Chicago, Illinois 60602

wsp.com

WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff is now WSP.

-----Original Message-----
From: Boeckmann, John D CIV USARMY CEMVS (US) [mailto:John.Boeckmann@usace.army.mil]
Sent: Thursday, August 9, 2018 12:47 PM
To: Singhal, Krashan K. <Krashan.Singhal@wsp.com>
Cc: Powell, William (Rick) <RICK.POWELL@wsp.com>
Subject: RE: Florence, IL river bridge

Hello.  I did just speak to someone in our office recently, and it appears that the only official hydraulic model that was
used with the 2004 Flood Frequency Study is the UNET model, which is similar to HEC-2.  Do you have someone in your
office that can edit a text file to make the UNET format into HEC-2 format and import it into HEC-RAS?  It is something
we have talked about doing here, but we never had time or a project that we could charge the work effort to.

If that is not an option that you want to consider, I can give you a HEC-RAS project that includes the Illinois River, but it
would also have to be modified to approximate the results of the 2004 study, to serve as a "FEMA effective model".

I will talk to our branch chief and see if there's a way we can get this effort funded here soon, and we can try to create a
HEC-RAS model from our UNET model of the Illinois River.  If you think you want to try doing that, please let me know
and I will send it to you today.

Thanks,
John

-----Original Message-----
From: Singhal, Krashan K. [mailto:Krashan.Singhal@wsp.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 9, 2018 11:49 AM
To: Boeckmann, John D CIV USARMY CEMVS (US) <John.Boeckmann@usace.army.mil>
Cc: Powell, William (Rick) <RICK.POWELL@wsp.com>
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: Florence, IL river bridge

Thank you John for providing the info. I appreciate your help. Please let me know when you find out the latest hydraulic
model for the Illinois River at Florence location.

Sincerely,
Krashan

Krashan Singhal, PE, CFM, CPESC, LEED AP BD+C, ENV SP, DECI Supervising Drainage Engineer
Phone: +1 312-803-6504
Email: krashan.singhal@wsp.com
Please note I have a new email address.

WSP USA
30 North LaSalle Street, Suite 4200
Chicago, Illinois 60602

wsp.com
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WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff is now WSP.

-----Original Message-----
From: Boeckmann, John D CIV USARMY CEMVS (US) [mailto:John.Boeckmann@usace.army.mil]
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 1:19 PM
To: Singhal, Krashan K. <Krashan.Singhal@wsp.com>; Powell, William (Rick) <RICK.POWELL@wsp.com>
Subject: Florence, IL river bridge

Good afternoon, Mr. Singhal and Mr. Powell:

As we discussed in the meeting this morning, you will find a range of discharge values for the Illinois River from the
following website:
BlockedBlockedhttp://rivergages.mvr.usace.army.mil/flow_freq/flow_freq.cfm

To use the site, select the river, vertical datum, return period (frequency), and river mile on the left side, and click on
"submit".

Alternatively, you can reference the 2004 Upper Mississippi River Flood Flow Frequency Study at this website:
BlockedBlockedhttp://www.mvr.usace.army.mil/Missions/Flood-Risk-Management/Upper-Mississippi-Flow-Frequency-
Study/

(Page D-45 of Appendix D, for the St. Louis District Hydraulic Modeling, has the discharge values for the Illinois River at
various frequencies.)

I will be in touch again when I verify what HEC-RAS model of the Illinois River I should provide to you.

Thanks very much,
John D. Boeckmann, P.E.
Chief, Hydrologic Engineering Section
USACE St. Louis District
314-331-8801
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Hamilton, Meghan

Subject: FW: CRP areas around Florence Bridge
Attachments: BRIDGECREP.pdf

From: "O'Connell, Dennis M." <Dennis.OConnell@illinois.gov>
To: "Wavering, Jay M" <Jay.Wavering@illinois.gov>, "Kelley, Jonathan B." <Jonathan.Kelley@Illinois.gov>, "Powell,
William (Rick)" <RICK.POWELL@wsp.com>
Subject: FW: CRP areas around Florence Bridge

See message below regarding CRP/CREP.

Thanks – Doc

From: Mueller, Lance - NRCS-CD, Winchester, IL <Lance.Mueller@il.nacdnet.net>
Sent: Thursday, January 24, 2019 3:53 PM
To: O'Connell, Dennis M. <Dennis.OConnell@illinois.gov>
Subject: [External] RE: CRP areas around Florence Bridge

Dennis,
There are 2 fields north of the bridge and inside the levee that are in a federal CRP/CREP contract, but
do not have a permanent easement associated with them.   It is hard to tell from your map if a portion
of them will actually lay in the project area, I think it will be close.   I have outlined them in blue on the
attached map for your review.  I do not have any records on any WRP in the area,  however there is one
tract that has no cropland associated with it so we have no records on it. It is outlined in red on the
attached map.

As an afterthought this is only for the Scott County side.

Lance Mueller

From: O'Connell, Dennis M. <Dennis.OConnell@illinois.gov>
Sent: Thursday, January 24, 2019 1:39 PM
To: Mueller, Lance - NRCS-CD, Winchester, IL <Lance.Mueller@il.nacdnet.net>
Subject: CRP areas around Florence Bridge

Lance,
Please find attached a location map of the project area.  The Pink boundary lines are the alignment
limits.  I also included a website that could offer more details.

http://www.florencebridgestudy.com/

As discussed, we are interested in any areas currently in CRP, CREP or WRP that fall within our project
limits.

Please let me know if you need additional information.

Thanks – Doc
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Dennis M. O'Connell
Environmental Studies Unit Chief
IDOT - District 6
(217) 785-9727
Dennis.oconnell@illinois.gov

P Please consider the environment before printing this email

State of Illinois - CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information contained in this communication is
confidential, may be attorney-client privileged or attorney work product, may constitute inside information
or internal deliberative staff communication, and is intended only for the use of the addressee.
Unauthorized use, disclosure or copying of this communication or any part thereof is strictly prohibited
and may be unlawful. If you have received this communication in error, please notify the sender
immediately by return e-mail and destroy this communication and all copies thereof, including all
attachments. Receipt by an unintended recipient does not waive attorney-client privilege, attorney work
product privilege, or any other exemption from disclosure.

This electronic message contains information generated by the USDA solely for the intended recipients.
Any unauthorized interception of this message or the use or disclosure of the information it contains
may violate the law and subject the violator to civil or criminal penalties. If you believe you have
received this message in error, please notify the sender and delete the email immediately.
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Applicant: IDNR Project Number:

Address:
Contact: Felecia Hurley

2300 S. Dirksen Parkway
Springfield, IL 62764

Alternate Number:
Date:

20790

Project:
Address:

Florence River Bridge (20790)
IL 100/106, Florence

Description:  Removal and replacement of the Florence River Bridge over the Illinois River

09/19/2019
2002996Illinois Department of Transportation - CO

Natural Resource Review Results
Consultation for Endangered Species Protection and Natural Areas Preservation (Part 1075)

The Illinois Natural Heritage Database shows the following protected resources may be in the vicinity of the 
project location:

Burns Springs INAI Site
Florence Bridge Bed INAI Site
Decurrent False Aster (Boltonia decurrens)
Illinois Chorus Frog (Pseudacris illinoensis)

An IDNR staff member will evaluate this information and contact you to request additional information 
or to terminate consultation if adverse effects are unlikely.

Location
The applicant is responsible for the 
accuracy of the location submitted 
for the project.

County: Pike County: Scott

Township, Range, Section: Township, Range, Section:
5S, 2W, 10 , , 
5S, 2W, 14 , , 
5S, 2W, 15 , , 
5S, 2W, 16 , , 
, , 14N, 13W, 30
, , 14N, 14W, 25

Government Jurisdiction
IL Department of Transportation
Felecia Hurley
2300 S. Dirksen Parkway
Springfield, Illinois 62764 

IL Department of Natural Resources 
Contact
Bradley Hayes
217-785-5500
Division of Ecosystems & Environment

Page 1 of 3
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Disclaimer

The Illinois Natural Heritage Database cannot provide a conclusive statement on the presence, absence, or 
condition of natural resources in Illinois. This review reflects the information existing in the Database at the time 
of this inquiry, and should not be regarded as a final statement on the site being considered, nor should it be a 
substitute for detailed site surveys or field surveys required for environmental assessments. If additional 
protected resources are encountered during the project’s implementation, compliance with applicable statutes 
and regulations is required.

Terms of Use

By using this website, you acknowledge that you have read and agree to these terms. These terms may be 
revised by IDNR as necessary. If you continue to use the EcoCAT application after we post changes to these 
terms, it will mean that you accept such changes. If at any time you do not accept the Terms of Use, you may not 
continue to use the website.

1. The IDNR EcoCAT website was developed so that units of local government, state agencies and the public 
could request information or begin natural resource consultations on-line for the Illinois Endangered Species 
Protection Act, Illinois Natural Areas Preservation Act, and Illinois Interagency Wetland Policy Act. EcoCAT uses 
databases, Geographic Information System mapping, and a set of programmed decision rules to determine if 
proposed actions are in the vicinity of protected natural resources. By indicating your agreement to the Terms of 
Use for this application, you warrant that you will not use this web site for any other purpose.

2. Unauthorized attempts to upload, download, or change information on this website are strictly prohibited and 
may be punishable under the Computer Fraud and Abuse Act of 1986 and/or the National Information 
Infrastructure Protection Act.

3. IDNR reserves the right to enhance, modify, alter, or suspend the website at any time without notice, or to 
terminate or restrict access.

Security

EcoCAT operates on a state of Illinois computer system. We may use software to monitor traffic and to identify 
unauthorized attempts to upload, download, or change information, to cause harm or otherwise to damage this 
site. Unauthorized attempts to upload, download, or change information on this server is strictly prohibited by law. 

Unauthorized use, tampering with or modification of this system, including supporting hardware or software, may 
subject the violator to criminal and civil penalties. In the event of unauthorized intrusion, all relevant information 
regarding possible violation of law may be provided to law enforcement officials.

Privacy

EcoCAT generates a public record subject to disclosure under the Freedom of Information Act. Otherwise, IDNR 
uses the information submitted to EcoCAT solely for internal tracking purposes.
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October 21, 2019 

  

Felecia Hurley 

Environment Section 

Illinois Department of Transportation 

Bureau of Design and Environment 

2300 South Dirksen Parkway 

Springfield, Illinois 62764 

 

RE: Florence River Bridge, seq. 20790 

Consultation Program  

EcoCAT Review #2002996 

Pike & Scott Counties 

 

Dear Ms. Hurley, 

 

The Department has received your submission for this project for the purposes of consultation pursuant to 

the Illinois Endangered Species Protection Act [520 ILCS 10/11], the Illinois Natural Areas Preservation 

Act [525 ILCS 30/17], and Title 17 Illinois Administrative Code Part 860 and Part 1075. Additionally, the 

Department may offer advice and recommendations for species covered under the Fish & Aquatic Life 

Code [515 ILCS 5, et seq.]; the Illinois Wildlife Code [520 ILCS 5, et seq.]; and the Herptiles-Herps Act 

[510 ILCS 69]. 

  

The proposed action being reviewed in this letter consists of the removal and replacement of the bridge 

carrying IL 100/106 over the Illinois River and the associated roadwork, in Florence, Illinois (39.633, -

90.608).  

 

The Illinois Natural Heritage Database indicated records for the state-listed Illinois chorus frog 

(Pseudacris illinoensis) and the state and federally-listed decurrent false aster (Boltonia decurrens) in 

the project vicinity. The project also crosses the Florence Bridge Bed Illinois Natural Area Inventory 

(INAI) site.  

 

The Illinois Chorus frog records are restricted to the east side of the Illinois River with no records of the 

species occurring west of the Illinois River. The Illinois Natural History Survey (INHS) conducted call 

surveys from thirteen aquatic locations within or near the project area on the east side of the Illinois River 

in 2018. No Illinois chorus frogs were heard calling at any of the calling stations location within the 

project vicinity. The Department has determined this project is unlikely to impact the Illinois Chorus frog.   

 

Approximately 8,825 rosettes of decurrent false aster were found at five sites, occurring in the floodplain 

on the east side of the Illinois River. The preferred alternative will impact 2.59 acres of decurrent false 

aster. The Department encourages disturbance to this population be avoided if possible. However, listed 

plant species are the property of the landowner under the Illinois Endangered Species Protection Act [520 
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ILCS 10/11] and thus, the fate of the population resides with the landowner. The Illinois Department of 

Transportation (IDOT) has proposed measures to preserve decurrent false aster, including exclusionary 

fencing to prevent impacts from equipment and plans to conserve the genetic material of the plant through 

seed collection and dispersal onsite or at approved locations. The Department concurs with IDOT’s 

proposed method of conserving the genetic material of the local populations of decurrent false aster and 

of the proposed plan for dispersal of the collected seeds.  

 

A survey for freshwater mussels was conducted in the project area by INHS in 2017. The survey 

identified 649 live individuals representing 14 species, plus one species collected only as fresh-dead. No 

live or fresh dead state or federally-listed mussels were collected.  The Aquatic Survey Report states that 

non-listed species of mussels were moved out of the project area. Relocations of non-listed mussel are 

good for two years from the date of survey, as outlined in the Annual Aquatic Life Relocation Permit 

issued to INHS on behalf of IDOT. Therefore, due to the amount of time that will have passed between 

construction and the 2017 survey, the Department requests an additional mussel relocation effort be 

conducted prior to construction in accordance with Title 17 Illinois Administrative Code Part 860. 

 

If blasting is incorporated as part of the demolition, the Department requests continued coordination to 

avoid and minimize impacts to native fish and other wildlife. The Department recommends a blasting 

plan that discusses measures taken to avoid and minimize blasting impacts to fish and wildlife, such as 

scare charges and/or bubble/air curtains, be developed and shared for comment. Any mortality of fish and 

wildlife should also be monitored, documented, and promptly reported to the Department. 

 

Consultation on the part of the Department is closed, unless the applicant desires additional information 

or advice related to this proposal.  Consultation for Part 1075 is valid for two years unless new 

information becomes available which was not previously considered; the proposed action is modified; or 

additional species, essential habitat, or Natural Areas are identified in the vicinity. If the action has not 

been implemented within two years of the date of this letter, or any of the above listed conditions develop, 

a new consultation is necessary. 

 

The natural resource review reflects the information existing in the Illinois Natural Heritage Database at 

the time of the project submittal and should not be regarded as a final statement on the project being 

considered, nor should it be a substitute for detailed site surveys or field surveys required for 

environmental assessments.  If additional protected resources are unexpectedly encountered during the 

project’s implementation, the applicant must comply with the applicable statutes and regulations. 

 

Please contact me with any questions about this review. 

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

 

 

Bradley Hayes 

Resource Planner  

Office of Realty & Capital Planning 

Illinois Dept. of Natural Resources 

One Natural Resources Way 

Springfield, IL  62702-1271 

bradley.hayes@illinois.gov 

Phone: (217) 782-0031  
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IL 100-106 River Crossing Project
Phase I Study

NEPA/404 Merger Meeting
Informational Briefing

September 22, 2016

D-1-037



Introduction of Study Team
u IDOT Region 4/District 6

uFederal Highway Administration

uConsultant - WSP|Parsons Brinckerhoff
uCrawford, Murphy & Tilly

uEFK Moen

uKaskaskia Engineering Group

uTSi Geotechnical

River Crossing Project
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Agenda
uWhat is the IL 100-106 River Crossing Project?

uWhere is the Project located?

uWhy do we need the Project?

uHow is this Project different than the previous
river crossing feasibility study (LIRRCS)?

uWhat is the role of the river crossing in the
region’s transportation system and economy?

u Next Steps

River Crossing Project
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What is the IL 100-106 River Crossing
Project?
uThe project is a study of various alternatives to

determine how to improve the existing IL
100/106 bridge crossing over the Illinois River
in Florence, Illinois while minimizing impacts
to the human and natural environment.

u Initiated in Spring 2016

River Crossing Project
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River Crossing Project

We Are Here

Project Study Timeline
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Where is the Project located?
uThe Project is located in

west central Illinois
uThere is a nearby river

crossing on I-72 to the
north

uOther river crossings are
located in Meredosia
and Beardstown to the
north and Kampsville
and Hardin to the south

River Crossing Project

IL 104 River Crossing
15 miles upstream

IL 108 River Crossing
24 miles downstream

US 67 River Crossing
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Where is the Project located?
uThe Study Area for this

project includes:
u The river crossing at IL

100/106
u The nearby river

crossing at I-72
u Nearby communities in

Scott and Pike counties

River Crossing Project
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Why do we need the Project?
uThe existing bridge is “functionally obsolete”

and “structurally deficient”
uBuilt in 1929
uSufficiency rating of 22.6 out of 100

uTraffic must use alternate routes if it is closed
for repair
u32 mile detour for most vehicles
u47 mile detour for farm implements and others

that are not allowed on I-72 bridge

River Crossing Project
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Definitions
uFunctionally Obsolete
uThe bridge deck geometry, weight capacity,

clearance, or approach roadway alignment no
longer meet the criteria for the roadway.

uStructurally Deficient
uBridge rating falls below the threshold for the

deck, superstructure, substructure, culvert,
structural evaluation, or the waterway
adequacy.

River Crossing Project
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“Sufficiency Rating” Calculation River Crossing Project

uStructural Adequacy
and Safety – 55%

uServiceability and
Functional
Obsolescence – 30%

uEssentiality for Public
Use – 15%
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How is this Project different than
the previous LIRRCS Study?
u LIRRCS - Lower Illinois 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

River Crossing Project
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LIRRCS Alternatives
u Alternate 1 – maintain

existing lift bridge
u Alternate 2 – remove existing

bridge
u Alternate 3 – New

interchange at I-72 and CH
14, remove existing bridge

u Alternate 4 – New bridge
at/near existing location,
remove existing bridge

u Alternate 5 – New bridge at
Pearl, remove existing bridge

River Crossing Project

The LIRRCS recommended
Alternate 4
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Role of the river crossing in the region’s
transportation system and economy

River Crossing Project

u IL 100/106 carries 1,400
Vehicles per day
uI-72 carries 8,000 Vehicles per

day
uDirectly connects the county

seats of Scott and Pike
counties

uExtensive out-of-direction
travel if IL 100/106 bridge is
closed
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Role of the river crossing in the region’s
transportation system and economy

River Crossing Project

uBusinesses Dependent on River Crossing
uCargill
uReceives 80% product from east side

uCentral Stone
u90% of outgoing loads go east

uIllinois Valley Paving
uAgriculture
uPike County $232 million/yr. in sales
uScott County $89 million/yr. in sales
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uRiver Traffic
u9-10 barge tows a day
uOpening is narrow for barge tows
uApprox. 80 collision events since 2000

River Crossing Project
Role of the river crossing in the region’s
transportation system and economy

105’ (3-wide barge tow)

Navigation Channel has less than
50 feet of clearance each side
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Next Steps
uPublic Meeting #1 (Sept. 2016)
uProject Introduction

uCAG Meeting #1 (Oct. 2016)
uPurpose of CAG/Ground Rules
uInitial Coordination
uFeasibility Study review
uPurpose and Need
uBrainstorm alternatives

uData Collection/Purpose and Need Development

River Crossing Project
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Thank You!

River Crossing Project
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Illinois NEPA/404 Merger Meeting 
September 22, 2016 

 
 
 

 
IDOT District 9 Headquarters 
2801 W. Murphysboro Road 

Carbondale, IL 62903 
 
 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

3250 Executive Park Drive 
Springfield, IL 62703 

Conference Room 
 

 

 
8:30 am – 11 am 

 
• Florence Bridge Project (District 6, Scott and Pike counties) (60 min) 

o Information – project introduction 
 

• Curtis Road Study (District 5, Champaign County) (60 min) 
o Information – introduction of the planning study by the Champaign 

MPO 
 

• Shawnee Parkway (District 9, Alexander, Pulaski, and Union counties) (60 
min) 

o Concurrence – purpose and need 
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Name Agency e‐mail address Participation Location
Matt Fuller FHWA matt.fuller@dot.gov Carbondale, IL
Sheldon Fairfield IDNR sheldon.fairfield@illinois.gov Carbondale, IL
Preston Marucco IDOT preston.marucco@illinois.gov Carbondale, IL
Felecia Hurley IDOT felecia.hurley@illinois.gov Carbondale, IL
Keith McMullen USACE Keith.A.McMullen@usace.army.mil Carbondale, IL
Alan Edmondson USACE alan.r.edmondson@usace.army.mil Carbondale, IL
Chad LaMontague USACE chad.m.lamontagne@usace.army.mil Carbondale, IL
Liz Pelloso USEPA pelloso.elizabeth@epa.gov Carbondale, IL
Paul Niedernhofer IDOT‐BDE paul.nidernhofer@illinois.gov Carbondale, IL
Daren Gove IEPA Darren.Gove@illinois.gov Teleconference
David Halpin IHPA David.Halpin@illinois.gov Teleconference
Steve Ott PB OttS@pbworld.com Teleconference
Ken Ahrenholtz Kaskaskia Engineering Teleconference
Pete Sambor US Coast Guard Pete.J.Sambor@uscg.mil Teleconference
Nathan Grider IDNR nathan.grider@illinois.gov Teleconference
Ken Runkle IDOT ken.runkle@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
Rick Powell PB powellw@pbworld.com Springfield, IL
Lou Haasis FHWA lou.haasis@dot.gov Springfield, IL
Dennis O'Connell IDOT‐D6 dennis.oconnell@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
jon Kelley IDOT‐D6 jonathan.kelley@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
Jay Wavering IDOT‐D6 jay.wavering@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
Sal Madonia IDOT‐D6 sal.madonia3@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
Jan Piland FHWA janis.piland@dot.gov Springfield, IL
John Sherrill IDOT‐BDE john.sherrill@illinois.gov Springfield, IL

Sign‐in Sheet
NEPA‐404 Merger Meeting

September 22, 2016

District 6 ‐ Florence Bridge Project (District 6, Scott and Pike counties)
Information: Project Introduction
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NEPA/404 Merger Meeting Summary 
September 22, 2016 

 
 

IDOT District 6, Scott and Pike counties 
Florence Bridge Project 
Environmental Assessment 
Information – Project introduction 

 
DECISIONS: 
None requested. 
 
NEXT STEPS: 
February 2017 – Purpose and Need concurrence. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
On September 22, a NEPA/404 Merger Team meeting was held at the FHWA Illinois Division 
office in Springfield for the Illinois 100/106 River Crossing Phase I Study. The meeting included 
live and remote attendees who were connected via telephone and web conference. As this was an 
“information only” presentation, no concurrence decision was made. 
 
There were four handouts distributed to the attendees in Springfield: 

• Draft timeframes schedule 
• Presentation 
• Project description 
• Project status 

 
R. Powell (WSP|PB) narrated the presentation (approximately 15 minutes), after which a 
discussion period was held between IDOT, FHWA, the consultant team and the state and federal 
resource agencies present. Following is a summary of the discussion. 
 
L. Pelloso (USEPA) asked about the schedule for presenting the Purpose and Need for 
concurrence at the February 2017 Merger Team meeting. R. Powell responded that the Citizen’s 
Advisory Group first meeting is running slightly behind the draft timeframes schedule, but there 
was still time to process the draft Purpose and Need if the process doesn’t have any 
complications.  The default date if February2017 is not met is to present for concurrence at the 
June 2017 Merger meeting. 
 
K. Runkle (IDOT BDE) stated that the existing lift bridge’s age characteristics presented 
additional needs to consider in formulating the Purpose and Need, and that improved river 
navigation should be mentioned as part of the project’s focus. 
 
P. Sambor (USCG) discussed the existing bridge and pier protection cells and their history 
regarding vessel collisions. The original pier protection cell on the left descending side had been 
struck so many times that it was leaning in toward the bridge and a second protection cell was 
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needed to protect the first cell as well as the bridge. The cell on the right descending side was 
struck twice during construction of the second protection cell. He stated that if a replacement 
bridge were being considered, as a ballpark design, IDOT should consider a 500 foot horizontal 
clearance (similar to Meredosia and Beardstown replacement bridges) and a 70 foot vertical 
clearance as likely design parameters. He also noted the lengthy approach distance of the 
existing bridge on the east side of the river.  
 
K. Runkle stated that the approach to the study should be “multi-modal” and emphasize the river 
transportation mode as well as those that use the bridge roadway. J. Piland (FHWA) stated her 
understanding that there will need to be close coordination with the USCG during development 
of alternatives.  
 
A. Edmondson (USACE) stated that every time there is a barge collision, and recovery action 
required, it is a multi-layered problem. It is a definite safety issue. K. Runkle compared the 
location to the US 54 Champ Clark crossing over the Mississippi River, where there is a narrow 
bridge that needs to accommodate large agricultural equipment as well as other vehicles on a 
narrow roadway. A. Edmondson also discussed processing the study as an Environmental 
Assessment vs. Categorical Exclusion; under Section 10 he did not see a river crossing 
alternative meeting a CE approval. Under Section 408, there are new requirements, and he is not 
sure of the extent of requirements for this project. 
 
D. Halpin (IHPA) stated that he had no comments. 
 
N. Grider (IDNR) stated that for any river crossing alternatives, a mussel bed survey would 
likely be required, and also noted the existence of bald eagle nests in the area, as well as the 
state-listed species chorus frog. He suggested this study tap into the recent IL 104 Illinois River 
crossing study at Meredosia to gauge the type of resources and impacts that might be 
encountered. 
 
M. Fuller (FHWA) stated that the next step would include invitations to the cooperating 
agencies. S. Ott (WSP|PB) stated that the invitation drafts could be pulled together within one or 
two weeks. M. Fuller also discussed prior agency review of the Environmental Assessment (EA); 
he stated that the EA is usually not made available to the resource agencies until after it is 
signed, but that a draft could be made available upon request if there was interest from any of the 
agencies, and to let him know if this was the case. 
 
 
 
  

D-1-057



Name Agency e‐mail address Participation Location
Preston Marucco IDOT preston.marucco@illinois.gov Carbondale, IL
Sheldon Fairfield IDNR sheldon.fairfield@illinois.gov Carbondale, IL
Felecia Hurley IDOT felecia.hurley@illinois.gov Carbondale, IL
Alan Edmondson USACE alan.r.edmondson@usace.army.mil Carbondale, IL
Chad LaMontague USACE chad.m.lamontagne@usace.army.mil Carbondale, IL
Liz Pelloso USEPA pelloso.elizabeth@epa.gov Carbondale, IL
Matt Mangan USFWS matthew_mangan@fws.gov Carbondale, IL
Paul Niedernhofer IDOT‐BDE paul.nidernhofer@illinois.gov Carbondale, IL
Matt Fuller FHWA matt.fuller@dot.gov Carbondale, IL
Keith McMullen USACE Keith.A.McMullen@usace.army.mil Carbondale, IL
Mike Sedlacek USEPA Sedlacek.Michael@epa.gov teleconference
Terry Savko IDOT terry.savko@illinois.gov teleconference
David Halpin IHPA david.halpin@illinois.gov teleconference
Darren Gove IEPA Darren.Gove@illinois.gov Teleconference
Ken Runkle IDOT ken.runkle@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
Rita Black CCRPC/CUUATS rmorocoi@ccrpc.org Springfield, IL
Lori Morgan CCRPC/CUUATS lmorgan@ccrpc.org Springfield, IL
John Sherrill IDOT‐BDE john.sherrill@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
Jan Piland FHWA janis.piland@dot.gov Springfield, IL
Brad Koldehoff IDOT brad.koldehoff@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
Ashlee McLaughlin CCRPC/CUUATS amclaughlin@ccrpc.org Springfield, IL
Betsy Tracy FHWA betsy.tracy@dot.gov Springfield, IL

Sign‐in Sheet
NEPA‐404 Merger Meeting

September 22, 2016

District 5 ‐ Curtis Road Study ‐ Champaign County
Information: Planning Study
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IDOT District 5, Champaign County 
Curtis Road Planning Study 
Planning Study 
Information – introduce the planning study by the Champaign MPO 

 
DECISIONS: 
None requested. 
 
NEXT STEPS: 
None noted. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
Located at a junction of several of the jurisdictions comprising the Champaign-Urbana 
Urbanized Area, Curtis Road has long been considered a critical roadway linkage for the 
community. This corridor connects the City of Urbana and Urbana Township on the east end of 
the corridor to the Village of Savoy, City of Champaign, and the Curtis Road interchange with 
Interstate-57 on the west end. Each of those four jurisdictions as well as the University of Illinois 
has a variety of requirements for access to residential properties, public recreation space, 
commercial uses, the 200-acre University Research Park, a railroad, and university athletic 
facilities/stadiums within and immediately adjacent to the corridor. As a result of these needs, 
The Curtis Road Corridor Study has been undertaken by the Champaign-Urbana Urbanized Area 
Transportation Study (CUUATS) to evaluate a 4.6 mile section of Curtis Road, from Neil 
Street/US 45 to High Cross Road/IL 130. The goal of this study is to identify infrastructure that 
facilitates mobility within and between the surrounding jurisdictions as well as supports and 
protects the disparate surrounding land uses, including the University of Illinois agricultural 
research and educational fields known as the South Farms.  
 
University’s South Farms are located in the middle of the corridor. In this area, farm equipment 
transportation, animal crossings, and a variety of environmental sensitivities present obstacles to 
the improvement of safety and connectivity between the growing populations and development 
to the east and west. According to the CUUATS Traffic Demand Model and Land Use Evolution 
and Impact Assessment Model (LEAM), 24-hour traffic volumes along this section of Curtis 
Road are projected to increase by over 60 percent in the next 25 years. Accounting for the impact 
of future transportation infrastructure improvements on the environmentally-sensitive and 
academically important research land within the corridor makes this study uniquely complex.  
 
The Curtis Road Corridor Study is being carried out with a $300,000 Lead Adopter Incentive 
Award from the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) second Strategic Highway 
Research Program (SHRP2). The Champaign County Regional Planning Commission 
(CCRPC)/CUUATS were selected for this award in order to use FHWA’s PlanWorks decision 
guide for corridor planning to carry out the Curtis Road Corridor Study from July 2016-
December 2017. In addition to the corridor planning decision guide, CUUATS staff have also 
elected to make use of the PlanWorks Application, “Natural Environment and Implementing 
Eco-Logical,” which incorporates the FHWA’s Integrated Ecological Framework into the 
corridor planning process.  
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In light of the agricultural nature of the corridor and considerations of the FHWA’s Integrated 
Ecological Framework, in addition to more conventional corridor evaluations like demographics, 
land use, and transportation, this study will incorporate an expanded environmental assessment. 
The goal of this assessment will be to address stakeholder concerns about the environment, as 
well as work to better connect the planning and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
processes. The assessment will examine the existing physical setting and environmental 
conditions, including: topography, soils, waterways, wetlands, floodplains, drainage, habitats, air 
quality, water quality, noise pollution, light pollution, special waste, and cultural resources. 
These topics incorporate elements that would need to be considered as part of the NEPA review 
for any proposed project resulting from this study, as well as stakeholder concerns related to the 
sensitive agricultural uses directly adjacent to the corridor. It is hoped that by examining these 
elements during the planning process, stakeholders may be better prepared for the 
implementation process and save valuable resources. 
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Name Agency e‐mail address Participation Location
Matt Fuller FHWA matt.fuller@dot.gov Carbondale, IL
Chris Fraley FHWA chris.fraley@dot.gov Carbondale, IL
Preston Marucco IDOT preston.marucco@illinois.gov Carbondale, IL
Sheldon Fairfield IDNR sheldon.fairfield@illinois.gov Carbondale, IL
Felecia Hurley IDOT felecia.hurley@illinois.gov Carbondale, IL
Matthew Lechner USFS ‐Shawnee NF mlechner@fs.fed.us Carbondale, IL
Alan Edmondson USACE alan.r.edmondson@usace.army.mil Carbondale, IL
Keith McMullen USACE Keith.A.McMullen@usace.army.mil Carbondale, IL
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IDOT District 9, Alexander, Pulaski, and Union counties 
Shawnee Parkway 
Environmental Impact Statement 
Concurrence: Purpose and Need  

 
DECISIONS: 
None requested, none provided. 
 
NEXT STEPS: 
This project’s Purpose and Need will be resubmitted to the environmental regulatory agencies in 
October 2016 and IDOT/FHWA will seek concurrence on the P&N in November 2016. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
The presentation was conducted by Brooks Brestal and Bridgett Jacquot of Horner & Shifrin and 
Jason Watters of Lochmueller Group, the project consultants.  Printed copies of the presentation 
slides were distributed to attendees.   
 
Brooks Brestal opened the meeting.  Brooks explained the Team was there to present the 
Shawnee Parkway project’s Purpose & Need Statement (P&N).  A draft of the purpose and need 
was provided to the environmental resource agencies prior to the meeting and there were 
numerous comments and concerns.  Brooks explained that the purpose of this presentation is to 
describe how IDOT is addressing agency comments and concerns and revising the P&N.  A 
handout of the comments received was provided to the agencies and Brooks explained 
throughout the presentation in the top right corner of the slide there is a number is in blue text.  
This number corresponds to the comment in the handout.  
 
The schedule for the project milestones is as follows: resubmittal of the Draft P&N October 
2016; Seek concurrence on the P&N November 2016; Seek concurrence on Alternatives to be 
Carried Forward at the February 2018 NEPA/404 Merger meeting; seek concurrence on the 
Preferred Alternatives at the February 2019 NEPA/404 merger meeting; submit and get approval 
on the DEIS mid 2019; and submit and get approval on the combined FEIS/ROD in mid 2020.   
 
Brooks described the study area limits as within Alexander, Pulaski, and Union Counties 
bounded by just north of IL 146 to the north, I-57 on the east, and IL 3 to the west and south.  
FHWA and IDOT are the lead agencies.  A NOI was published for the project on November 25, 
2015 stating the project would be processed as an EIS.  The purpose of the project is to improve 
system linkage, analyze intermodal connections to and through the intersection of IL Route 3 and 
IL Route 146 and Interstate 57 in Alexander, Pulaski, and Union Counties with a desirable 
outcome is to promote the region’s economic opportunities.   
 
IDOT is aware and understands the numerous high quality environmental resources with the 

D-1-062



Page 6 of 19 
September 22, 2016 

NEPA-404 Merger Meeting Summary 

study area, including the Shawnee National Forest, Cypress Creek National Wildlife Refuge, 
Cache River, and historical sites. 
 
Ms. Bridgett Jacquot described that the study is early in its process and there is no alternative 
and/or facility type predetermined for the Shawnee Parkway.  She stated that a discussion of 
alternatives is not allowed by NEPA. NEPA requires the process to establish the P&N first and 
then develop alternatives.  She outlined the following:   
 

• The NEPA process for an EIS does not allow the lead agencies, in this case IDOT and 
FHWA, to predetermine an alternative or facility type (e.g. interstate, expressway, 
highway).   

• The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing Procedural 
Provisions of NEPA (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508(e)) state the following in Section 1502.2 
(f)(g):  

o (f) Agencies shall not commit resources prejudicing selection of alternatives 
before making a final decision (§1506.1);  

o (g) Environmental impact statements shall serve as the means of assessing the 
environmental impact of proposed agency actions, rather than justifying decisions 
already made.   

• Therefore, in accordance with the aforementioned, an alternative and/or facility type has 
not been determined for the Shawnee Parkway project. 

 
Brooks once again touched on the land use which is a mix of agricultural, rural communities, 
forested land, and a high density of sensitive environmental resources.  He also described the 
public involvement that is be conducted for the project.  Public involvement is being carried out 
using Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS).  CSS activities to date include:  the development of a 
Stakeholder Involvement Plan (available on the project website); the formation of a Community 
Advisory Group (CAG); the first newsletter has been issued (available on the project website); 
numerous stakeholder meetings; surveys have been conducted with the industries and 
Emergency Services within and adjacent to the study area; and a project website has been 
developed and is available www.shawneeparkway.org.  
 
One CAG meeting has been held where consensus of the following Problem Statement was 
received: There is no efficient east/west roadway between the intersection of IL Route 146/IL 
Route 3 south of McClure and Interstate-57 that adequately and safely connects multi-modal 
routes to efficiently move local and regional motorists and freight through an economically 
challenged area in an environmentally and culturally sensitive region.  The information 
provided in this Purpose and Need Statement supports this problem statement.  This Purpose and 
Need Statement provides the data corroborating the CAG member’s issues and needs associated 
with the transportation system within Alexander, Pulaski, and Union County. 
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The following stakeholders have been met with to date and the minutes of the meetings can be 
found on the project website:  U.S. Forest Service; Southern Five Regional Planning District; 
Southernmost Illinois Tourism; Shawnee Regional Economic Alliance; Alexander County 
Board; Alexander County Engineer; Pulaski County Engineer; Union County Engineer; 
Southeast Metropolitan Planning Organization; and Southern Seven Health Department.   
 
Common comments heard at these meetings include:  quite a number of people from the study 
area go to Cape for medical care, employment and shopping; roads are rough; Missouri now 
taking IL medical card so now even more people will travel to Cape; people are sending their 
kids to school in Cape because the local schools are failing; a number of roads have flooding; 
younger citizens area leaving because no jobs, no quality of life; concerns regarding impacts to 
the environment; effects on the city of Anna; the congestion is harming downtown Anna; need a 
robust transportation system to support people from the area who want to start businesses and 
ship their products elsewhere and to connect people who want to remain in the area to higher 
paying jobs. Those who oppose, the majority of stated because of impacts to the environment 
and waste of money. Those who support, the majority of stated because it will provide a better 
road, safer road and support economic development. 
 
The purpose of the Shawnee Parkway project is to improve east-west transportation system 
linkage and intermodal connections to and through the study area extending from the intersection 
of IL 3 and IL 146 to I-57 in the Illinois counties of Alexander, Pulaski, and Union.  In addition, 
a desirable outcome of providing this improvement is to promote the region’s economic 
opportunities. Brooks explained that the need of improving intermodal connections is now being 
addressed. More importantly, the purpose of the project has been revised to state “improve” the 
existing east-west transportation network, this could be accomplished by building a new roadway 
or improving an existing route.  
 
Brooks explained there is legislation for this action.  Established in 2000 by Congress, the Delta 
Regional Authority makes strategic investments of federal appropriations into the physical and 
human infrastructure of Delta communities. Through the States’ Economic Development 
Assistance Program, these investments help to improve transportation and basic public 
infrastructure and to strengthen our workforce development system and local business 
environments in distressed counties. One of the several ways the Delta Regional Authority 
supports job creation and economic development is by increasing access to quality healthcare.  
To be deemed a “Distressed County,” counties must meet one of the following criteria: 1) An 
unemployment rate of one percent higher (7.2 percent) than the national average (6.2 percent) for 
the most recent 24-month period; or 2) Have a per capita income of 80 percent or less of the 
national per capita income. Alexander, Pulaski & Union Counties meet both criteria. 
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The U.S. Secretary of Transportation’s, Anthony Foxx, has initiated anew campaign titled 
“Ladders of Opportunity and this supports the Delta Regional Authority’s objectives and the 
needs of the Shawnee Parkway project. This campaign wants to “Connect People to 
Opportunity” as Secretary Foxx stated, “We must reinvent how we think about transportation. 
We need to aspire for more.  We need a transportation system that connects people to 
opportunity while bringing opportunity to people.”  The campaign has three key points: 1) 
Transportation connects people to opportunity and can invigorate opportunity within 
communities.  To the greatest extent possible, we should support transportation projects that do 
both; 2) While we cannot change the past, we can ensure that current and future transportation 
projects connect and strengthen communities, including areas that have, in the past, been on the 
wrong side of transportation decisions; and 3) Transportation facilities should be built by, for and 
with the communities impacted by them.  Development of transportation facilities should 
meaningfully reflect and incorporate the input of all the people and communities they touch. 
 
The environmental regulatory agencies commented on the logical termini for the project.  
Bridgett explained the following. According to the FHWA regulations based on the principles of 
23 CFR 771.111(f), independent utility must meet the following evaluation criteria: 1) Connect 
logical termini and be of sufficient length to address environmental matters on a broad scope; 2) 
Has independent utility or independent significance.  Must be usable and be a reasonable 
expenditure even if no additional transportation improvements are made in the study area; and 3) 
Does not restrict consideration of alternatives for other reasonably foreseeable transportation 
improvements.  She outlined how the Shawnee Parkway project is meeting these FHWA 
principles:  
 
Connect logical termini and be of sufficient length to address environmental matters on a 
broad scope:  For the Shawnee Parkway project, an environmental survey will be conducted for 
this project, which will cover an area greater than that affected. FHWA and IDOT are aware of 
and are attentive to the location of the Shawnee Forest, Cypress Creek Wildlife Refuge, and 
Cache River Watershed within and adjacent to the project study area.  In accordance with NEPA, 
direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to these sensitive biological resources will be analyzed 
and will be avoided, minimized, and mitigated.   Also as shown on the Exhibit, there are already 
existing roadways that cross the Refuge and the Watershed. 
 
Has independent utility or independent significance.  Must be usable and be a reasonable 
expenditure even if no additional transportation improvements are made in the study area; AND 
Does not restrict consideration of alternatives for other reasonably foreseeable transportation 
improvements: Typically, the logical termini of a project are located at a major traffic generator, 
such as an intersecting roadway. At these points the traffic pattern will experience a substantial 
change in direction or volume. For the Shawnee Parkway project, this is apparent with the 
project’s western terminus of IL 3/146 intersection and the eastern terminus of I-57.  The state 
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routes of IL 3 and IL 146 are a dually marked route starting at the new Bill Emerson Bridge over 
the Mississippi River just west of East Cape Girardeau, IL. The Bill Emerson Bridge is 
approximately 140 miles south of the nearest Mississippi River Crossing to the north. This route 
is a four-lane roadway carrying approximately 9500 vehicles per day (vpd).  The dually marked 
route comes to a “T” just east of East Cape Girardeau, IL and splits; IL 146 continues north 
while IL 3 continues south. Along with this split in the road, the ADT splits, with approximately 
6100 vpd heading north along IL 146 and approximately 4100 vpd heading south along IL 3.  I-
57 serves as a logical terminus as it provides a connection for travelers to head north, south, or 
continue east on higher quality roadways. Those continuing east of I-57 can access local routes 
that are of higher quality and designed for higher speeds. IDOT currently has no plan in its 
Multi-Year Highway Improvement Program to study, design, or construct any type of new 
construction and/or reconstruction east of I-57.  In addition, if a study is ever conducted for a 
new and/or reconstructed roadway east of I-57, that study would not be limited to tying into the 
termination point along I-57 for the Shawnee Parkway project.  
 
Jason Watters described the existing roadways within the study area. The north-south roadways 
within the study area include I-57, IL 3, IL 127 and US 51.  Beginning with its intersection with 
IL 146, IL 3 and 146 run together to the north along the same route.  Approximately 12 miles 
north of this intersection IL 3 continues northerly and IL 146 turns easterly to I-57.  This section 
of IL 146 from IL 3 to I-57 is the only major east-west roadway within the three counties.  Other 
east-west roadways are lower quality, unmarked local roadways with numerous substandard 
horizontal and vertical curves, narrow lanes, narrow to no shoulders, and subject to frequent 
flooding issues.  In addition to the lower quality roadway system, the existing roadways 
frequently flood within the project study, making them impassible at times.  The Alexander, 
Pulaski, and Union County Engineers provided IDOT with roadways that flood within the 
project study area. 
 
The need for the Shawnee Parkway project is to address deficiencies in the east-west 
transportation linkage and deficiencies in intermodal connectivity to and through the study area.  
 
One of the needs for the proposed project is to improve east-west transportation system linkage. 
Transportation system linkage refers to the effective movement of people, goods, and services. 
The region needs an improved east-west roadway effectively connecting communities and 
providing a roadway promoting efficient and safe travel in the region for a wide variety of 
transportation users.  
 
The existing transportation network limits access for residents and travelers to and through the 
study area; impeding the movement of people, goods, and services.  Also, in the existing 
conditions, residents and emergency services residing within the study area do not have a 
roadway system effectively linking them to full-service medical facilities, colleges/universities, 
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and/or employment centers.  The most reasonable route connecting IL 3/146, IL 127, US 51 and 
I-57 are high quality routes circumventing the core of the study area. One of the “east-west” 
routes in the core of the study area, the Grapevine Trail, is a lower quality, unmarked local 
roadway with frequent curves and limited passing sight distance. In terms of linkage, an 
improved, more efficient, higher quality east-west facility from the intersection of IL 3 and IL 
146 to I-57 could reduce inefficient travel to and through the study area.   
 
Jason explained an Origin-Destination Study was conducted for this project using a license plate 
matching survey conducted within the study area.  The license plate matching survey is one of 
the most reliable techniques available. Conclusions from the study: 
  

• 25-30% of the existing trips (3000 vpd) at the IL 3/IL 146 intersection travel to I-57 or 
through I-57 and continue east;  

• 35% of trips use IL 146 to access IL 127 (north/south) 2300 vpd continue through Anna; 
vehicles are using IL 146 to access the north-south routes;  

• 1450 vpd use some part of Grape Vine Trail to access Cape Girardeau; and  
• probable ADT for any potential alternative can be accommodated with a two lane facility. 

 
Bridgett explained, as stated earlier, the existing transportation network limits access for 
residents and travelers to, through and within the study area. Greater access to health care has 
been related to better health, more frequent use of preventative services, and lower 
hospitalization rates. These findings are particularly more problematic for those who are 
medically underserved. Underserved populations, like the poor, suffer higher rates premature 
mortality.  
 
Transportation is a commonly identified barrier and can be a barrier to prenatal care, childhood 
preventative medical visits, cancer care, and the management of chronic diseases. This directly 
correlates to the Shawnee Parkway study area, which includes three of the poorest counties in the 
State.  For the Shawnee Parkway project, it has been determined that Full-Service Medical 
Centers provide the highest level of healthcare because they:  have more than 25 inpatient beds; 
offer a range of surgical services; and offer obstetric services.  There are four medical centers in 
and adjacent to the study area:  
 

• Union County Hospital - Anna, IL – Union County;  
• St. Francis Medical Center -Cape Girardeau, MO (FULL);  
• Southeast Missouri Hospital -Cape Girardeau, MO (FULL); and  
• Landmark Hospital -Cape Girardeau, MO.   

Only St. Francis in and Southeast are Full-Service Medical Services.  There are no Full-Service 
Medical Centers located within the project study area.   
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Dori Bigler, Chief Financial Officer of the Shawnee Mass Transit District (SMTD), stated in 
August of 2016,  
 

• Dialysis trips are up 15 percent since 2013 (from 5,804 to 6,670), while passenger hours 
for dialysis trips are up 41 percent.  

• The average dialysis trip is 32 miles one way.   
• Trips are on average 2-3 hours one way because additional stops must be made along the 

way 
• Dialysis treatments are not offered at the Union County Hospital within the study area.   
• SMTD transports passengers for dialysis to St. Francis Medical Center and Southeast 

Missouri Hospital in Cape Girardeau, Missouri.  
• It is expected that this trend will continue as access to healthcare is hindered by the 

existing transportation network to and through the study area.  
• An improved transportation system linkage would not only provide this access but also 

coincide with one of the objectives of the Delta Regional Authority of increasing access 
to quality healthcare. 

 
As part of improving east-west transportation system linkage to and through the study area, this 
will provide improved access for those within the study area to Shawnee Community College 
(SCC) and Southeast Missouri State University (SEMO). Improving the study area’s 
transportation system linkage will improve accessibility to vocational and higher educational 
programs offered by SCC and SEMO. The definition for colleges/universities used for this 
project is: offers multiple degree programs at the Associate and/or Bachelor’s level and has an 
enrollment of at least 1,000 students (full-time or part-time). 
 
Neither SCC or SEMO is within our study area, by providing a more efficient transportation 
system link through the study area will allow for improved access for residents within and 
surrounding the study area.   
An improved transportation route could provide individuals with incentives to attend these 
educational institutions by providing easier access, shorter travel distance, reduced gas 
consumption, and safer travel, as some classes are offered at night and the existing roadways 
may deter individuals to travel during this time. The improvement of the transportation system 
linkage and providing improved access to colleges/universities also coincides with the objective 
of the US DOT’s “Connecting People to Opportunity;” and in this case that opportunity is 
education. 
 
As part of improving east-west transportation system linkage to and through the study area, this 
will provide improved access for those within the study area to employment centers adjacent to 
the study area.  This also coincides with the objective of the US DOT’s “Connecting People to 
Opportunity;” as discussed earlier. 
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Bridgett explained the Illinois Department of Commerce & Economic Opportunity provided a 
list of employers and number of employees for the five southernmost counties in Illinois of 
Alexander, Pulaski, Johnson, Massac, and Union.  The data shows employers with the greatest 
number of employees are located in Massac County.  Massac County has the largest regional 
employer, Honeywell International located in Metropolis with 547 employees.  There are 
multiple top employers that exist east of the project study area in the cities of Metropolis, 
Vienna, Grand Chain, Joppa, and Goreville, Illinois.  Improving east-west transportation system 
linkage will provide residents improved access within the study area and the opportunity to 
continue east toward employment opportunities. 
  
The data shows the majority of top employers throughout the five counties are the school 
districts.  The three counties of Alexander, Pulaski, and Union within the study area have had a 
continual decline in population and in turn, have had continual decline in school enrollment. It 
can be assumed that this trend will continue without improvements to access to and through the 
study area and the reliability of employment with the education system will also decrease.   
  
Bridgett described another table that listed the city of Cape Girardeau’s top employers and 
number of employees.  These employers have been supported by the continual increase in 
population since 1950.   
Unlike the counties in Illinois, Cape Girardeau’s major employers are in the healthcare industry, 
which is an industry that is healthy and continues to grow as people live longer.   
  
Improvement of the east-west transportation system within the study area will also provide an 
improved connection to the higher quality north-south state marked routes for emergency 
services (ambulance service and/or fire department).  
 
An improved east-west transportation system would effectively connect the emergency services 
to the higher-quality north-south state routes. To substantiate this, IDOT conducted a survey of 
the emergency services existing conditions within and adjacent to the study area. The following 
provides an overview of the results of this survey. 
  

• According to the Emergency Director of Pulaski County, Ken Kerley, the County’s fire 
and ambulance response times are adequate but believes the time it takes to get to a 
medical facility is inadequate.  He went on to state that there is no “medical facility” 
within Pulaski County and transport requires a distant transport of over 25 miles. Mr. 
Kerly substantiated the need for improving east-west system linkage, safety and 
intermodal connections within the study area by further stating, “most roads in the fire 
protection district are rural in nature with numerous blind curves, no shoulders, in need of 
major repairs.  All roadways used for transport are rural area roadways and highways. All 
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do not allow direct routes with medical facilities. Regarding fire suppression, travel time 
reduction would allow better chances to save property, reduce damage, and improve 
medical transport in rescue situations. Emergency and medical services would be 
enhanced if shorter transport times were possible allowing quicker turn around and 
availability of service. 

  
• Ms. Jana Fear, Emergency Services Director for Union County stated, “Our response 

time is adequate. Union County covers 426 square miles and fire departments are 
volunteer only and a rural area requires longer response times.”  Ms. Fear stated the 
Union County Emergency Service Department does transport to Union County Hospital 
to stabilize and/or treat the patient. If it is determined that another hospital is required, 
ambulance paramedics can perform the transfer or assist the loading of the patient into a 
medical helicopter.” Her response also included, “many rural roads have curves, gravel 
surface, and are narrow.  North/south movement has I-57, US 51, IL 127, and IL 3.  
East/west movements have IL 146 or a conglomeration of narrow county roads, with 
sharp curves, limited site distances, and indirect routes. IL 146 is also hindered by the 
Anna/Jonesboro area.   

  
• According to the Emergency Services Director of Alexander County, for a medical 

emergency, they do not transport individuals to Union County Hospital within the study 
area.  Individuals are transported to: St. Francis Medical Center in Cape Girardeau, 
Missouri, Lourdes Hospital in Paducah, Kentucky or Heartland Memorial in Carbondale, 
IL 

  
• Mr. John Coonred of the Mound City Fire Department stated his Department’s response 

time is adequate but, “thinks an east-west road would be great in our County.  We have 
three major routes north-south (RT 51, Rt 37, I-57), but none going east-west.  Would 
connect Illinois, Kentucky, and Missouri.  We would be in the center and could each 
way.” 

 
In continuing to describe the existing conditions of the roadways in the study area, the typically 
narrow pavement, narrow or nonexistent shoulders, prevalent curvature, steep grades, and 
limited sight distance of the existing roadways leave little tolerance for driver error throughout 
the study area. 
 
The evaluation of two of the most traveled existing east-west routes within the Shawnee Parkway 
study area, IL 146 and Grapevine Trail was performed to determine if the existing roadways met 
the design criteria for a 55 mph design speed.  In accordance with IDOT’s Bureau of Design and 
Environment policy, for rolling terrain a 55 mph design speed may be considered for new 
construction or reconstruction on a two-lane highway.  It was assumed for the purpose of 
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analysis 55 mph would be criteria high speed facility. 
 
The review of Roadway 1 (IL 146) indicated that five existing horizontal curves do not meet the 
design speed criteria for a 55 mph roadway and cannot be easily upgraded to meet a design speed 
of 55 mph.  The review of Roadway 1 also indicated that there are 53 vertical curves that do not 
have adequate stopping sight distance for a 55 mph design speed. The review of Roadway 2 
(Grapevine Trail) indicated that 19 horizontal curves do not meet and cannot be easily upgrade to 
meet a 55 mph design speed.  The review also indicated that 19 vertical curves do not have 
adequate stopping sight distance for a 55 mph design speed. 
 
In order to better evaluate the expected number of crashes along various types of roadway 
segments, safety performance functions, SPF’s were developed for the State of Illinois under the 
jurisdiction of the Illinois Department of Transportation.   Safety Performance Functions predict 
the relationship among traffic, geometric conditions of the road and crash density, crash severity 
and crash type.   Using the predicted number of crashes from the SPF’s and the number of 
observed crashes along a segment of roadway can help determine which roadways should be 
further analyzed for improvements.    
  
Thirteen roadways throughout the Shawnee Parkway study area were analyzed utilizing the Fatal 
and Injury SPF parameters and characteristics for segments.  This analysis considers crash 
severity.  Crash severity refers to the severity of the injuries resulting from a crash.  The severity 
for each crash is assigned a letter K, A, B, C or O.  This designation is consistent with the 
KABCO severity scale (National Safety Council, 1990) typically used by the investigating police 
officer on the scene to classify injury severity for occupants with five categories. 
 
For the Shawnee Parkway study, 2010-2014 crash data was utilized for this analysis because the 
2015 crash data has not been released.   Of the 13 roadways analyzed, 11 of the roadways 
observed crashes exceeded the expected number.  This data indicates that there are opportunities 
to improve safety of the existing roadways in the study area.    
 
Jason continued with another need of the project.  There is a need within the Shawnee Parkway 
study area to provide an improved transportation system to provide for a safe and efficient 
movement of goods by improving the intermodal connections to, through and within the 
Shawnee Parkway Study area.   
 
The growth of the world population is increasing the global demand for products.  This increase 
in demand for products is increasing the volume of shipments which in turn is placing a growing 
need for efficient infrastructure.   The 21st century will see a renewed focus on intermodal freight 
transportation driven by the changing requirement of global supply chains.  Intermodal transport 
can be defined as the use of two or more modes to move a shipment from origin to destination.  
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A supply chain can be defined as a set of three or more organizations directly linked by one or 
more of the upstream and downstream flows of products, services, and information from a source 
to a customer.     
  
The Shawnee Parkway study area is located just east of a large port, the Southeast Missouri 
Regional Port Authority located just south Cape Girardeau, Missouri in Scott City, Missouri. 
Known as the SEMO Port, this Port is a critical link in the area’s economy with annual 
shipments of approximately 1,000,000 tons of products.    Per information provided by the Port 
in August 2016, there is approximately 390,000 tons being transported to I-57.    
 
This includes several thousand truckloads a year of silica transported by tractor-trailer trucks 
from Elco, Illinois located along Illinois Route 127 within the project study area. However, there 
is no direct east-west roadway from the Elco area to Cape Girardeau to safely and efficiently 
transport the product.   
 
Silica is just one major commodity transported to the port through the study area.   Loggers, 
wood producers and sawmills in the study area transport logs, woodchips, and mulch to the 
Missouri Fibre woodchip mill at the SEMO Port.    The farmers in the study area transport corn, 
soybeans, wheat, etc. to the grain elevators at SEMO Port which are then loaded onto barges for 
distribution throughout the world. Unfortunately, the study area does not provide for an efficient 
roadway to transport these products.   
  
The economy in the study area is directly affected by the lack of an efficient, reliable roadway.  
Without a direct east-west roadway through the central portion of the study area, to or from Cape 
Girardeau, trucks carrying the areas products must go north or south and travel along IL Route 3 
and IL Route 146.  The extended travel distances also include maneuvering through the middle 
of urban areas with numerous stops.    Providing an improved, efficient east-west transportation 
corridor through the study area will improve the accessibility of freight movement to its 
distribution points and reduce the travel costs of hauling the freight.  Reductions in travel time, 
fuel costs, and maintenance costs will have a direct impact on the local economy.  
  
The commodities produced within the study area, including the grains, wood products, and silica, 
are shipped not only within the United States but throughout the world.  The SEMO Port also 
receives a large amount of products that include fertilizer and salt from the Gulf Coast via barges 
that is transferred to trucks for distribution throughout the region.   Providing an efficient, direct 
route to and from the Illinois Route 3/Illinois Route 146 intersection to I-57 will decrease the 
local trucking costs and enable the region to efficiently compete in the global economy.   
   
Bridgett now described the desirable outcome of the Shawnee Parkway project is to provide 
opportunity for regional economic development. The essential attributes of any region’s 
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economic viability is providing a connection to services associated with urban areas and also 
providing a connection to the area itself. The Shawnee Parkway project will take a detailed look 
at the transportation system within the study area and how to improve access to and through the 
project study area.  Bridgett went on to discuss the economic development issues or constraints 
that have contributed to the depressed local economy and how an improved east-west 
transportation system within the study area can foster economic enhancements. 
 
 Within the study area, Alexander, Pulaski, and Union counties lag behind the majority of the 
state in population growth, income, and growth in employment. There are considerable needs for 
economic development in these three counties.  Key economic indicators include the declining 
population, increasing poverty, and decreasing employment opportunities.  
 
Between 1950 and 2014, the U.S. Census showed the population in this three county area 
decreased by 42 percent from 54,500 to 31,400.  Each county experienced a population decrease 
over this period.   Between 1970 and 2010, employment in this three county area decreased by 
12 percent from 14,600 to 12,100.   Another aspect of employment is how far one must travel to 
work.  Over two-thirds of area workers (71%) travel outside of the study area to find 
employment. In Alexander County, only one worker in seven (14%) has employment within the 
study area. 
 
Bridgett described the historical economic trends.  Between 1950 and 1960, as with many 
regions along the Mississippi River, the employment opportunities began to decline as the 
shipping, railroad, and ferry industries left the region.   Adding to a continued reduction in 
employment opportunities for the study area, in 1978, the I-57 bridge across the Mississippi 
River was opened and the interstate now bypassed the region. The region’s largest hospital in 
Cairo closed in 1986. The economic decline continued when the Tamms Correctional Facility, 
located in the study area, closed in 2013.   
 
Bridgett described the current economic conditions.  Limited transportation system linkage, poor 
access, prolonged travel times, lack of multilane high-speed highways, and limited developable 
land are all limitations to attracting new employers to the region. Moreover, several tourist and 
recreational attractions in the region, such as the Shawnee National Forest, cannot develop to 
their potential without better transportation linkage and mobility through the region. 
 
The Southern Five Regional Planning District and Development Commission serves the five 
southernmost Illinois counties of Alexander, Johnson, Massac, Pulaski, and Union.  According to 
their Executive Director their agency’s focus is on attracting all types of industry and do not have 
a large focus on any specific type.   
The following agencies are currently trying to recruit new industry to the area: Southern Five 
Regional Planning District & Development Commission; Southern Illinois Stimulus 
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Corporation; City of Metropolis Economic Development; and Union County Chamber of 
Commerce.  To improve the local economy there are many incentives utilized in the five-county 
region to attract economic development.  Many of the communities have established TIF 
districts, some of the counties offer tax abatement, free water and sewer hookups and there is the 
Alexander-Pulaski Co Enterprise Zone.    
 
Tourism and Access to Recreational Places. Bridgett stated The Shawnee National Forest and 
the Cypress Creek National Wildlife Refuge play a meaningful role in the region by providing 
for one of the region’s potential economic “boosters,” - tourism.  Tourism in this region has 
considerable potential to diversify and improve the local economy.  Executive Director of the 
Southernmost Illinois Tourism Bureau stated, “From a tourism point of view, any new access is a 
success. This will attract new visitors to the area and retain existing visitors.  A new route will 
mean more opportunities to advertise Southern Illinois to potential tourist.  The mores access 
points the better for those communities in the study area.  More direct routes will allow more 
time to stop off, and allow for more visitors to stop by.” 
 
According to the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Shawnee National Forest 
Visitors Report, “Forest managers are usually very interested in the impact of National Forest 
recreation visits on the local economy.  As commodity production of timber and other resources 
has declined, local communities look increasingly to tourism to support their communities.”  
 
There are multiple places for tourists to visit, including the Shawnee National Forest, camp 
grounds, hunting clubs, riding stables, zip lines, wineries, historical sites, bed & breakfasts, and 
cabins. These places were identified using the Southernmost Illinois Tourism Bureau list of 
things to do, places to visit, and lodging.   
Many places exist north of and outside of the study area.  There are even multiple places located 
in the Shawnee National in Union and Johnson Counties but very few in the Shawnee National 
Forest within and or adjacent to the project study area.  
 
The desirable outcome of providing economic opportunities to the study area is corroborated by 
the USDA’s Forest Service Strategic Plan:  FY 2015-2020.  The following paragraphs are 
excerpts from the Plan supporting this viewpoint. 
  
“Gifford Pinchot, first Chief of the Forest Service, summed up the mission of the Forest Service 
of to provide the greatest amount of good for the greatest amount of people in the long run.  The 
Forest Service mission and motto support this statement: 
  
FOREST SERVICE MISSION: The mission of the Forest Service is to sustain the health, 
diversity, and productivity of the Nation’s forests and grasslands to meet the needs of present and 
future generations 
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MOTTO:  Caring for the Land and serving people 
 
At the Forest Service, our ethic of working together reinforces community bonds, strengthening 
our Nation’s social fabric and fostering community prosperity. Delivery of forest-related goods 
and services is integral to our mission at the Forest Service, stimulating tangible economic 
benefits to rural communities, such as private-sector investment and employment opportunities. 
The economic activity we support is directly attributable to the natural resource investments we 
make and the use of national forest and grassland resources that result in marketable products 
associated with outdoor recreation, hunting, fishing, timber production, livestock grazing, 
mineral production, land stewardship, and other activities. An extensive transportation 
infrastructure underpins most activities. In FY 2011, for example, all Forest Service activities 
combined contributed to nearly 450,000 jobs nationwide, with most of these jobs providing a 
tremendous benefit to rural communities located near the national forests and grasslands. 

 
Bridgett discussed additional comments that were received on the draft P&N and how IDOT is 
responding to them: 

 
1. USACE:  IDOT needs to be aware of the Section 408 permit requirements, which is a 

newer process.  Need to identify those areas that may need a 408 permit and involve that 
branch of the Corps. RESPONSE:  The Study Team is aware of the 408 permit and 
coordination. IDOT    is currently working with the Corps on the process on the I-270 
over the Mississippi River bridge replacement project. 

2. USACE:  Awareness of the Ramsar Wetland Designation. RESPONSE:  The Study Team 
is aware of this designation associated with the Cypress Wildlife Refuge and Cache River 
Watershed.   

3. USFWS:  Meeting with the local communities?  RESPONSE:  The Study Team has 
had multiple stakeholder meetings and will continue to do so. 

 
Brooks concluded the presentation with:  IDOT understands the vast amount of high quality 
environmental resources in the area. Understand it will be challenging to find alternatives. There 
will be continual coordination with the environmental resources agencies. We’ve described the 
low-quality roads, existing geometric deficiencies, safety issues, crash rates, and closures due to 
flooding.  We’ve described the lack of efficient access to healthcare, education, and employment 
opportunities.  There is a need to improve E-W system linkage.  We’ve shown there is 
legislation, the Delta Regional Authority, supporting this type of improvement and it is in the 
spirit of the USDOT’s Ladders of Opportunity campaign which states “connecting People to 
Opportunity.” 
 
Matt Fuller (FHWA) asked the agencies to comment on the P&N presentation.     
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• USEPA – will review the revised P&N once submitted.  Appreciated the speakers, bus 
tour, and presentation. 

• USFWS and USEPA – will review the revised P&N once submitted. 
• The following stated they are ready for the next step in the project process: 

o IDNR, IDOA, IHPA, and (not sure about IEPA) 
 
QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS MADE DURING THE PRESENTATION 
 
IDNR (Guetersloh) – IDNR has acquired land in the Cypress Creek area. Would like to 
coordinate those locations with IDOT so aware of the locations but want to keep the locations 
confidential from the public.   
 
USEPA (Pelloso) stated the P&N wording should be changed from “to and through” to “to, 
through and within”.   
 
USEPA (Pelloso) stated to change “residing” to “operating” when describing the emergency 
services within the study area. 
 
USFWS (Mangan)  The original stated purpose was moving vehicles through the project area 
i.e. from Cape to I-57. Where are people going once they get to I-57?  Are they continuing on 
beyond I-57 or using I-57? 
 
USFWS (Mangan) How many students come from Cape to SCC? 
 
USFWS (Mangan) show the top employers on a map 
 
USEPA (Pelloso) stated “the eastern terminus does not relate to connecting east of the study 
area.  Motorists must go north or south, not continue east.” Need to describe how east travel will 
be improved. 
 
USFWS (Mangan) Believe this project is a piece of Interstate 66.  Need to find a way to state this 
is not an interstate. 
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NEPA – 404 Merger Meeting Decision Register 

September 22, 2016 

Project Decisions Next Steps 
Florence Bridge Project (District 6, Scott and Pike 
counties) 
 
Information – project introduction 

N/A  Purpose and need development. 
 
USCG – need to closely coordinate (for a new 
bridge, ~500’ horizontal clearance, ~70’ vertical 
clearance). 
 
Issues to consider – mussel survey, bald eagle 
nests, chorus frogs in the floodplain. 

Curtis Road Study (District 5, Champaign County) 
 
Information – introduction of planning study by 
Champaign MPO 

N/A N/A 

Shawnee Parkway (District 9, Alexander, Pulaski, 
and Union counties) 
 
Concurrence – Purpose and Need 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Concurrence was not sought as comments from 
the “pre-call” are being addressed. 

Revise P&N based on comments received during 
pre-call, field review, and merger meeting. P&N 
will be re-sent to agencies and 
webinar/teleconference to seek concurrence. 
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Name Agency e‐mail address Participation Location
Matt Fuller FHWA matt.fuller@dot.gov Carbondale, IL
Sheldon Fairfield IDNR sheldon.fairfield@illinois.gov Carbondale, IL
Preston Marucco IDOT preston.marucco@illinois.gov Carbondale, IL
Felecia Hurley IDOT felecia.hurley@illinois.gov Carbondale, IL
Keith McMullen USACE Keith.A.McMullen@usace.army.mil Carbondale, IL
Alan Edmondson USACE alan.r.edmondson@usace.army.mil Carbondale, IL
Chad LaMontague USACE chad.m.lamontagne@usace.army.mil Carbondale, IL
Liz Pelloso USEPA pelloso.elizabeth@epa.gov Carbondale, IL
Paul Niedernhofer IDOT‐BDE paul.nidernhofer@illinois.gov Carbondale, IL
Daren Gove IEPA Darren.Gove@illinois.gov Teleconference
David Halpin IHPA David.Halpin@illinois.gov Teleconference
Steve Ott PB OttS@pbworld.com Teleconference
Ken Ahrenholtz Kaskaskia Engineering Teleconference
Pete Sambor US Coast Guard Pete.J.Sambor@uscg.mil Teleconference
Nathan Grider IDNR nathan.grider@illinois.gov Teleconference
Ken Runkle IDOT ken.runkle@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
Rick Powell PB powellw@pbworld.com Springfield, IL
Lou Haasis FHWA lou.haasis@dot.gov Springfield, IL
Dennis O'Connell IDOT‐D6 dennis.oconnell@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
jon Kelley IDOT‐D6 jonathan.kelley@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
Jay Wavering IDOT‐D6 jay.wavering@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
Sal Madonia IDOT‐D6 sal.madonia3@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
Jan Piland FHWA janis.piland@dot.gov Springfield, IL
John Sherrill IDOT‐BDE john.sherrill@illinois.gov Springfield, IL

Sign‐in Sheet
NEPA‐404 Merger Meeting

September 22, 2016

District 6 ‐ Florence Bridge Project (District 6, Scott and Pike counties)
Information: Project Introduction

D-1-078



Name Agency e‐mail address Participation Location
Preston Marucco IDOT preston.marucco@illinois.gov Carbondale, IL
Sheldon Fairfield IDNR sheldon.fairfield@illinois.gov Carbondale, IL
Felecia Hurley IDOT felecia.hurley@illinois.gov Carbondale, IL
Alan Edmondson USACE alan.r.edmondson@usace.army.mil Carbondale, IL
Chad LaMontague USACE chad.m.lamontagne@usace.army.mil Carbondale, IL
Liz Pelloso USEPA pelloso.elizabeth@epa.gov Carbondale, IL
Matt Mangan USFWS matthew_mangan@fws.gov Carbondale, IL
Paul Niedernhofer IDOT‐BDE paul.nidernhofer@illinois.gov Carbondale, IL
Matt Fuller FHWA matt.fuller@dot.gov Carbondale, IL
Keith McMullen USACE Keith.A.McMullen@usace.army.mil Carbondale, IL
Mike Sedlacek USEPA Sedlacek.Michael@epa.gov teleconference
Terry Savko IDOT terry.savko@illinois.gov teleconference
David Halpin IHPA david.halpin@illinois.gov teleconference
Darren Gove IEPA Darren.Gove@illinois.gov Teleconference
Ken Runkle IDOT ken.runkle@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
Rita Black CCRPC/CUUATS rmorocoi@ccrpc.org Springfield, IL
Lori Morgan CCRPC/CUUATS lmorgan@ccrpc.org Springfield, IL
John Sherrill IDOT‐BDE john.sherrill@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
Jan Piland FHWA janis.piland@dot.gov Springfield, IL
Brad Koldehoff IDOT brad.koldehoff@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
Betsy Tracy FHWA betsy.tracy@dot.gov Springfield, IL

Sign‐in Sheet
NEPA‐404 Merger Meeting

September 22, 2016

District 5 ‐ Curtis Road Study ‐ Champaign County
Information: Planning Study
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Name Agency e‐mail address Participation Location
Matt Fuller FHWA matt.fuller@dot.gov Carbondale, IL
Chris Fraley FHWA chris.fraley@dot.gov Carbondale, IL
Preston Marucco IDOT preston.marucco@illinois.gov Carbondale, IL
Sheldon Fairfield IDNR sheldon.fairfield@illinois.gov Carbondale, IL
Felecia Hurley IDOT felecia.hurley@illinois.gov Carbondale, IL
Matthew Lechner USFS ‐Shawnee NF mlechner@fs.fed.us Carbondale, IL
Alan Edmondson USACE alan.r.edmondson@usace.army.mil Carbondale, IL
Keith McMullen USACE Keith.A.McMullen@usace.army.mil Carbondale, IL
Chad LaMontague USACE chad.m.lamontagne@usace.army.mil Carbondale, IL
Bryan Cross Prairie Engineers bcross@prairieengineers.com Carbondale, IL
Liz Pelloso USEPA pelloso.elizabeth@epa.gov Carbondale, IL
Jason Watters Lochmueller Group jwatters@lochgroup.com Carbondale, IL
Matt Mangan USFWS matthew_mangan@fws.gov Carbondale, IL
Carrie Nelsen IDOT‐D9 carrie.nelson@illinois.gov Carbondale, IL
Julie Klamm IDOT‐D9 julie.klamm@illinois.gov Carbondale, IL
Mark Guetersloh IDNR‐Natural Heritage mark.guetersloh@illinois.gov Carbondale, IL
Jeff Keirn IDOT jeffrey.keirn@illinois.gov Carbondale, IL
Paul Niedernhofer IDOT‐BDE paul.nidernhofer@illinois.gov Carbondale, IL
Charles Stein IDOT‐D9 charles.stein@illinois.gov Carbondale, IL
Valerie Rolla IDOT‐D9 valerie.rolla@illinois.gov Carbondale, IL
J. Travis Emery IDOT‐D9 james.emery@illinois.gov Carbondale, IL
Brooks Brestal Horner & Shifrin bkbrestal@hornershifrin.com Carbondale, IL
Bridgett Jacquot Horner & Shifrin bljackquot@hornershifrin.com Carbondale, IL
Mike Sedlacek USEPA sedlacek.michael@epa.gov Teleconference
Darren Gove IEPA Darren.Gove@illinois.gov Teleconference
David Halpin IHPA david.halpin@illinois.gov Teleconference
Terry Savko IDOT terry.savko@illinois.gov teleconference
Jan Piland FHWA janis.piland@dot.gov Springfield, IL
Betsy Tracy FHWA betsy.tracy@dot.gov Springfield, IL
Brad Koldehoff IDOT brad.koldehoff@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
Mike Staggs FHWA mike.staggs@dot.gov Springfield, IL
John Sherrill IDOT John.Sherrill@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
Ken Runkle IDOT ken.runkle@illinois.gov Springfield, IL

Sign‐in Sheet
NEPA‐404 Merger Meeting

September 22, 2016

District 9 ‐ Shawnee Parkway ‐ Alexander, Pulaski,and Union counties
Concurrence ‐ Preferred Alternative
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Illinois NEPA/404 Merger Meeting 
February 23, 2017 

 
 

Federal Highway Administration 
3250 Executive Park Drive 

Springfield, IL 62703 
Training Room 

 
 

 
9:00 am – 10:00 am 

 
• Florence Bridge (District 6, Scott County) (60 min) 

o Concurrence - Purpose and Need 
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Name Agency e‐mail address Participation Location
Matt Fuller FHWA matt.fuller@dot.gov Chicago, IL
Sheldon Fairfield IDNR sheldon.fairfield@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
Rick Powell WSP‐Parsons Brinkerhoff powellw@pbworld.com Springfield, IL
Stan Hansen CMT, Inc. shansen@cmtengr.com Springfield, IL
Denny O'Connell IDOT dennis.oconnell@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
Jay Wavering IDOT jay.wavering@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
Jon Kellem IDOT jonathan.kelley@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
David Halpin IHPA david.halpin@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
Ken Runkle IDOT ken.runkle@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
Jan Piland FHWA janis.piland@dot.gov Springfield, IL
Preston Marucco IDOT preston.marucco@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
Felecia Hurley IDOT felecia.hurley@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
John Sherrill IDOT‐BDE john.sherrill@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
Lou Haasis FHWA lou.haasis@dot.gov Springfield, IL
Terry Savko IDOA terry.savko@illinois.gov teleconference
Heidi Woeber USFWS heidi_woeber@fws.gov teleconference
Alan Edmondson USACE alan.r.edmondson@usace.army.mil teleconference
Ken Westlake USEPA westlake.kenneth@epa.gov Chicago, IL
Steve Ott WSP‐Parsons Brinkerhoff otts@pbworld.com teleconference

Sign‐in Sheet
NEPA‐404 Merger Meeting

February 23, 2017

District 6 ‐ Florence Bridge Project (Scott and Pike Counties) ‐ District 6
Concurrence ‐ Purpose and Need
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NEPA/404 Merger Meeting Summary 
February 23, 2017 

 
 

IDOT District 6, Scott County 
Florence Bridge 
Environmental Assessment 
Concurrence – purpose and need 

 
DECISIONS: 
The following agencies concurred with the purpose and need: Illinois Historic Preservation 
Agency, Illinois Department of Agriculture, US Army Corps of Engineers, Illinois Department 
of Natural Resources, US Environmental Protection Agency, and US Fish and Wildlife Service. 
 
NEXT STEPS: 
The project team plans to seek concurrence on alternatives to be carried forward in February 
2018 concurrence on the preferred alternative in February 2019. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
On February 23, a NEPA/404 Merger Team meeting was held at the FHWA Illinois Division 
office in Springfield for the Illinois 100/106 River Crossing Phase I Study. The meeting included 
live and remote attendees who were connected via telephone and web conference. The purpose 
of the meeting was to seek concurrence of the project Purpose and Need from state and federal 
resource agencies. 
 
There were two handouts distributed to the attendees at the meeting: 
 

• Final Draft Purpose and Need 
• Presentation 

 
Items previously distributed to the attendees included: 
 

• State and federal listed species in Pike, Scott and Greene counties 
• NEPA timeframes schedule 
• List of potential Cooperating Agencies 

 
R. Powell (WSP|Parsons Brinckerhoff) narrated the presentation (approximately 15 minutes), 
after which a discussion period was held between IDOT, FHWA, the consultant team and the 
state and federal resource agencies present. Following is a summary of the discussion. 
 
K. Westlake (USEPA) asked if clearance issues for a new river crossing had been previously 
coordinated. R. Powell stated that USACE had provided commentary at the September 22, 2016 
NEPA Merger meeting of basic parameters of an Illinois River bridge crossing, should any of the 
alternatives feature one. The approximate clearance parameters were 500 feet horizontal between 
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piers of the navigation span and 70 feet above the normal water elevation for the low beam of the 
navigation span. 
 
A. Edmondson (USACE) stated that he had no questions, and to review his September 22, 2016 
meeting comments if there were any questions regarding USACE’s concerns. 
 
H. Woeber (USFWS) stated that she had no questions or comments. 
 
M. Fuller (FHWA) polled the various resource agencies on their concurrence with the project’s 
Purpose and Need. Verbal concurrences were received from Illinois Historic Preservation 
Agency, Illinois Department of Agriculture, US Army Corps of Engineers, Illinois Department 
of Natural Resources, US Environmental Protection Agency, and US Fish and Wildlife Service. 
 
R. Powell described a potential channel crossing approximately 8/10 mile south of the existing 
crossing where that reach of the Illinois River was relatively free of bends upstream or 
downstream of the crossing, and inquired about the potential for allowing horizontal clearance of 
less than the 500 feet that was originally discussed in September 2016. M. Fuller confirmed that 
there was no US Coast Guard representative in conference who could speak to that issue. A. 
Edmondson stated that he could not speak for the USCG, but that based on his experience with 
P. Sambor of USCG and coordination with the river carrier industry, that the river carriers would 
be favorable to a river crossing that was in a straight stretch of the river rather than coming out of 
an upstream bend as is the case with the current crossing. 
 
K. Runkle (IDOT BDE) reviewed the NEPA timeframes schedule for concurrences on 
Alternatives Carried Forward. R. Powell confirmed that the Project Study Group is looking at 
February 2018 concurrence for Alternatives Carried Forward and February 2019 for Preferred 
Alternative, approximately one and two years respectively from today’s meeting date. K. Runkle 
recommended that an early Environmental Survey Request (ESR) be made in order to meet the 
proposed schedule. 
 
H. Woeber asked how wide the river channel was in the Study Area. R. Powell responded that it 
was approximately 800 feet from water’s edge to water’s edge. 
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NEPA – 404 Merger Meeting Decision Register 

February 23, 2017 

Project Decisions Next Steps 
Florence Bridge, District 6, Scott County 
 
Concurrence – Purpose and Need 

USEPA – Concur 
USACE – Concur 
USFWS – Concur 
 
IDOA – Concur 
IDNR – Concur 
IHPA – Concur 

• Alternatives concurrence – 2/2018 
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Name Agency e‐mail address Participation Location
Matt Fuller FHWA matt.fuller@dot.gov Chicago, IL
Sheldon Fairfield IDNR sheldon.fairfield@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
Rick Powell WSP‐Parsons Brinkerhoff powellw@pbworld.com Springfield, IL
Stan Hansen CMT, Inc. shansen@cmtengr.com Springfield, IL
Denny O'Connell IDOT dennis.oconnell@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
Jay Wavering IDOT jay.wavering@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
Jon Kellem IDOT jonathan.kelley@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
David Halpin IHPA david.halpin@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
Ken Runkle IDOT ken.runkle@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
Jan Piland FHWA janis.piland@dot.gov Springfield, IL
Preston Marucco IDOT preston.marucco@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
Felecia Hurley IDOT felecia.hurley@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
John Sherrill IDOT‐BDE john.sherrill@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
Lou Haasis FHWA lou.haasis@dot.gov Springfield, IL
Terry Savko IDOA terry.savko@illinois.gov teleconference
Heidi Woeber USFWS heidi.woeber@fws.gov teleconference
Alan Edmondson USACE alan.r.edmondson@usace.army.mil teleconference
Ken Westlake USEPA ken.westlake@epa.gov teleconference
Steve Ott WSP‐Parsons Brinkerhoff otts@pbworld.com teleconference

Sign‐in Sheet
NEPA‐404 Merger Meeting

February 23, 2017

District 6 ‐ Florence Bridge Project (Scott and Pike Counties) ‐ District 6
Concurrence ‐ Purpose and Need
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IL 100-106 River Crossing Project
Phase I Study

NEPA/404 Merger Meeting
Alternatives Recommended

to be Carried Forward

June 14, 2018
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Agenda

u Brief Project Description & Update
u Alternatives Development & Refinement
u Alternatives Stakeholder Review
uPublic Meeting #2
uCitizens’ Advisory Group Meeting #3

u Request for Concurrence
u Next Steps

River Crossing Project
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River Crossing Project
Study Area

PROJECT LOCATION
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River Crossing Project
Alternatives Location Map
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Project Purpose and Need
River Crossing Project

uPurpose: To provide connectivity across the
Illinois River for all modes of vehicular traffic,
facilitate river traffic, and support local and
regional economic needs.

uNeed: To address the structural, operational and
geometric deficiencies of the existing river
bridge.

uConcurrence received February 23, 2017
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River Crossing Project

u No Build (Alt 1A)

u 3 build alternatives that preserve the existing bridge:
u Rehabilitation (Alt 1B)

u Construct a build alternative & keep existing bridge.
Note: Existing bridge closed to traffic (Alt 1C)

u Upgrade CH 14, construct a new interchange at I-72 & keep existing
bridge.  Note: Existing bridge closed to traffic (Alt 3)

u 10 build alternatives that would construct a new bridge:
u Upstream (Alts 2A, 2B & 4A)

u Existing location (Alt 4B & Combined Alts 3 & 4B)

u Downstream (Alts 4C, 4C/D, 4D, 5A & 5B)

Alternatives Considered

D-1-111



River Crossing Project

u Botanical Report
u Avian Report
u Mussels Report
u Herpetological Survey
uWetland Delineations and

Report

u Archeological Assessment
u Preliminary Environmental

Site Assessment (PESA) –
Pending Review

u Architectural Photo Log –
Pending Review

Environmental Resources Identified
The following environmental surveys have been conducted
to date:

The following environmental surveys have been deemed not
necessary:

u Fish survey
u Mammal survey

u Note: A tree clearing restriction will be required for the project
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River Crossing Project
u Forest Land – Outlined from 2011 aerial photography.  Locations can be

found on both sides of the Illinois River.

uWetlands – Based on areas recorded in the 2016 National Wetland
Inventory. Areas can be found on both sides of the Illinois River.

u Floodplains – Based on National Flood Hazard layer maintained by the
Federal Emergency Management Agency.  Locations can be found on both
sides of the Illinois River.

u Prime Farmland – Based on NRCS soil mapping.  The majority of
impacted farmland occurs on the east side of the Illinois River.

u Illinois Natural Area Inventory (INAI) Sites – Based on the 2016
Illinois Heritage Database.  One potential mussel concentration site was
identified along the east bank of the river in the vicinity of the existing
bridge.

Environmental Considerations*

*For 2017 Initial Screening
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River Crossing Project
u Bridge Bat Assessment – required prior to bridge removal.

u Avian Assessment – Several bald eagle sightings have been
documented in the Illinois Heritage Database.  The alternatives located
north of the existing bridge would have the greatest potential for
impacts.

u Threatened & Endangered Species – Several alternatives are in the
vicinity of Decurrent False Aster which can be found along the Illinois
River.

u Hazardous Waste Sites – Unknown at the time of evaluation.

Environmental Considerations*

*For 2017 Initial Screening

D-1-114



River Crossing Project
u Cultural Resources

uArchaeology - A number of potential archeological sites have been
identified within the project study area. Several alternatives
potentially impact those identified areas. Additional investigation will
be required after a Preferred Alternative is selected.

uHistoric Properties – Architectural photolog pending review.
Florence Bridge identified as eligible for National Register of
Historic Places.

u Section 4(f) Resources – Pike County Boat Launch located south of
the existing bridge, Bethel Church & Church Cemetery located near the IL
100/106 & CH 14 intersection.

Environmental Considerations*

*For 2017 Initial Screening
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Engineering
and
Performance
Considerations

Environmental
Effects

River Crossing Project

Engineering Performance &
Environmental Screening (April 2017)
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u Major Rehabilitation
u Would retain historic features
u Minimizes environmental impacts

u Does Not Meet Purpose and Need
u Would not address the inadequate navigational

opening width
u Would not address the geometric deficiencies
u Inadequate accommodation for farm

implements, pedestrians, or bicyclists
u Could be considered as a short to medium term

strategy until the Preferred Alternative is funded

River Crossing Project

Alternatives Proposed To Be Dropped

Alternative 1B (Rehabilitate Existing Bridge)
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u To be combined with a Build Alternative
uWould retain historic features
u Lift would be left in the “open” position
u Build Alternative would serve some Purpose

and Need functions, but…

u Does Not Meet Purpose and Need
u Inadequate navigational opening would

remain
u Undetermined maintenance costs
u Concerns about structural integrity, safety

and liability

River Crossing Project

Alternatives Proposed To Be Dropped

Alternative 1C (Leave Existing Bridge in Place)

+
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River Crossing Project

Alternatives Proposed To Be Dropped

Alternative 2A (2,000 feet north)

Reasons for recommendation to be dropped:
u Divides quarry property and negatively impacts future

quarry expansion

u Introduces a new stop condition for motorists on IL
100/106

u Located in undesirable river bend for navigation

u Viewed unfavorably by the Project Study Group (PSG)

Introduces a new
“stop” condition
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River Crossing Project

Alternatives Proposed To Be Dropped

Alternative 2B (1,100 feet north)

N

Reasons for recommendation to be dropped:
u Eliminates the stop condition proposed in alternative

2A, but…

u Divides quarry property and negatively impacts
future quarry expansion

u Located in undesirable river bend for navigation

u Viewed unfavorably by the PSG
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River Crossing Project

u Constructs a new interchange at I-72 and
improves CH 14

u Closes Florence Bridge once interchange is
complete

Reasons for recommendation to be
dropped:

u Does Not Meet Purpose and Need

Ø Does not accommodate all modes of
traffic (farm implements, pedestrians,
bicycles)

u Changes existing traffic patterns

u Increases emergency response times

u Viewed negatively by residents, businesses,
& neighboring communities

Alternatives Proposed To Be Dropped

Alternative 3 (Upgrade existing CH 14)
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River Crossing Project

Alternatives Proposed To Be Dropped

Alternative 4B (Existing alignment)

Reasons for recommendation to be dropped:
u Bridge would be closed 2 to 3 years during construction

u High adverse travel during construction (32 miles for
vehicles/47 miles for farm implements)

u Viewed negatively by residents, neighboring

communities & businesses

u Increased emergency response times during
construction

u Temporary ferry service during construction was
considered, but would impact resources, travel
reliability, and travel time
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River Crossing Project

Alternatives Proposed To Be Dropped

Combined Alternative 3 & 4B

u Considered to better satisfy the Purpose & Need
u Reduces the length of the detour during

construction of new bridge
Reasons for recommendation to be dropped

u 16.3 mile detour for vehicles, pedestrians &

bicycles/47 miles for farm implements during
construction of new bridge

u Increased emergency response times during
construction of new bridge

u Viewed negatively by residents, neighboring
communities & businesses

+
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River Crossing Project

Alternatives Proposed To Be Dropped

Alternative 4D (600 feet south)

Reasons for recommendation to be dropped:
u Increased impacts to forest land, floodplain, and

prime farmland, as well as higher costs, as compared
to 4A, 4B and 4C (Alts 4A & 4C are recommended for
further evaluation)

u Impacts Section 4(f) property at boat launch

u Divides quarry property and negatively impacts future
quarry expansion
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River Crossing Project

Alternatives Proposed To Be Dropped

Alternative 5A (4,000 feet south)

Reasons for recommendation to be
dropped:

u Higher wetland impacts as
compared to 5B (Alt 5B is
recommended for further
evaluation)

u Longer bridge length than 5B

u Higher construction costs as
compared to 5B
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Refinements:
u Geometry refined to accommodate Florence Road

connection and US Coast Guard requirements
u Wetland survey (2017) results included for more

accurate accounting of impacts
u Presence of Decurrent False Aster (T&E species)
u Presence of mussels (no protected species)
u Updated cost estimates
u Revised right-of-way limits

River Crossing Project
Alternatives Proposed to be Carried Forward

D-1-126



River Crossing Project

Alternatives Proposed To Be Carried Forward

Revised Impacts (March 2018)
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u Leaves existing bridge in place
u Required to be carried forward under

federal NEPA process
u Provides a baseline for comparison with

other alternatives

u Bridge maintenance
u 89 year old bridge
u Bridge is currently posted for legal loads
u Bridge may become unserviceable in the

future when repairs are no longer possible

u The No Build Alternative does not meet
the project purpose and need

River Crossing Project

Alternatives Proposed To Be Carried Forward

Alternative 1A (No Build)
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River Crossing Project

Alternatives Proposed To Be Carried Forward

Alternative 4A (100 feet north)

Revised Engineering Screening Data:
u Land Acquisition: 27.3 acres

u Updated cost: $70.6 M

u Illinois River bridge length: 3,165 feet

u New roadway length: 4,232 feet

u Connection to Florence Road in northwest quadrant

u Requires a short bridge for IL 100-106 over Florence
Road
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River Crossing Project

Alternatives Proposed To Be Carried Forward

Alternative 4A (100 feet north)

Reasons for recommendation to be carried forward:
u Lowest construction cost and lowest right-of-way

acquisition of alternatives remaining
u Reduces impacts to farmland and forest land
u Shortest new roadway length and adverse travel to

Florence

*Potential impacts to Decurrent False Aster,
invertebrates, and Bald Eagle
*Potential to displace business
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River Crossing Project

Alternatives Proposed To Be Carried Forward

Alternative 4C (100 feet south)

Revised Engineering Screening Data:
u Land Acquisition: 32.9 acres

u Updated cost: $77.6 M

u Illinois River bridge length: 3,167 feet

u New roadway length: 5,078 feet

u Connection to Florence Road in southwest quadrant

u Requires a short bridge for IL 100-106 over Florence
Road

D-1-131



River Crossing Project

Alternatives Proposed To Be Carried Forward

Alternative 4C (100 feet south)

Reasons for recommendation to be carried forward:
u Lowest property impact of alternatives remaining
u Reduces the amount of rock excavation as compared

to 4D
u Least impacts to the floodplain and farmland
u Reduces impacts to forest land and divided parcels

u Similar construction costs and impacts compared to all
remaining alternatives recommended for further
evaluation

*Potential impacts to Decurrent False Aster and
invertebrates
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River Crossing Project

Alternatives Proposed To Be Carried Forward

Alternative 4C/D (300 feet south)

Revised Engineering Screening Data:
u Land Acquisition: 45.8 acres

u Updated cost: $77.3 M

u Illinois River bridge length: 3,167 feet

u New roadway length: 6,586 feet

u Connection to Florence Road via a “T” connection to
existing IL 100-106, east of Old US 36

u Requires a short bridge for IL 100-106 over Florence Road

D-1-133



River Crossing Project

Alternatives Proposed To Be Carried Forward

Alternative 4C/D (300 feet south)

Reasons for recommendation to be carried forward:
u Variation of Alternative 4D
u Creates a “T” intersection connector road west of the

bridge
u Can be constructed with minimal impact to existing

traffic
u Similar construction costs as 4C
u Reduces the amount of rock excavation as compared

to 4D
u Reduces number of divided parcels as compared to 4D

*Would increase farmland and forest land impacts as
compared to 4C
*Potential impacts to Decurrent False Aster,
invertebrates, and Bald Eagle
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River Crossing Project

Alternatives Proposed To Be Carried Forward

Alternative 5B (4,500 feet south)

Florence

Revised Engineering Screening Data:
u Land Acquisition: 90.1 acres

u Updated cost: $72.1 M

u Illinois River bridge length: 1,816 feet

u New roadway length: 18,885 feet

u Connection to Florence Road in southwest quadrant

u New river bridge will extend over Florence Road
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Reasons for recommendation to be carried forward:
u Shortest and least costly bridge crossing
u Least impacts to surveyed wetlands and Decurrent

False Aster
u Can be constructed with minimal impact to existing

traffic
u Furthest alternative from river bend

*Highest roadway cost of the remaining alternatives
recommended for further evaluation
*Highest farmland impact of the alternatives remaining
*Potential to displace residences (6)

River Crossing Project

Alternatives Proposed To Be Carried Forward

Alternative 5B (4,500 feet south)
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u Rural principal arterial facility
u 60 MPH design speed for IL 100/106
u 400 ft. navigation span (preliminary recommendation

of US Coast Guard – May 11th, 2017)
u Existing navigation span: 202 ft.

u Assumes a plate girder bridge type
u Bridge Typical Section – 40-foot clear width

u Will accommodate farm implements,
pedestrian/bicycle use & staging for future
rehabilitation

Plate Girder bridge type

River Crossing Project

Alternatives Proposed To Be Carried Forward

River Crossing (All build alternatives)

Conceptual Typical Section

12’8’ 12’ 8’
SHLD SHLDLANE LANE
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Alternatives Proposed To Be Carried Forward

Roadway (All build alternatives)

Conceptual Typical Section
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River Crossing Project

Alternative 4A 4C 4C/D 5B

1st Preference 7 17 3 0

2nd Preference 6 4 5 0

3rd Preference 3 0 9 0

Last Preference 0 0 0 10

Not marked 8 3 7 14

u 24 total comments received; respondents asked to vote on preference of
alternatives with 1st, 2nd, 3rd, and last preference

u No public support for Alternative 5B; adverse impacts to farmland and farm
operations cited

u Support for Alternative 4C, as well as alternatives other than 5B

u Comments and concerns: pavement maintenance, flooding, property-specific
concerns, drainage/levee district, archaeological impacts

Public Meeting #2 Comment Review
December 7, 2017

“Not Marked” –
respondents left
preference blank

177
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River Crossing Project

CAG Meeting #3 Comment Review
April 25, 2018

Alternative 4A 4C 4C/D 5B

1st Preference 2 7 6 2

2nd Preference 4 7 0 0

3rd Preference 2 0 4 3

Last Preference 3 0 0 5

Not marked 6 3 7 7

u 17 total comments received; same voting procedure as Public Meeting

u Some support for each Alternative as first preference

u Strongest support for Alternative 4C

u Comments and concerns: archaeological impact (4A and 5B), loss of tax revenue
(4A), traffic impact to Florence (5B), favor local connection (4C/D), favor
shorter bridge (5B), shutdown of existing bridge during construction (all Alts),
favor adding an I-72 interchange to project

“Not Marked” –
respondents left
preference blank

7 6
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Alternatives to be Carried Forward
River Crossing Project

uAlternative 4A (100’ north of existing bridge)
uAlternative 4C (100’ south of existing bridge)
uAlternative 4C/D (300’ south of existing bridge)
uAlternative 5B (4,500’ south of existing bridge)

Based on the preliminary evaluation of reasonable build
alternatives, the following alternatives are
recommended to be carried forward for additional
roadway and environmental impact analysis:
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u Eligible for National Register of
Historic Places

u Complete Section 106/Section 4(f)
Documentation of Adverse Effect

u Public Notice for Advertisement
u Memorandum of Agreement between

IDOT, FHWA and SHPO

River Crossing Project
Historic Bridge Coordination

The Section 106/Section 4(f) and Public Notice will be advanced following
concurrence of the Alternatives to be Carried Forward
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Next Steps
u Complete Draft Section 106/Section 4(f)

Documentation of Adverse Effect on the existing bridge
u Continue environmental coordination
u Potential Archeological sites have been identified
u Additional investigation will be required once Preferred

Alternative is selected

u CAG #4 (Fall 2018)
u Present initial recommendation of Preferred Alternative

u Merger Team Meeting (February 2019)
u Concurrence with Preferred Alternative

u Initiate Environmental Assessment (EA)
u Public Hearing (Summer 2019)
u Present Preferred Alternative for public comment

River Crossing Project
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Thank You!

Questions?

River Crossing Project
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Illinois NEPA/404 Merger Meeting 
June 14, 2018 

Federal Highway Administration 
3250 Executive Park Drive 

Springfield, IL 62703 
Training Room 

9 am – 12 noon 

• Florence Bridge, District 6
o Concurrence – Alternatives to be carried forward

• Quincy Memorial Bridge, District 6
o Concurrence – Preferred Alternative

• Dee Bennett Road, District 3, LaSalle County (60 min)
o Concurrence – Alternatives to be carried forward

12 noon 

ADJOURN 

FINAL - Page 1 of 11
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Name Agency e‐mail address Participation Location
Matt Fuller FHWA matt.fuller@dot.gov Springfield
Rick Powell WSP USA rick.powell@wsp.com Springfield
Jay Wavering IDOT jay.wavering@illinois.gov Springfield
Denny O'Connell IDOT dennis.oconnell@illinois.gov Springfield
Keith Donovan IDOT keith.donovan@illinois.gov Springfield
Ed Kern IDOT Earl.Kern@illinois.gov Springfield
Sarah Parkison IDOT Sarah.Parkison@illinois.gov Springfield
Jon Kelley IDOT jonathan.kelley@illinois.gov Springfield
Keith McMullen USACE‐St. Louis Keith.A.Mcmullen@usace.army.mil Springfield
Felecia Hurley IDOT Felecia.Hurley@illinois.gov Springfield
Paul Niedernhofer IDOT paul.niedernhofer@illinois.gov Springfield
Mike Staggs FHWA mike.staggs@dot.gov Springfield
Scott Stitt IDOT scott.stitt@illinois.gov Springfield
John Sherrill IDOT john.sherrill@illinois.gov Springfield
Eric Washburn US Coast Guard Eric.Washburn@uscg.mil Springfield
Lou Haasis FHWA lou.haasis@dot.gov Springfield
Stan Hansen CMT shansen@cmtengr.com Springfield
Sal Madonia IDOT sal.madonia3@illinois.gov Springfield
Kristin Timmons Crawford Murphy & Tilly ktimmons@cmtengr.com Springfield
Janel Veile IDOT janel.veile@illinois.gov Springfield
Natalia Jones IDNR natalia.jones@illinois.gov Springfield
Jan Piland FHWA janis.piland@dot.gov Springfield
Brian Rennecker IL Dept of Ag Brian.Rennecker@illinois.gov Teleconference
Terry Savko IL Dept of Ag Terry.Savko@illinois.gov Teleconference
Kevin Rose FHWA‐Eastern Fed Lands Kevin.Rose@dot.gov Teleconference
Ken Westlake USEPA westlake.kenneth@epa.gov Teleconference
Liz Pelloso USEPA pelloso.elizabeth@epa.gov Teleconference
Mike Sedlacek USEPA Sedlacek.Michael@epa.gov Teleconference
Aimee Paquin WSP USA aimee.paquin@wsp.com Teleconference
Laura Sakach CMT lsakach@cmtengr.com Teleconference

Sign‐in Sheet
NEPA‐404 Merger Meeting

June 14, 2018

District 6 ‐ Florence Bridge
Concurrence ‐ Alternatives to be Carried Forward

FINAL - Page 2 of 11
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IDOT District 6, Pike and Scott counties 
Florence Bridge (Illinois 100/106 River Crossing) over the Illinois River 
Environmental Assessment 
Concurrence – Alternatives to be Carried Forward 
June 14, 2018

DECISIONS: 

The following agencies concurred with the Alternatives to be Carried Forward: 

USEPA, USACE, USCG, IDNR, IDOA. 

NEXT STEPS: 

FHWA will follow up with USFWS to seek their concurrence with the Alternatives to be Carried Forward. 

Preferred alternative will be presented in February 2019. 

The Environmental Assessment is planned for public release in the Spring or Summer of 2019, with a 
public hearing in the Summer of 2019. 

DISCUSSION: 

The purpose of the meeting was to seek concurrence of the project Alternatives to be Carried Forward 
from state and federal resource agencies. 

No handouts were distributed to the attendees at the meeting. 

Items previously distributed to the attendees included: 

• Alternatives to be Carried Forward Report

• NEPA timeframes schedule

• List of Cooperating Agencies

• Current environmental reports and memorandums including:
o January 2018 INHS Botanical Survey report
o June 2017 IDOT memorandum re: historic bridge status
o February 2018 ISAS archaeology memorandum
o 2018 INHS Avian Survey report
o October 2017 INHS Aquatic Survey report
o November 2017 INHS Wetland Determination Survey report

J. Wavering (IDOT District 6), K. Timmons (CMT), and R. Powell (WSP USA) narrated various portions of
the presentation (approximately 40 minutes), in which the project’s progress was reviewed and
alternatives developed were discussed in detail, including recommendations to drop or carry forward for
further study. J. Wavering summarized the four alternatives proposed to be carried forward:

• Alternative 4A, approximately 100 feet north of the existing bridge
• Alternative 4C, approximately 100 feet south of the existing bridge
• Alternative 4 C/D, approximately 300 feet south of the existing bridge
• Alternative 5B, approximately 4,500 feet south of the existing bridge

FINAL - Page 3 of 11
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K. Westlake (USEPA) asked if the business impacted by Alternative 4A would be eligible for relocation 
assistance (in conformance with the Uniform Act). J. Wavering confirmed that it would. 
 
M. Fuller (FHWA) polled the various resource agencies on their concurrence with the project’s 
recommended Alternatives to be Carried Forward. Verbal concurrences were received from Illinois 
Department of Agriculture, US Army Corps of Engineers, US Coast Guard, Illinois Department of Natural 
Resources, and US Environmental Protection Agency. 
 
Following the polling, J. Wavering concluded the presentation by outlining the next steps in the study 
process. The next NEPA/404 Merger concurrence is anticipated to be the Preferred Alternative in 
February 2019. Attendees were asked if there were any additional questions about the project, and none 
were asked.  
 

FINAL - Page 4 of 11
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Name Agency e‐mail address Participation Location
Matt Fuller FHWA matt.fuller@dot.gov Springfield
Janel Veile IDOT janel.veile@illinois.gov Springfield
Jan Piland FHWA janis.piland@dot.gov Springfield
Kristin Timmons Crawford Murphy & Tilly ktimmons@cmtengr.com Springfield
Sal Madonia IDOT sal.madonia3@illinois.gov Springfield
Jay Wavering IDOT jay.wavering@illinois.gov Springfield
Lou Haasis FHWA lou.haasis@dot.gov Springfield
Eric Washburn US Coast Guard Eric.Washburn@uscg.mil Springfield
John Sherrill IDOT john.sherrill@illinois.gov Springfield
Scott Stitt IDOT scott.stitt@illinois.gov Springfield
Mike Staggs FHWA mike.staggs@dot.gov Springfield
Natalia Jones IDNR natalia.jones@illinois.gov Springfield
Felecia Hurley IDOT Felecia.Hurley@illinois.gov Springfield
Doug DeLong IDOT douglas.delong@illinois.gov Springfield
Jon Kelley IDOT jonathan.kelley@illinois.gov Springfield
Sarah Parkison IDOT Sarah.Parkison@illinois.gov Springfield
Ed Kern IDOT Earl.Kern@illinois.gov Springfield
Keith Donovan IDOT keith.donovan@illinois.gov Springfield
Denny O'Connell IDOT dennis.oconnell@illinois.gov Springfield
Stan Hansen CMT shansen@cmtengr.com Springfield
Ken Westlake USEPA westlake.kenneth@epa.gov Teleconference
Liz Pelloso USEPA pelloso.elizabeth@epa.gov Teleconference
Mike Sedlacek USEPA Sedlacek.Michael@epa.gov Teleconference
Kirsten Brown USACE ‐ RI kirsten.l.brown@usace.army.mil Teleconference
Brian Rennecker IL Dept of Ag Brian.Rennecker@illinois.gov Teleconference
Terry Savko IL Dept of Ag Terry.Savko@illinois.gov Teleconference
Charlie Costello FHWA‐Eastern Fed Lands Charlie.Costello@dot.gov Teleconference
Laura Sakach CMT lsakach@cmtengr.com Teleconference

Sign‐in Sheet
NEPA‐404 Merger Meeting

June 14, 2018

District 6 ‐ Quincy Memorial Bridge
Concurrence ‐ Preferred Alternative
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IDOT District 6, Adams County, IL and Marion County, MO 
Quincy Memorial Bridge Replacement Eastbound US 24 over the Mississippi River 
Environmental Assessment 
Concurrence – Preferred Alternative 
June 14, 2018

DECISIONS: 

The following agencies concurred with the preferred alternative: 

USEPA, USACE, USCG, IDNR, IDOA. 

NEXT STEPS: 

FHWA will follow up with USFWS and seek their concurrence on the preferred alternative. 

The Environmental Assessment is planned for public release in the fall of 2018 and will include a public 
hearing. Final NEPA approval is planned for the spring of 2019. 

DISCUSSION: 

The Quincy Memorial Bridge replacement project was presented at the NEPA – 404 Merger Meeting to 
provide an update on the project status, review the evaluation of the alternatives carried forward, 
including impacts to environmental resources, and obtain concurrence on the preferred alternative.  The 
following is a summary of the primary items discussed at the meeting: 

1. A short project introduction and summary was provided. Concurrence of the Purpose and Need
for this project was previously granted at the June 24, 2015 NEPA-404 Merger Meeting and
concurrence of the Alternatives to be Carried Forward was previously granted at the June 22,
2016 NEPA-404 Merger Meeting.

2. The alternatives identified by the Project Study Group (PSG) were presented along with the
planning criteria used during the alternative development process. Within the project study area,
four corridors, some with multiple alignments, were established, resulting in a total of ten (10)
initial alternatives. All alternatives were evaluated on their travel performance, environmental
impacts, socio-economic impacts and geometric configuration. These corridors and alignments
were also presented at the Community Advisory Group (CAG) Meetings on April 28, 2016, and
October 26, 2017.

3. The environmental resources identified to date were presented and the potential impacts to each
of the alternatives was considered during evaluation of the alternatives. The following resources
have been identified within the project study limits:

• Section 4(f) resources (including both parks and historic places)
• Floodway/Floodplains
• Tree Survey
• Mussels
• Special Waste Sites
• Wetlands
• Avian Assessment
• Mammal Survey
• Cultural Resources

4. Each of the following alternatives carried forward, were considered further with additional location
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design and environmental studies and stakeholder input was sought during evaluation of the 
preferred alternative. 

 
• Corridor 1 (IL 104/Broadway Alignment) – Alternative 1A  
• Corridor 3 (Main Street Alignment) – Alternative 3B 
• Corridor 4 (York Street Alignment) – Alternative 4 

 
5. In addition to these alternatives, the No-Build Alternative was also carried forward for 

consideration through the environmental assessment process to be compared to the build 
alternatives. 

 
6. The PSG and the CAG discussed the findings from the additional studies and determined that the 

preferred alternative should be Alternative #4 (York Street Alignment) since this option resulted in 
the best overall alternative for satisfying the purpose and need and minimizing impacts while 
optimizing the feasibility for construction of a new bridge. 

 
7. The existing Quincy Memorial Bridge is eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic 

Places.  A draft of the Section 106/4(f) report will be developed concurrently with the 
Environmental Assessment.  A Public Notice for Advertisement was published in March and April 
of 2017 with no responses received for interest in the structure.  A Memorandum of Agreement 
between IDOT, FHWA and SHPO will be coordinated based on the preferred alternative. 

 
8. A Section 408 will need to be coordinated with the US Army Corps of Engineers on behalf of the 

local drainage district.  
 

9. The project Environmental Assessment Timeframe Agreement with NEPA/404 Merger Level 
Coordination was also discussed. An internal Draft EA should be available for District review and 
coordination this summer with follow-up agency coordination conducted to allow for a public 
hearing later this fall.  Design Approval & FONSI sign-offs are planned for the spring of 2019. 

 
10. Concurrence on the Preferred Alternative (#4 - York Street) was received at the meeting. 
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Name Agency e‐mail address Participation Location
Matt Fuller FHWA matt.fuller@dot.gov Springfield
Janel Veile IDOT janel.veile@illinois.gov Springfield
Jan Piland FHWA janis.piland@dot.gov Springfield
Don Ernat IDOT ‐ D3 donald.ernat@illinois.gov Springfield
John Sherrill IDOT john.sherrill@illinois.gov Springfield
Scott Stitt IDOT scott.stitt@illinois.gov Springfield
Natalia Jones IDNR natalia.jones@illinois.gov Springfield
Felecia Hurley IDOT felecia.hurley@illinois.gov Springfield
Doug DeLong IDOT douglas.delong@illinois.gov Springfield
Wes Cattoor IDNR‐OWR wes.cattoor@illinois.gov Springfield
Larry Kinzer LaSalle Co Hwy lkinzer@lasallecountyhighway.org Springfield
Vince Micek Thomas Engineering Vincem@thomas‐engineering.com Springfield
Jenna Burian Thomas Engineering JennaB@thomas‐engineering.com Springfield
Curtis Cornwell Thomas Engineering curtisC@thomas‐engineering.com Springfield
Jim Novak Huff & Huff jnovak@huffnhuff.com Springfield
Tim Kelly Huff & Huff tkelly@huffnhuff.com Springfield
Steve Pasinski Thomas Engineering SteveP@thomas‐engineering.com Springfield
Kirsten Brown USACE ‐ RI kirsten.l.brown@usace.army.mil Teleconference
Kevin Ewbank USACE ‐ RI Kevin.D.Ewbank@usace.army.mil Teleconference
Ken Westlake USEPA westlake.kenneth@epa.gov Teleconference
Liz Pelloso USEPA pelloso.elizabeth@epa.gov Teleconference
Brian Rennecker IL Dept of Ag Brian.Rennecker@illinois.gov Teleconference
Terry Savko IL Dept of Ag Terry.Savko@illinois.gov Teleconference
Charlie Costello FHWA‐Eastern Fed Lands Charlie.Costello@dot.gov Teleconference
Kevin Rose FHWA‐Eastern Fed Lands Kevin.Rose@dot.gov Teleconference

Sign‐in Sheet
NEPA‐404 Merger Meeting

June 14, 2018

District 3 ‐ Dee Bennett Road
Concurrence ‐ Alternatives to be Carried Forward
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IDOT District 3, LaSalle County 
Dee Bennett Road 
Environmental Assessment  
Concurrence - Alternatives to be Carried Forward 
June 14, 2018 

 
DECISIONS: 
 
Concurrence was not requested because the documentation needs to be updated to better explain the 
rationale for the alternatives to be carried forward. 
 
NEXT STEPS: 
 
The project team will revise the alternatives to be carried forward documentation based on the comments 
received during the meeting and the pre-call held on May 30, 2018. The project team will present at a 
merger meeting after the documentation has been revised. 
 
DISCUSSION: 

 
This meeting was held to gain concurrence from all agencies for the Alternatives to be Carried Forward 
(ACF) for the Dee Bennett Road project. Introductions were given around the room and by those 
participating via teleconference. Steve Pasinski of Thomas Engineering Group (TEG) presented the 
PowerPoint presentation for the ACF in the FHWA building in Springfield, IL. The presentation began at 
10:58 am. The project team includes Thomas Engineering Group and Huff & Huff, Inc. as well as the lead 
agency, LaSalle County Highway Department. 
 
At the beginning of the presentation, Mr. Pasinski stated that the initial part of the presentation was 
developed specifically to address agency comments related to project background information which was 
used for concepts’ development and alternatives analysis.  The main purpose of this was to provide 
linkage for the ACF report’s recommendations for developing, considering, and the dismissing/carrying 
forward of the alternatives.  This portion of the presentation discussed a project overview, project 
schedule and summarized the purpose and need of the project. 
 
Mr. Pasinski then presented the range of alternatives and the analysis of various build and no-build 
scenarios for the eastern and western alternatives. Upon presenting each of the four (4) western and four 
(4) eastern alternatives, merger agencies inquired intermittently about the basis for the alternatives and 
the reasoning of the analysis and recommendations. 
 
The United Stated Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA representatives Liz Pelloso and Ken 
Westlake), who participated via teleconference, had various comments and suggestions during the 
presentation to improve the ACF document. USEPA suggested that the document should be revised in 
several ways including: 
 

• Include stations and/or match lines to more clearly define the limits of study for each alternative. 
 

• Utilize larger format exhibits so reviewers can better understand the limits, the differences of the 
studied alternatives as well as their relative location with respect to the lock and dam access drive 
 

• Provide an exhibit (s) which can clearly display the location of safety concerns, connectivity gaps, 
and environmental resources and how this was used in the development and assessment of the 
alternatives. 
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• Improved exhibits showing the alternatives to be carried forward, each alternative should be on its 
own page in the document, (11”x17” or maybe larger), and limits and alignment should be shown 
both on existing and proposed Dee Bennett Road. A scale bar should be added to all exhibits.  
 

There was some confusion expressed about where the limits of the western and eastern alternatives are 
in respect to the entrance to the Lock and Dam. Ms. Pelloso from the USEPA suggested that a match line 
should be added for the western and eastern alternatives. This may ease the confusion about where the 
western and eastern alternatives begin and end by the Lock and Dam. Ms. Pelloso also expressed 
concern about the “far north” western alternative, because it appears to follow a heavily forested area. 
 
Upon discussion of the alternatives analyses, Mr. Pasinski explained that the red lines titled “Proposed 
Dee Bennett Road” were not intended to convey an exact alignment of the proposed road, but similarly, 
an approximate and relative location of where the particular build alternatives would be studied.  Once the 
ACF’s were approved, they would later optimized to avoid/minimize impacts and improve practicability. 
Ms. Pelloso suggested that instead of showing “Proposed Dee Bennett Road,” the team should express 
the alternatives as corridors to show a range of where the proposed alternatives were being studied 
versus what the document currently uses which implies more of an exact location/alignment. It was 
emphasized that the “Proposed Dee Bennett Road” could be more effectively described as “alternative 
corridors” with a range of impacts rather than a specific number.   
  
The agencies stated it was not clear from the documentation that the proposed ACF’s is addressing the 
trail connectivity aspect of the purpose and need. It needs to be better explained in the document that all 
the alternatives to be carried forward meet this point of the purpose and need because either the paved 
shoulder or the old alignment of Dee Bennett Road will be used as a bike trail. For the alternatives that 
follow the existing alignment of the road, the 8 foot shoulder will be used as a bike accommodation. For 
the alternatives that would be built on new alignment, Dee Bennett Road will be re-used as a bike trail.  
Each of these approaches would address the connectivity aspect of the purpose and need by closing the 
gap in the local trail network. It was agreed that this was not effectively communicated in the document. 
Connections of the proposed trail to the existing trail or planned trails need to be described and outlined 
for each alternative. The trail connectivity bike paths should be included or indicated on the typical 
sections if possible. 
 
The ACF document also needs to be revised to include the profile raises and fill amounts for each 
alternative.  
 
The cost of wetland mitigation was brought forward as a concern. Personnel from IDOT explained that 
since this is a local project (and not a project on the State highway system), wetland banks owned and 
operated by IDOT may only be used if there is no other option available. Credits from IDOT’s wetland 
banks would have to be purchased from IDOT (if that was the only option available) as part of the 
project’s mitigation. These are costs that were not originally considered in the evaluation of alternatives. It 
was suggested that these costs be considered along with the cost of the new structures for the diverted 
due north eastern alternative before dismissing this alternative. Another cost that need to be considered 
are the cost of culverts for hydraulics/flood control and animal connectivity. 
 
A concern was brought forward regarding a seep-type wetland near the existing Dee Bennett Road 
immediately east of IL 178. If any construction takes place near this seep, the seep wetland cannot be 
touched or altered in any way. The project team was made aware of this seep by the USACE that staffs 
the Starved Rock Lock and Dam at an early stakeholder meeting.  The location of the seep is such that it 
would not be impacted by any of alternatives contemplated to date but would be documented in the 
Environmental Assessment (EA) document as a resource.  Any further study of alternatives shall practice 
continued avoidance. 
 
USEPA and USACE found the documentation did not satisfactorily explain why alternatives were 
dismissed and why alternatives were retained. A more detailed explanation of the engineering should be 
included to support the decisions for dismissing or retaining alternatives. In addition, the cost analysis for 
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those alternatives that meet the purpose and need should include items discussed earlier in this meeting 
such as bridges, retaining walls, wetland banks, floodplain considerations etc. 
 
In conclusion of this meeting, Mr. Pasinski explained that project team will revise the documentation 
based on the comments received at the meeting and during the pre-call held on May 30, 2018. It was 
suggested by Matt Fuller of FHWA that the team work on revising the document and then seeking 
concurrence from agencies after the document is revised, instead of asking for agency concurrence at 
this meeting. All agencies agreed with waiting until the document was revised to consider going forward 
with concurrence for the ACF.  
 
The project team provided a handout at the meeting showing the general location of archaeological 
resources within the project area. The location of these sites influenced the location of the alternatives 
that were considered. Since their existence and location plays a role in the development and analysis of 
the alternatives, these exhibits should accompany any future submittals to the resource agencies as a 
separate document but clearly marked as confidential. The location of archaeological sites should not be 
shared with the general public to avoid looting of these sites. 
 
A field visit was also suggested for all interested agencies to gain a more complete understanding of the 
resources, the site, and the limiting physical constraints that play such a large role in the project. 
 
In addition to a possible field meeting and any other coordination between the project team and the 
agencies, the project team will incorporate the comments and suggestions put forward at this meeting 
and amend the ACF document.  The revised document will be presented at a future merger meeting. 
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NEPA – 404 Merger Meeting Decision Register 

June 14, 2018 

Project  Decisions  Next Steps 
Florence Bridge (District 6) 
CONC: Alts 

USEPA – concur 
USACE – concur 
USCG – concur 
USFWS – not present 
 
IDNR – Concur 
IDOA – Concur 
IEPA – not present 
IDNR‐SHPO – not present 

02/2019 – Preferred Alt Concurrence 
 
Spring/Summer 2019 – EA released 
 
Summer 2019 – Public Hearing 

Quincy Memorial Bridge (District 6) 
CONC: Preferred Alt 

USEPA – concur 
USACE – concur 
USCG – concur 
USFWS – not present 
 
IDNR – Concur 
IDOA – Concur 
IEPA – not present 
IDNR‐SHPO – not present 

Summer 2018 – EA for internal review 
 
Fall 2018 – EA for public review and hearing 
 
Spring 2019 – conclude NEPA 
 
USACE – need to have drainage district’s letter of 
support to obtain Section 408 approval from 
USACE. 

Dee Bennett Road (District 3) 
CONC: ALTS 

Agencies did not concur, pending updates to the 
documentation based on comments received 
during the pre‐call and during the merger meeting. 

Project team to work with IDOT/FHWA to revise 
the concurrence package and re‐submit for a 
future merger meeting. 
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Name Agency e‐mail address Participation Location
Matt Fuller FHWA matt.fuller@dot.gov Springfield
Rick Powell WSP USA rick.powell@wsp.com Springfield
Jay Wavering IDOT jay.wavering@illinois.gov Springfield
Denny O'Connell IDOT dennis.oconnell@illinois.gov Springfield
Keith Donovan IDOT keith.donovan@illinois.gov Springfield
Ed Kern IDOT Earl.Kern@illinois.gov Springfield
Sarah Parkison IDOT Sarah.Parkison@illinois.gov Springfield
Jon Kelley IDOT jonathan.kelley@illinois.gov Springfield
Keith McMullen USACE‐St. Louis Keith.A.Mcmullen@usace.army.mil Springfield
Felecia Hurley IDOT Felecia.Hurley@illinois.gov Springfield
Paul Niedernhofer IDOT paul.niedernhofer@illinois.gov Springfield
Mike Staggs FHWA mike.staggs@dot.gov Springfield
Scott Stitt IDOT scott.stitt@illinois.gov Springfield
John Sherrill IDOT john.sherrill@illinois.gov Springfield
Eric Washburn US Coast Guard Eric.Washburn@uscg.mil Springfield
Lou Haasis FHWA lou.haasis@dot.gov Springfield
Stan Hansen CMT shansen@cmtengr.com Springfield
Sal Madonia IDOT sal.madonia3@illinois.gov Springfield
Kristin Timmons Crawford Murphy & Tilly ktimmons@cmtengr.com Springfield
Janel Veile IDOT janel.veile@illinois.gov Springfield
Natalia Jones IDNR natalia.jones@illinois.gov Springfield
Jan Piland FHWA janis.piland@dot.gov Springfield
Brian Rennecker IL Dept of Ag Brian.Rennecker@illinois.gov Teleconference
Terry Savko IL Dept of Ag Terry.Savko@illinois.gov Teleconference
Kevin Rose FHWA‐Eastern Fed Lands Kevin.Rose@dot.gov Teleconference
Ken Westlake USEPA westlake.kenneth@epa.gov Teleconference
Liz Pelloso USEPA pelloso.elizabeth@epa.gov Teleconference
Mike Sedlacek USEPA Sedlacek.Michael@epa.gov Teleconference
Aimee Paquin WSP USA aimee.paquin@wsp.com Teleconference
Laura Sakach CMT lsakach@cmtengr.com Teleconference

Sign‐in Sheet
NEPA‐404 Merger Meeting

June 14, 2018

District 6 ‐ Florence Bridge
Concurrence ‐ Alternatives to be Carried Forward
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July 30, 2018 10:00am
IL 100/106 over the Illinois River
USACE MVR Coordination Meeting
Robert Young Federal Building
1222 Spruce Street
St. Louis, MO 63103

AGENDA

· Introductions

· Brief Description of the Project and Surrounding Area

· NEPA Concurrences to date

o Purpose and Need
o Alternatives to be Carried Forward

· Review of Environmental Resources & Coordination to Date (Processed as an EA)

· Anticipated USACE Permit Coordination

o Section 10 Permit - Construction in Navigable Waters
o Section 404 Individual Permit - Discharge of Fill into Waters of the US
o Section 408 Permit - Modification of Levees

· Modeling River Hydraulics
o Methodology (HEC-RAS steady state)
o Channel Sections - alternatives

· Data Collection Items
o Existing Channel Surroundings
o River Gauging Station Information
o Baseline River Modeling from USACE
o Other Data Available from USACE

· Review US Coast Guard Coordination
o Anticipated Horizontal and Vertical Clearance Requirements

· Anticipated Bridge Type

o Criteria for the location of bridge abutment
o Levee Clearance between the bridge low steel and the top of the levee

· Questions & Open Discussion

o Potential for fill inside the levee (East bank of the river)
o Accessibility to Levee Crest

· Tentative Project Schedule

D-1-158



pg. 1

Meeting Summary
IL 100/106 Phase I Study
Meeting with USACE and USCG
USACE/St. Louis, MO
May 11, 2017 – 10:00 AM
Prepared by Rick Powell and Krashan Singhal/WSP

A meeting was held between the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), US Coast Guard (USCG), IDOT
District 6, and the WSP consultant team to discuss the progress of the Environmental Assessment,
permitting issues, and river hydraulics modeling for the IL 100/106 river crossing at Florence. WSP
provided the following handout and exhibit items:

· Agenda
· Aerial views and impact matrix of four river crossing alternatives (Alternatives 4A, 4C, 4D and

5B)
· Preliminary profiles of four river crossing alternatives (same as above)
· Meeting summary of May 11, 2017 teleconference with IDOT, USCG, Illinois River Carriers and

WSP consultant team (horizontal and vertical bridge clearance discussion and provision of 2%
flow line water surface elevation)

· Large-scale aerial plots of the four river crossing alternatives (provided but not used in
discussion)

After introductions, R. Powell and J. Wavering reviewed each of the agenda items with discussion by the
meeting attendees as needed. Attendees had several comments as noted on the agenda topics.

NEPA Concurrences and EA
The project currently has concurrences from the NEPA/404 Merger Team for Purpose and Need and
Alternatives to be Carried Forward, including four build alternatives - 4A, 4C, 4C/D and 5B plus a no build
alternative of maintaining the existing bridge. It was noted that the existing bridge is eligible for listing
on the National Register of Historic Places, and that USACE and USCG input on the desirability of leaving
the bridge in place may be required as part of the Section 106 process. Both agencies stated their
preference to remove it if a new bridge is proposed, because its narrow opening width is a hazard to
navigation. USCG has information on the occurrences of vessels striking the bridge or the pier protection
cells north of the bridge. The study team was asked if a presentation would be made at the September
NEPA/404 meeting, and IDOT responded that they would likely defer to the February 2019 meeting
where a Preferred Alternative would be presented for concurrence.

Anticipated USACE Permit Coordination
USACE confirmed that the list of applicable permits was complete, and stated that they do not regulate
floodplains and that a meeting with IDNR may be beneficial. USACE asked about mitigation and IDOT
responded that credits for wetland impacts will be taken from the LaGrange bank, and there are ample
credits available. Decurrent False Aster is present at all crossings except for 5B; mussels were

D-1-159



pg. 2

encountered at all crossings but no T&E species. IDOT indicated that there are undecided policy issues
regarding moving non-T&E mussel species prior to construction. In any case, it was recognized that the
species present at the time of survey will need to be re-visited prior to construction.

Modeling River Hydraulics
IDOT mentioned that three of the four crossings are very similar in location and the potential of taking
extra sections now or waiting until a preferred alternative was identified. USACE had no preference.
WSP discussed the hydraulic analysis for the proposed IL 100/106 bridge over the Illinois River. The
USACE previously completed a study to remap the entire Mississippi River Basin in 2004. The hydraulic
analysis was performed using HEC-UNET, which is a 2-D, unsteady flow, hydraulic model. In addition, the
USACE recently completed a new version of the Upper Mississippi regulatory mode using HEC-RAS.
USACE will investigate to see what recent hydraulic model they have and can make their hydraulic
model of the Illinois River available, and it was suggested that truncated model, 2 miles upstream and
downstream of the proposed crossings should be sufficient.

Data Collection
USACE stated that their model had a range of flood events, calibrated with high flood events. With the
hydraulic survey and channel sections proposed, there are no dredging issues. They have HEC RAS cross
sections. USACE has informed that recently hydro survey was carried out near the project site and
identified utilities 500-ft upstream and downstream of the existing crossing. USACE can make their
hydro survey terrain model of the river available for IDOT and WSP review.

Review USCG Coordination
USCG concurred that the 55’ above 2% flow line vertical and 400’ horizontal clearances that were
discussed on the May 2017 conference call were still in effect. USCG stated that IDOT could request a
reduced horizontal clearance if desired, and USCG would consider it in consultation with the river
carriers. WSP noted that the 400’ horizontal clearance design is currently centered on the existing
navigation channel, which is offset towards the eastern river bank.

Anticipated Bridge Type
WSP showed the profiles of 4A (typical of the “4” series) and 5B, which assumes a composite reinforced
concrete deck/steel plate girder design and the USCG approved horizontal and vertical clearances.

Levee Clearance and Access
USACE stated that they require a minimum of 15’ vertical clearance from the top of levee to low beam
of bridge, if the bridge will span over the levee. The other alternative is to provide access to the levee on
both sides from the roadway for maintenance equipment. They will be looking for written approval of
the access method from the Big Swan levee district as part of the Section 408 permit process. An
example of levee access on I-255 where the levee was tied into the slope was given.

Action Items
IDOT:
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Set up meeting with IDNR

Coordinate with Big Swan Levee District to gain their approval on method of levee access

Consultant Team:

Exchange river modeling information with USACE as needed
Attendance
See Attachment
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July 30, 2018 3:00pm
IL 100/106 over the Illinois River
Big Swan Drainage & Levee District Coordination Meeting
395 Big Swan Road
Winchester, IL 62694

AGENDA

· Introductions

· Brief Description of the Project and Surrounding Area

· NEPA Concurrences to date

o Purpose and Need
o Alternatives to be Carried Forward

· Review of Environmental Resources & Coordination to Date (Processed as an EA)

· Anticipated USACE Permit Coordination

o Section 10 Permit - Construction in Navigable Waters
o Section 404 Individual Permit - Discharge of Fill into Waters of the US
o Section 408 Permit - Modification of Levees

· Review US Coast Guard Coordination
o Anticipated Horizontal and Vertical Clearance Requirements

· Anticipated Bridge Type

o Criteria for the location of bridge abutment
o Levee Clearance between the bridge low steel and the top of the levee

· Questions & Open Discussion

o Future plans for levee or drainage construction in project area
o Potential for fill inside the levee (East bank of the river)
o Accessibility to Levee Crest

· Tentative Project Schedule
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Meeting Summary
IL 100/106 Phase I Study
Meeting with Big Swan Drainage and Levee District
Buck & Jo’s Too/Winchester, IL
July 30, 2018 – 3:00 PM
Prepared by Rick Powell and Krashan Singhal/WSP

A meeting was held between the Big Swan Drainage and Levee District (BSDLD), IDOT District 6, and the
WSP consultant team to discuss the progress of the Environmental Assessment, permitting issues, and
levee coordination for the IL 100/106 river crossing at Florence. WSP provided the following handout
and exhibit items:

· Agenda
· Aerial views and impact matrix of four river crossing alternatives (Alternatives 4A, 4C, 4D and

5B)
· Preliminary profiles of four river crossing alternatives (same as above)
· Meeting summary of May 11, 2017 teleconference with IDOT, USCG, Illinois River Carriers and

WSP consultant team (horizontal and vertical bridge clearance discussion and provision of 2%
flow line water surface elevation)

· Large-scale aerial plots of the four river crossing alternatives (provided but not used in
discussion)

R. Powell and J. Wavering reviewed each of the agenda items with discussion by the meeting attendees
as needed. Attendees had several comments as noted on the agenda topics.

NEPA Concurrences and EA
The project currently has concurrences from the NEPA/404 Merger Team for Purpose and Need and
Alternatives to be Carried Forward, including four build alternatives - 4A, 4C, 4C/D and 5B plus a no build
alternative of maintaining the existing bridge. BSDLD is familiar with the alternatives and asked if there
was a preferred alternative yet. IDOT D6 stated that it is still being studied.

Anticipated USACE Permit Coordination
BSDLD discussed the Section 408 permit and was informed by IDOT of the 15’ clearance requirement if a
bridge spans over the levee. In the Section 408 process there is an economic benefit section which
DSDLD believes would be bolstered by the addition of a new bridge. See levee clearance below for
further discussion of levee permit issues.

Review USCG Coordination
Clearances discussed and approved as part of May 2017 USCG conference call are still in effect,

Anticipated Bridge Type
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WSP showed the profile of 4A (typical of the “4” series), which assumes a composite reinforced concrete
deck/steel plate girder design and the USCG approved horizontal and vertical clearances. The position of
the levee was noted, and that the current profile (with 3% approach grades) does not allow for 15’
vertical clearance on any of the alternatives except for Alternative 5B.

Levee Clearance and Access
BSDLD stated their main concern is travel on the levee. Their first preference is that the bridge provide
15’ vertical clearance over the levee and that equipment access from a location other than the bridge is
feasible since they already have alternate access locations north and south of IL 100/106. However,
before addressing the access issue formally through the Section 408 process and other required
coordination, they would like to see a cost comparison of bridging the levee vs. providing access to the
levee on both the north and south sides of IL 100/106, as well as a conceptual plan of how direct
roadway access could be provided, and recognizing that the additional cost may affect the funding of
the structure if 15’ clearance is provided. BSDLD also stated that they usually defer to the USACE where
permitting issues apply. IDOT D6 asked BSDLD how they maintain the levee in a flood event and whether
the method of access would make a difference. BSDLD stated they could work with it either way.

Other Items Discussed
BSDLD stated that, although the area east of the levee is shown as floodplain by FIRM mapping, there
have been no historic overtopping events of the levee from the Illinois River. The flood event of 2015
was the highest, followed by 2013 the 2nd highest. Other significant flood events of 2008, 1995 and 1993
were also mentioned by BSDLD.

IDOT D6 discussed the recent downrating of the existing structure limiting the bridge to empty truck
loads, and that emergency repairs would probably not be completed until spring 2019 (when legal loads
would resume). There are several deficiencies that would remain, but the emergency repair would
address the most serious ones where substantial “section loss” of existing beams had occurred. A more
comprehensive repair is currently programmed that would address the remaining deficiencies. BSDLD
commented that the money programmed for the comprehensive repair would be put to better use in
helping fund a new structure.

BSDLD discussed the new ethanol plant proposed south of Bluffs and west of Oxfield, and how it may
affect travel patterns and volumes in the area.

BSDLD asked who reimburses the state if a barge hits the bridge, or if the cost is absorbed by the state.
IDOT D6 stated they didn’t’ have an answer and would need to look into it.

Action Items
IDOT:
Coordinate with Big Swan Levee District to gain their approval on method of levee access

Consultant Team:
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Provide cost estimates and conceptual plans for 15’ clearance above levee vs. direct levee access from IL
100-106 roadway

Attendance
J. Wavering, D. O’Connell – IDOT D6
R. Powell, K. Singhal – WSP
B. Coon – Big Swan Drainage & Levee District
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August 28, 2018 10:00am
IL 100/106 over the Illinois River
Coordination Meeting
Illinois Department of Natural Resources
One Natural Resources Way
Springfield, IL 62702

AGENDA

· Introductions

· Brief Description of the Project and Surrounding Area

· NEPA Concurrences to date
o Purpose and Need
o Alternatives to be Carried Forward

· Review of Environmental Resources & Coordination to Date (Processed as an EA)

· Permit Overview
o Section 10, Section 401, Section 404, and Section 408
o Part 3700 (Individual permit) and Part 3704 Rules

· Review of Levee District coordination and potential for fill inside the levee

· Fill in the Floodway and floodplains, and compensatory storage requirements (FIRM map
shows no defined floodway for the Illinois River)

· Hydraulic condition that must be met during and after construction
o Causeways/cofferdams/etc.
o Sensitive Receptors upstream

· River Hydraulics Model
o Regulatory model: UNET Model from UMRSFFS study, 2004
o HEC-RAS model from Corps Water Management System project, 2018
o Confirm Hydraulic model for IDNR Permit – HEC-RAS Steady State

· Waterway Information Table (WIT)
o Permit WIT
o Design WIT
o Construction WIT: Confirm IDNR criteria

· Questions & Open Discussion
o River Cross Section placement and survey limits
o UNET Model: Modelled bridge as a Lid structure
o Peak flow data: USGS gage station (05586300) at Florence

· Tentative Project Schedule
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Meeting Summary
IL 100/106 Phase I Study
Meeting with IDNR
One Natural Resources Way, Springfield, IL
August 28, 2018 – 10:00 AM
Prepared by Rick Powell and Krashan Singhal/WSP

A meeting was held between the Illinois Department of Natural Resources (IDNR), IDOT District 6, and
the WSP consultant team to discuss the progress of the Environmental Assessment, permitting issues,
and river hydraulics modeling for the IL 100/106 river crossing at Florence. WSP provided the following
handout and exhibit items:

· Agenda
· Plan-size aerial views of four Illinois River crossing alternatives (Alternatives 4A, 4C, 4D and 5B,

as well as a revised version of Alternative 4C with a reverse curve to reduce rock cut and
alignment length)

· Two preliminary roadway/bridge profiles of Alternative 4C (one providing direct access to the
levee from IL 100-106 but with minimal vertical clearance above the top of levee, and the other
providing 15’ of vertical clearance between the bridge low beam and top of levee)

· Roadway/bridge profiles of alternatives other than 4C and large scale aerials were brought to
the meeting but not used.

After introductions, R. Powell, J. Wavering and K. Singhal reviewed each of the agenda items with
discussion by the meeting attendees as needed. Attendees had several comments as noted on the
agenda topics. It was noted that most IDNR attendees were not familiar with the project.

NEPA Concurrences and EA
The project currently has concurrences from the NEPA/404 Merger Team for Purpose and Need and
Alternatives to be Carried Forward, including four build alternatives - 4A, 4C, 4C/D and 5B plus a no build
alternative of maintaining the existing bridge. The locations (relative to the existing bridge) and
geometric features of each alternative were described by the IDOT/WSP study team, as well as the
general environmental impact findings. The environmental class of action is currently seen as being an
Environmental Assessment (EA).

Anticipated IDNR Permit Coordination
IDNR agreed with the potential list of permits provided in the agenda. IDNR confirmed that permitting
for this location will be based on Part 3700 (Individual) and Part 3704 (public water) rules. Statewide
Permit # 12 is not applicable for this project. IDNR noted that all temporary work in public bodies of
water (causeways/cofferdams) require an IDNR-OWR permit. There are many impacts of temporary
structure to consider including hydraulic impacts as well impacts to navigation. IDNR requested that
temporary structures be included with permit application.
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Levee District/USACE coordination
The previous coordination with the Big Swan Drainage and Levee District and US Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) St. Louis District was described by the IDOT/WSP study team. The levee district
prefers a 15’ overhead clearance of the bridge, but would consider a lesser clearance and direct access
from the highway. The method of access is still to be negotiated in the Section 408 permit process. IDNR
asked where the east bridge abutment would be; the study team responded that it would tentatively be
at the toe of levee. The potential for putting the roadway on fill in the wetland area west of the levee
was also discussed, but would need to be further investigated as to hydraulic and resource impacts
before it could be considered. After much discussion, IDNR indicated that any fill east of the levee would
likely not trigger a need for compensatory storage, due to the unlikeliness of effective flow east of the
levee during a flood event as well as the replacement bridge’s being a transverse rather than
longitudinal encroachment. In the case of no defined floodway in the FIRM mapping, the floodway
would be defined as the entire floodplain. WSP noted that the 400’ horizontal clearance design
approved by USCG is currently centered on the existing channel. There would typically be shorter spans
of less than 200’ away from the channel span and adjacent spans, but will be greater than the current
eastern spans through the wetland area (which measure 43’-6”). The total bridge lengths of Alternatives
4A, 4C and 4C/D are like the existing bridge, while the Alternative 5B bridge length is considerably
shorter but with more new roadway length required. IDNR noted that the effect of any of the build
alternatives would be a net removal of pier area for the new bridge as compared to the existing bridge.

Hydraulic Modelling
WSP informed that they had received two hydraulic models from the USACE for the Illinois River. The
first is a UNET hydraulic model from the Upper Mississippi River System Flow Frequency Study
(UMRSFFS, 2004). The second is a HEC-RAS model from the Corps Water Management System project
(CWMS, 2018). Per USACE, the Illinois River UNET model represents the “FEMA effective model” and be
used as a baseline model for the bridge hydraulics. The UNET modeled Illinois River at the crossing
underneath IL 100/106 using lidded cross sections. In the converted HEC-RAS model, WSP would replace
lidded cross sections with bridge structure. IDNR did not have an objection to this approach but stated
their concern with the limitations of the current FIS model.

WSP also mentioned that the UNET model is 1-D, unsteady flow hydraulic model and recreating a HEC-
RAS model from UNET may not match the FIS results to within 0.1’ at all cross sections, and for all
frequencies. IDNR is aware of this and commented to ensure results are consistent and comparable to
FIS.  Also, IDNR confirmed that HEC-RAS steady state model is an acceptable hydraulic model for the
IDNR-OWR permitting purposes.

Hydraulic Modelling Requirements
IDNR would like to see both the hydraulic modeling results of the existing vs. new structure, as well as a
“construction case” scenario of both existing and new structures being in place during construction.
IDNR also commented that if a causeway is foreseen as being needed, it should ideally be included in the
“construction case” to determine the effects. IDNR pointed to scenarios where a bridge contractor
wanted to add a causeway to the construction plan late in the process as less than ideal due to the
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reviews and delays incurred, and recommended IDOT resolve the issue early in the design process if a
causeway is desired. The effect of standard pier cofferdams during construction is not consequential and
can be ignored in the hydraulic modeling.

River modeling sections were discussed – IDNR recommended additional sections be added to the
hydraulic model as the reach lengths in the existing model were excessive. IDNR suggested to verify
UNET cross sections data against county topography data. IDNR also suggested the effective flow area
would likely be bounded on the east by the levee and on the west by the bluff, and to exclude the areas
within the FIRM flood plain east of the levee in modeling flood flow. IDNR commented that the existing
UNET model lacked detail for both channel and structures. They recommended additional channel
sections as well as accurate modeling of the existing and proposed bridge openings including “low
steel”, which will be done in accordance with IDOT drainage policy, and stated that additional
bathymetric survey may be necessary.

Gage Station Data
River flow and level historic data are available from the upstream Valley City gauge. The Florence gauge
near the existing IL 100-106 bridge measures river level only. IDNR recommended applying the Upper
Mississippi River (UMRSFFS) flow rates to the HEC-RAS model for purposes of designing and permitting
through IDNR-OWR.

Environmental Issues
IDNR discussed several environmental resources present near the project. Bald eagle nesting sites are
under US Fish and Wildlife’s review process. Wetland impacts would be anticipated with each of the
alternatives; D. O’Connell stated that Alternative 5A has the least wetland impacts. IDOT D6 indicated
that the mitigation requirements are anticipated to be met by credits from IDOT’s LaGrange wetland.
American Eel was not anticipated to be an issue. IDNR is reviewing their demolition/use of explosives
policy regarding river bridges and additional guidance may be issued by the time of construction; they
stressed the need for practical regulations. IDOT stated that tree removal specifications will likely be
done for the project even though there is no known T&E bat habitat in the area. The subject of mussel
relocation came up, and D. O’Connell asked IDNR of their stance on non-T&E species mussel relocation.
IDNR responded that they do have broad authority to recommend construction practices as needed to
protect mussel populations, and their emphasis is on species diversity, and noted the size of the existing
INAI site. However, they don’t want to go too far. If a mussel relocation were recommended, it would
not be as extensive as an incidental take process. It would be coordinated through state fisheries, and
would be called a “salvage optimization plan” rather than a mitigation plan if no T&E species were
involved. Both IDNR and IDOT recognized the potential need for re-surveying species as needed closer to
construction.

Project Schedule
The study team presented the next action items as a CAG meeting in October 2018 and presentation of
a Preferred Alternative to the NEPA Merger team in February 2019. The Hydraulic Report for the bridge
is anticipated to be done by end of 2019 along with the completion of the EA and Design Report.
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Action Items
IDOT:
Continued coordination with IDNR as needed.

Consultant Team:

Prepare hydraulic report.

Attendance
See Attachment
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Illinois NEPA/404 Merger Meeting 
September 19, 2019 

USEPA – Region 5 
77 West Jackson Blvd. 

Chicago, IL 

12th Floor – Lake Ontario Room 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

3250 Executive Park Drive 
Springfield, IL 62703 

Conference Room 

9 am – 12 noon 

• Florence Bridge, District 6, Pike and Scott counties
o Concurrence – Preferred Alternative

• Caton Farm-Bruce Road, District 1, Will County
o Information – project update

• Quentin Road, District 1, Cook County
o Information – status update

12:00 noon 

ADJOURN 
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IDOT District 6, Pike and Scott counties 
Florence Bridge 
Environmental Assessment 
Concurrence – Preferred Alternative 
September 19, 2019 

DECISIONS: 

Concurrence on the preferred alternative was obtained from Illinois Department of Agriculture, 
US Army Corps of Engineers, US Coast Guard, Illinois Department of Natural Resources, US 
Environmental Protection Agency, and Illinois SHPO. 

NEXT STEPS: 

EA to be release for public review and a public hearing held in early 2020. 

DISCUSSION: 

On September 19, a NEPA/404 Merger Team meeting was held at the FHWA Illinois Division 
office in Springfield for the Illinois 100/106 River Crossing Phase I Study. The meeting included 
live and remote attendees who were connected via telephone and web conference. The purpose 
of the meeting was to seek concurrence of the project Preferred Alternative from state and 
federal resource agencies. 

No handouts were distributed to the attendees at the meeting. 

Items previously distributed to the attendees included: 

• Preferred Alternative Report
• NEPA timeframes schedule
• List of Cooperating Agencies
• Current environmental reports and memorandums including:

o January 2018 INHS Botanical Survey report
o May 2018 INHS Herpetological Survey report
o June 2017 IDOT memorandum re: historic bridge status
o September 2018 INHS Botanical Survey Results report
o May 2018 ISGS 3408 Preliminary Environmental Site Assessment
o February 2018 ISAS archaeology memorandum
o ISAS Archaeological memorandums April, May and June 2019
o 2018 INHS Avian Survey report
o October 2017 INHS Aquatic Survey report
o October 2018 IDOT Historic Resources memorandum
o June 2019 SHPO conditional Archaeological Resources concurrence

memorandum
o November 2017 INHS Wetland Determination Survey report
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R. Powell (WSP USA) narrated the presentation (approximately 40 minutes), in which the 
project’s progress was reviewed and alternatives developed were discussed in detail, including 
the previous recommendation of Alternative 4C (100’ south of the existing IL 100/106 
alignment) which was withdrawn from the February 2019 NEPA/404 Merger meeting agenda 
due to discovery of a sensitive archaeological resource within the alternative’s footprint. Further 
investigation led to a recommendation of Alternative 4C/D (300’ south of the existing IL 
100/106 alignment) as the Preferred Alternative, which was presented for concurrence following 
comparison of impacts with the other alternatives. 

A. Edmondson (USACE) asked IDOT’s intent with the uneconomic remnant areas identified 
within the 4C/D footprint. J. Wavering responded that IDOT planned to temporarily fence the 
area during construction; the fencing would be removed after construction and the area would be 
left in its natural condition. A “protected area” shown in the presentation southwest of the 
existing IL 100/106/Florence Road intersection would be permanently fenced to protect the 
sensitive archaeological resource. A. Edmondson also asked if IDOT would place a covenant on 
the uneconomic remnant property. J. Wavering responded that IDOT had no plans to place a 
covenant such as would be applied to a conservation area, that IDOT had no immediate plans for 
the property, and it is not needed for construction of the Preferred Alternative. 

W. Raffensperger asked if the existing IL 100/106 roadway would be removed in addition to 
removing the existing bridge. J. Wavering responded that the existing roadway would be 
removed east of Florence Road to the west edge of the existing bridge, and from the east edge of 
the existing bridge to where it meets the Alternative 4C/D alignment east of the river. From 
Florence Road west, the roadway would be left in place as part of the connector road. R. Powell 
added that the roadway portion from Old U.S. 36 west to where it meets the Alternative 4C/D 
alignment would be removed as well. 

M. Fuller (FHWA) polled the various resource agencies on their concurrence with the project’s 
recommended Alternatives to be Carried Forward. Verbal concurrences were received from 
Illinois Department of Agriculture, US Army Corps of Engineers, US Coast Guard, Illinois 
Department of Natural Resources, US Environmental Protection Agency, and Illinois SHPO. US 
Fish and Wildlife Service was not present for the poll.  

Following the polling, J. Wavering and R. Powell concluded the presentation by describing the 
ongoing coordination and the next steps in the study process. The potential for constructing part 
of the alignment west of the levee on embankment (rather than on bridge structure) was 
discussed, pending hydraulic studies for its feasibility. It was observed that all the land east of 
the levee is in the mapped floodplain, but that the levee had not been breached in recent history. 

Attendees were asked if there were any additional questions about the project. 

W. Raffensperger asked if a reduced clearance option other than 15’ could be considered. J. 
Wavering responded that the clearance was provided for maintenance of the levee. A. 
Edmondson added that Jeremy Eck of USACE St. Louis office is the Section 408 coordinator 
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(not in attendance), and could not directly address the question, but indicated that the USACE 
had developed clearances in coordination with the levee districts to address levee maintenance 
needs including emergency operations during flood events. 

K. Westlake at USEPA asked about the availability of the EA at the Public Hearing, and IDOT 
responded that it would be. 
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Name Agency e‐mail address Participation Location
Alan Edmondson USACE alan.r.edmondson@usace.army.mil Teleconference
Megan Hamilton WSP megan.hamilton@wsp.com Teleconference
Pete Sambor USCG Peter.J.Sambor@uscg.mil Teleconference
Jeff Kruchten IDNR‐SHPO Jeffery.Kruchten@illinois.gov Teleconference
Steve Ott WSP steve.ott@wsp.com Teleconference
Matt Fuller FHWA matt.fuller@dot.gov Chicago
William Raffensperger IDOT william.raffensperger@illinois.gov Chicago
Ken Westlake USEPA westlake.kenneth@epa.gov Chicago
Stasi Brown USACE stasi.f.brown@usace.army.mil Chicago
Mike Sedlacek USEPA Sedlacek.Michael@epa.gov Chicago
John Sherrill IDOT john.sherrill@illinois.gov Chicago
Jan Piland FHWA janis.piland@dot.gov Springfield
Rick Powell WSP USA rick.powell@wsp.com Springfield
Denny O'Connell IDOT dennis.oconnell@illinois.gov Springfield
Sal Madonia IDOT sal.madonia3@illinois.gov Springfield
Heidi Thomas FHWA heidi.thomas@dot.gov Springfield
Becky Roman IDOT elizabeth.roman@illinois.gov Springfield
Jeffrey Evers IL Dept of Ag jeff.evers@illinois.gov Springfield
Felecia Hurley IDOT Felecia.Hurley@illinois.gov Springfield
Brad Koldehoff IDOT brad.koldehoff@illinois.gov Springfield
Janel Veile IDOT janel.veile@illinois.gov Springfield
Jay Wavering IDOT jay.wavering@illinois.gov Springfield
Kristin Timmons Crawford Murphy & Tilly ktimmons@cmtengr.com Springfield
Brad Hayes IDNR Bradley.Hayes@illinois.gov Springfield

Sign‐in Sheet
NEPA‐404 Merger Meeting

September 19, 2019

District 6 ‐ Florence Bridge, Pike and Scott counties
Concurrence ‐ Preferred Alternative
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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. 
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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 
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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 
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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
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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 
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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. 
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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.”    
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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   
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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 
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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 

 

 
 

D-1-258



 

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.  
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“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. 
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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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Attachment C - Attendance Sheet (1 of 2)  
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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. 
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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 
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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 
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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. 
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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 
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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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Attachment B - Attendance Sheet (2 of 3)  
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IL 100-106 River Crossing Project Phase I Study 

Citizens Advisory Group - Meeting #3 Summary 

March 8, 2018 

 

A meeting of the Citizens Advisory Group was held on March 8, 2017 at the Nimrod Funk 

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

items. 

 Project Timeline 

 Study Area and Preliminary Alternatives 

 Review of Environmental Resources 

 Review Range of Alternatives Considered 

 Identify Alternatives Proposed to be Carried Forward 

 Refined Alternatives to be Carried Forward  

 Features, Costs and Impacts 

 Public Meeting #2 Comment Review 

 Next Steps 

 

Handouts at the meeting included: 

 Matrix spreadsheets of alternatives with costs, travel benefits, and environmental 

impacts itemized under each alternative.  

o One matrix included the eleven build alternatives as presented to the CAG #2 

meeting in April 2017, based on initial environmental impacts, design features 

and costs based on initial design and environmental screening of available 

databases. 

o The other matrix included the four recommended Alternatives to be Carried 

Forward (4A, 4C, 4C/D and 5B) with updated environmental impacts, design 

features and costs based on refined design and environmental screening of 

available databases, but also including updated environmental surveys which 

were available as of March 2018 for wetlands, mussels, and federally-listed 

threatened plant species Decurrent False Aster. 

 Comment forms, similar to those provided for Public Meeting #2 in December 2017, 

asking members to state their preference for each of the four build alternatives as well as 

providing a space for detailed comments. 
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After introductions conducted by J. Wavering, R. Powell and K. Timmons conducted a 

PowerPoint presentation, after which the attendees were invited to review maps showing 

environmental resources and video flyover simulations of the four alternatives proposed to be 

carried forward for further study. 

Meeting attendees were also invited to make written comments on the alternatives, either by 

submitting at the meeting or sending to IDOT District 6 by March 22, 2018.  

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

 A CAG member asked IDOT to include the yearly operational cost of the existing bridge 

in the description of Alternative 1, the No-Build Alternative. 

 One of the trucking companies hauling for the quarry would rather take a right turn 

from Illinois 100-106 to access the quarry than a left.   

 CAG members asked about the process of the resource agencies in prioritizing the 

alternatives by environmental impacts. J. Wavering replied that all the impacts are 

considered, and the resource agency representatives discuss the various impacts as a 

group, with each agency presenting impacts in their area of expertise. R. Powell added 

that sometimes a slight increase in impacts in one resource are acceptable if greater 

reductions in impacts to another resource are achieved. All impacts are subject to 

mitigation requirements requested by the various agencies. 

 A CAG member indicated there could be potential Native American burial mounds in 

the vicinity of the northwest connector of Alternative 4A.   

 Some CAG members indicated concerns about Florence’s loss of tax revenue if “Ed 

Moodie’s” restaurant/bar is impacted by Alternative 4A.   

 Some CAG members cited archaeological resources as well as farm and residence 

impacts in opposing Alternative 5B.   

 A CAG member favored the T-intersection connection to Florence Road of Alternative 4 

C/D. 

 A CAG member favored adding a local interchange at I-72 and County Highway 14 in 

addition to replacing the Illinois River bridge. 

 CAG members favoring Alternative 5B cited the shorter bridge length, better location for 

river navigation, and less disruption of traffic during construction as compared to other 

alternatives. 

 A CAG member asked that the existing bridge not be shut down during construction 

citing disruption and economic impacts to businesses, residents and emergency services. 

Also, impacts to existing residences were cited as a reason to not favor Alternative 5B. 

 A CAG member cited an alignment just south of the current bridge as being most 

beneficial, less disruptive to normal traffic flow, and have less impact on farmland and 

natural areas as compared to other alternatives. 
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A total of 16 completed comment forms and one email comment were collected, including those 

submitted at the meeting and those sent afterward to IDOT District 6 by the March 22 deadline. 

The comments indicated the following preferences as shown on Table 1 below.    

Table 1. CAG #3 Alternative Preference 

 Alternative 4A Alternative 4C Alternative 4C/D Alternative 5B 

1st preference 2 7 6 2 

2nd preference 4 7 0 0 

3rd preference 2 0 4 3 

4th preference 3 0 0 5 

Not marked or 

“0” 

6 3 7 7 

See Appendix A for the written comments as received, including alternative preference and 

additional comments.   

 

Project Study Group members attending CAG Meeting #3 included the following. 

IDOT: Jeff Myers, Sal Madonia, Jay Wavering, Jon Kelley, Lori Williams, Joe Schatteman 

WSP: Rick Powell, Meghan Hamilton, Tanya Adams 

CMT: Kristin Timmons 
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Attachment A - Attendance Sheet (1 of 2)  
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IL 100-106 River Crossing Project Phase I Study 

Citizens Advisory Group - Meeting #4 Summary 

October 16, 2018 

 

A meeting of the Citizens Advisory Group was held on October 16, 2018 at the Nimrod Funk 

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

items. 

 Project Timeline 

 Purpose and Need - Alternatives Review 

 Alternatives Carried Forward 

 Recommendation of Preferred Alternative 

 Agency Coordination 

 Next Steps 

 Bridge Rehabilitation vs. Replacement 

 

Handouts at the meeting included: 

 Matrix spreadsheets of the four Alternatives Carried Forward (4A, 4C, 4C/D, and 5B) 

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

 Comment forms providing a space for written comments on the project, and requesting 

a response by October 30, 2018. 

After introductions were conducted by J. Wavering, R. Powell provided a project update and 

presented the recommended “Preferred Alternative, 4C”.  After the presentation, attendees 

were invited to review maps of the draft roadway plan and profiles with highlighted 

environmental resources for each of the alternatives recommended for further study 

(Alternatives 4A, 4C, 4C/D, and 5B).  Meeting attendees were also invited to provide written 

comments regarding each of the alternatives. 

  As part of the meeting agenda, J. Wavering provided an update on the weight restrictions that 

were recently put in place.  He provided details for an emergency repair contract to restore the 

40-ton legal load posting which is expected to be complete in the spring of 2019.  He also 

described the design and construction activities for a major bridge rehabilitation project that 

could start as early as 2020 depending on funding and project readiness.  The rehabilitation 

contract would be larger in scope than the emergency repair contract, and is intended to keep 

the bridge open to traffic until replacement funding can be secured. 
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Comments and questions during and after the presentation included the following: 

 A CAG member asked if there been any movement or activity on listing the existing 

bridge with the National Register of Historic Places. IDOT responded that they were not 

aware of any such effort. 

 A CAG member asked IDOT to confirm that Alternative 4A is dropped from further 

study.  IDOT responded that 4A is recommended to be dropped, but it will not be 

officially dropped until the Preferred Alternative is presented to federal and state 

agencies at the NEPA Merger meeting in February 2019. 

 A CAG member asked how the location of Alternative 5B and the downstream crossing 

factor into the alternatives evaluation, and how much of a deterrent are the crossing 

locations upstream.  IDOT responded that the river carriers prefer any alternative that is 

further downstream from the existing crossing. Coordination with the US Coast Guard 

and the river carriers identified that having a 400-foot width between piers would be 

sufficient regardless of the location of the bridge.  

 A CAG member asked for examples of bridges that are similar to the proposed bridge 

type for IL 100/106.  IDOT responded that the new IL 100-106 bridge would likely 

appear similar to the I-72 structures over the Illinois River and the proposed US 54 

Champ Clark bridge over the Mississippi River. 

 A CAG member asked if the levee district has any concern for the clearance over the 

levee, depending on the alternative.  IDOT responded that levee district coordination is 

ongoing. The levee district concern for access is the same no matter which alternative is   

chosen. The proposed bridge will either have 15 feet of vertical clearance over the levee, 

or direct access from IL 100-106 will be provided. 

 A CAG member asked what bridge is on the District’s list for funding.  IDOT responded 

that a new two-lane US 67 bridge over the Illinois River in Beardstown has been funded.  

After that, both US 24 in Quincy and IL 100/106 are currently in the Phase I study phase 

and not funded for design or construction.  

 A CAG member asked about going for a TIGER grant. IDOT responded that TIGER 

grants (now called BUILD grants) are subject to a specific process and proposals are not 

currently being accepted. IDOT also stated that the bridge replacement was submitted 

for competitive freight plan funding, but was not awarded funds. 

 A CAG member asked that, once the Champ Clark Bridge is done, which bridge would 

be next. IDOT responded that the Champ Clark Bridge was led by Missouri, and there 

are 15 counties in District 6, so it is difficult to say how that would impact Illinois bridge 

improvements, and that the next anticipated opportunity to get federal funding is 

through the Illinois Special Bridge Program for FY 2025. 

 A CAG member asked about the maintenance of the bridge being less cost for a shorter 

bridge such as Alternative 5B. IDOT responded that, while the shorter bridge length as 

part of Alternative 5B would have reduced maintenance costs, it also would require a 

D-1-403



 

 

greater length of new roadway than the other alternatives, and would sever farmland 

east of the river and displace properties west of the river. 

A total of 8 completed comment forms and no email comments were collected, including those 

submitted at the meeting and those sent afterward to IDOT District 6 by the October 30 

deadline. The comments are summarized below.    

 Preference for, or approval of, the recommended Preferred Alternative 4C (by several 

CAG members). 

 Preference for 15’ vertical clearance over the levee. 

 Higher cost of Alternative 4C vs. 4A is justified by its reduced farmland and 

displacement impacts. 

 Commend the IDOT and consultant study team for navigating the CAG group through 

the study process. 

 Restore the legal load weight limits for the existing bridge, and keep them restored until 

a new bridge can be funded. 

 Support dropping Alternative 5B due to its land acquisition costs and floodplain 

impacts. Concern for new bridge location and width still being inadequate for barge 

collision avoidance. Consider constructing the bridge approaches before the bridge span 

to shorten construction time. The CAG meetings are very informative. 

 Concern that inflation will keep the cost rising if construction is delayed. Concern that 

the Quincy bridge will take precedence over the Florence bridge. Even with its lower 

traffic flow, the Florence bridge is important link for farmers and other adjacent 

businesses and for emergency services. 

 Concern with the timeline and approval of construction funds for the new bridge. Long 

term closures and weight restrictions hamper the ability to maintain and grow business. 

Communication well in advance of closures will help businesses plan for the needs of 

their customers. 

Project Study Group members attending CAG Meeting #3 included the following. 

IDOT: Jeff Myers, Sal Madonia, Jay Wavering, Jon Kelley, Lori Williams, Joe Schatteman, Ameh 

Fioklou 

WSP: Rick Powell, Meghan Hamilton, Tanya Adams 

CMT: Kristin Timmons 
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IL 100-106 River Crossing Project Phase I Study 

Citizens Advisory Group - Meeting #5 Summary 

August 27, 2019 

 

A meeting of the Citizens Advisory Group was held on August 27, 2019 at the Nimrod Funk 

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

items. 

 Project Update 

 New Preferred Alternative Recommendation 

 Agency Coordination 

 Next Steps 

 Project Funding 

 Scheduled Bridge Repairs 

Handouts at the meeting included: 

 Updated matrix spreadsheets of the four Alternatives Carried Forward (4A, 4C, 4C/D, 

and 5B) with costs, travel benefits, and environmental impacts itemized under each 

alternative.  

 Comment forms providing a space for written comments on the project, and requesting 

a response by September 10, 2019. 

After introductions were conducted by J. Wavering, R. Powell provided a project update and 

presented the recommended “Preferred Alternative, 4C/D” along with the reasons for changing 

from the previous Preferred Alternative 4C presented at CAG #4 in October 2018.  After the 

presentation, attendees were invited to review maps of the draft roadway plan and profiles 

with highlighted environmental resources for each of the alternatives recommended for further 

study (Alternatives 4A, 4C, 4C/D, and 5B).  Meeting attendees were also invited to provide 

written comments regarding each of the alternatives. 

 As part of the meeting agenda, J. Wavering provided an update on project funding for work 

beyond the Phase I study that was recently announced by Gov. Pritzker, in the amount of $84.2 

million which includes preliminary engineering, construction engineering, land acquisition, 

utility relocation, and construction of the replacement Illinois River bridge at Florence.  He 

provided details for work on the existing bridge to be performed under stage construction in 

Fall 2019 by IDOT forces to perform additional structural steel repairs to preserve the 40-ton 

legal load posting. An additional contract, tentatively scheduled for the November 2019 letting, 
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would be constructed in summer of 2020 to perform bridge joint repairs, bridge deck patching 

of the truss spans and a new concrete wearing surface on the approach spans to ensure its short-

term condition and operation. The 2020 construction would require a bridge closure from June 1 

to August 15, 2020, with an incentive for the contractor to finish early.   

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

 A CAG member asked if the bridge will be on piers or will there be fill west of the levee, 

on the east side of the river, and expressed concern over impacts of fill on river 

levels/flooding. IDOT responded that a hydraulic study is to be performed to determine 

whether fill can be placed west of the levee, which would potentially reduce the cost of 

the bridge. 

 A CAG member asked what flood event will be studied, and asked the study team to 

explain the difference in the 100-year or “worst-case” scenario. IDOT replied that there 

are requirements for the hydraulic study, several periods are studied and the 100-year 

flood is studied for the design of the proposed structure as well as for permitting 

purposes, but the worst-case also is evaluated.  This is when the existing bridge is still in 

place and the new bridge is under construction and the impacts associated with both 

structures and various construction methods are identified. IDOT must meet certain 

criteria for permitting regarding additional backwater created from the new bridge in 

place, as well as the worst-case scenario during construction. 

 A CAG member asked how high the road will be over the levee.  IDOT referred to the 

profile exhibit showing that the 15-foot clearance option will be 15-feet from top of levee 

to the low beam of the bridge, and an additional 50 inches from the low beam to the top 

of bridge deck. With the direct access option, there would be approximately 4-feet from 

top of levee to the top of bridge deck (the exhibit shows approximately 4.4-feet). The 

hydraulic study will need to be done before a levee access option can be decided.  

 A CAG member asked how soon the new bridge could be opened. IDOT explained the 

timeline from design thru construction; design at approximately 18 to 24 months and 

construction at approximately 2 to 3 years. 

 A CAG member asked for clarification between the fall 2019 repairs and the 2020 

repairs. IDOT stated that the fall 2019 repairs would be performed by state forces, with 

traffic signals at each end allowing traffic to pass one direction at a time. The 2020 

repairs will be done by a contractor, and will require a complete closure from June 1 to 

August 15, 2020. The contractor will have an incentive to complete the repairs and open 

the bridge ahead of schedule as well as a penalty if they are not done on schedule. 

 A CAG member asked whether the funding for the new bridge had an expiration date. 

IDOT responded that the funding will remain in place for the foreseeable future. 

 A CAG member asked where the contractor would obtain fill for the embankments 

leading up to the new river bridge. IDOT responded that the contractor is not usually 
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directed by IDOT to a source, but contractors typically seek out the closest and least 

expensive sources of fill that meet IDOT requirements.  

 A CAG member asked who would own the property where the sensitive archaeological 

resource was found and if the area would be protected/preserved.  IDOT stated that they 

will be acquiring the property and that the site would be preserved and protected. 

 A CAG member asked if Florence Road could be raised with the overall bridge project to 

eliminate the roadway overtopping during peak flooding events.  IDOT indicated that 

we are proposing to realign Florence Road through the existing intersection and that we 

would consider the proposed roadway profile within the realignment.  Should a grade 

raise not be incorporated into the bridge replacement project, IDOT committed to 

looking at the profile of IL 100/106 to ensure the vertical clearance necessary should a 

profile grade raise of Florence Road occur at some point in the future. 

o IDOT later researched the jurisdiction of Florence Road after the meeting.  North 

of IL 100/106 is both the township and municipality responsibility and south of 

IL 100/106 is municipality responsibility. 

 A CAG member representing Big Swan Levee and Drainage District stated that if the 

direct access option was selected, they would want the elevation of the levee raised to 

match the new profile of IL 100/106 and tapered down to meet the existing levee height.  

This would avoid the need for sand bagging efforts in between the levee connector roads 

and the bridge during flooding events. 

 A CAG member representing Big Swan Levee and Drainage District asked to be 

contacted once the results of the hydraulic study are available.  IDOT needs to determine 

if fill inside the levee is a possibility.  Having fill inside the levee will ultimately 

determine if 15-feet of clearance will be provided at the levee or if the proposed profile 

of IL 100/106 will provide approximately 4-feet above the existing levee height. 

 

Three completed comment forms and one email comment were collected, including those 

submitted at the meeting and those sent afterward to IDOT District 6 by the September 10, 2019 

comment deadline. The comments are summarized below.    

 Glad to hear the project moving forward and that the alignment could miss the sensitive 

site within a couple hundred feet of the original proposal. 

 Request to see a copy of the presentation.  

 Supports the alignment 300’ south of existing due to less impacts. 

 Disappointed with the new alignment due to moving closer to town and property 

impacts. 

Project Study Group members attending CAG Meeting # 5 included the following. 

IDOT: Sal Madonia, Jay Wavering, Jon Kelley  

WSP: Rick Powell, Meghan Hamilton, Tanya Adams 

CMT: Kristin Timmons 
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DRAFT LIST OF COOPERATING AGENCY INVITEES - IL 100-106 RIVER CROSSING ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Agency Name Other Roles/Responsibilities Contact Comments
To Be Included 
On the Mailing 

List
Agency Type Who's Sending 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation Reid Nelson 401 F Street NW, Suite 308, 

Washington, DC 20001-2637

**Reid Nelson is director of Office of 

Federal Agency Programs
Y Federal FHWA

Federal Aviation Administration David Slaybaugh, Manager 1250 North Airport Drive, Suite 1, 

Springfield, Illinois 62707-8417 

State or Federal Level?

Y Federal FHWA

Federal Emergency Management Agency

Federal Emergency Management 

Agency, 536 South Clark Street, 

6th Floor, Chicago, IL 60605

State or Federal Level?

Y Federal FHWA

Illinois Historic Preservation Agency Rachel Leibowitz
Illinois Historic Preservation 

Agency, Attn: Review and 

Compliance, 1 Old State Capital 

Plaza, Springfield, IL 62701-1507

Y State FHWA

National Park Service

Midwest Regional Officer, 601 

Riverfront Drive, Omaha, NE 

68102

State or Federal Level?

Y Federal FHWA

NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBES - TBD by 

FHWA Ho Chunk Nation, Iowa Tribe of KS and NB, Iowa Tribe of 

OK, Kaw Nation, Kickapoo Traditional Tribe of TX, 

Kickapoo Traditional Tribe of KS, Kickapoo Traditional 

Tribe of OK, Miami Tribe of OK, Osage Nation, Peoria 

Tribe of Indians of OK, Potawatomi Citizen Nation, 

Potawatomi Forest City, Potawatomi Hannahville Indian 

Community, Potawatomi Pokagon Band, Potawatomi 

Prairie Band, Sac and Fox Tribe of the MS in IO, Sac and 

Fox Nation of MO, Sac and Fox Nation of OK

Y Federal FHWA

US Army Corps of Engineers, St. Louis 

District, Regulatory Branch
1

NEPA/404 Signatory.  Section 404 permit jurisdiction; 

environmental reviews; wetlands.  Provide comments on 

purpose and need, methodologies, range of alternatives, 

and preferred alternative.

St. Louis District, 1222 Spruce 

Street, St. Louis, MO 63103-2833

1
Rock Island District hs jurisdiction of 

part of Pike County, but it is likely that 

St. Louis District will be the lead for this 

project.

Y Federal FHWA

US Coast Guard, District Two NEPA/404 Signatory. Maritime safety, protection of 

natural resources. Provide comments on purpose and 

need, methodologies, range of alternatives, and preferred 

alternative.

Pete Sambor, 1222 Spruce 

Street, Suite 7.103, St. Louis, MO 

63103-2833
Y Federal FHWA

US DOT Maritime Administration - Inland 

Waterways Gateway

US Department of 

Transportation, Maritime 

Administration Upper Mississippi 

Office, 1222 Spruce St., Suite 

2.202F, St. Louis, MO 63103

State or Federal Level?

Y Federal FHWA

US Environmental Protection Agency, 

Region 5

NEPA/404 Signatory. Environmental review; 

environmental justice.  Provide comments on purpose 

and need, methodologies, range of alternatives, and 

preferred alternative.

Ken Westlake; 77 West Jackson 

Boulevard, Mail Code: E-19J, 

Chicago, IL 60604-3590
Y Federal FHWA

US Fish and Wildlife Service, Marion Sub-

office

NEPA/404 Signatory? Ecological review; protected 

species and habitats.  Provide comments on purpose and 

need, methodologies, range of alternatives, and preferred 

alternative.

Marion Illinois Sub-Office, 8588 

Route 148, Marion, IL 62959
Y Federal FHWA

Big Swan Drainage Levee District (Scott 

County)

Chris Montgomery

PO Box 72

Winchester, IL 62694

Y Levee District District
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Bluffdale Drainage District (Greene County) 2335 Fox Ln, Jacksonville IL 

62027
Y Levee District District

Eldred Drainage Levee District (Greene 

County)

Sam Martin

100 Emerald Way

Watseka, IL 60970

Y Levee District District

Greene County Joe Nord, Chairman County Board 519 N. Main St., Carrollton, IL 

62016
Y County District

Greene County Soil & Water Conservation 

District

Brad Behymer NRCS Carrollton Service Center, 

Route 267 North, Carrollton, IL 

62016

Not in study area if Pearl option is taken 

off the table. Y Local District

Hartwell Drainage Levee District (Greene 

County)

James W. Powell

PO Box 214

Hillview, IL 62050

Y Levee District District

Hillview Drainage Levee District (Scott 

County) Christine Montgomery

PO Box 72 Winchester, IL 62694

Y Levee District District

Illinois Department of Agriculture State of Illinois Department of 

Agriculture, P.O. Box 19281, 

State Fairgrounds, Springfield, IL 

62794-9281

Should these be cooperating agencies?

Y State District

Illinois Department of Natural Resources Fish & Wildlife resources; endangered & threatened 

species; natural areas and nature preserves; wetlands; 

prairies; forests.   Provide comments on purpose and 

need, methodologies, range of alternatives, and preferred 

alternative.

Nathan Grider, Natural Resource 

Review, 1 Natural Resources 

Way. Springfield, IL 62702-1271 Y State District

Illinois Environmental Protection Agency
1021 North Grand Avenue East, 

Springfield, IL 62794-9276
Y State District

Illinois Natural Resources Conservation 

Service

2118 W. Park Court, Champaign, 

IL 61821
Y State District

Keach Drainage Levee District (Greene 

County)

L. Dianne Barnett

102 Northgate

Jacksonville, IL 60650

Y Levee District District

Mauvisterre Drainage Levee District (Scott 

County)

Stacy Gregory

682 Neeleyville Rd.

Bluffs, IL 62621

Y Levee District District

Mayor of Hillview Joseph Tamburino 425 Hillside Ave., Hillside, IL 

60162

Not in study area if Pearl option is taken 

off the table.
Y Municipalities District

Mayor of Pittsfield Honorable John Hayden 215 N. Monroe St.

Pittsfield, IL  62363
Y Municipalities District

Pike County Andy Borrowman, Chairman County Board 121 E. Washington St., Pittsfield, 

IL 62363
Y County District

Pike County Historical Society Bob Evans

PO Box 44

400 E Jefferson St.

Pittsfield, IL 62363

Y County FHWA

Pike County Soil & Water Conservation 

District

Johanna Fulle NRCS Winchester Service 

Center

656 North Main, Winchester, IL 

62694

Y Local District

Scott County Craig J. Lashmett, Chairman County Board of 

Commissioners

35 E. Market St. Winchester IL 

62694
Y County District

Scott County Patricia Wallace

Old School Museum

110 Cherry Street, Winchester, IL 

62694

Y County FHWA

Scott County Historical Society Marilyn Fedder

PO Box 85

Winchester, IL 62694

Y County FHWA

Scott County Drainage & Levee District Randall Dolen, Principal 655 Moore Road, Winchester IL 

62694
Y Levee District District
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Scott County Soil and Water Conservation 

District

Johanna Fulle NRCS Winchester Service 

Center

656 North Main, Winchester, IL 

62694

Y Local District

Spankey Drainage Levee District (Greene 

County)

Cathy Schirz

RR #1 Box 36

Greenfield, IL 62044

Y Levee District District

SWCD - NRCS Y Local District

Valley City Drainage District (Pike County) Brenda DeSpain

316 N Bickford St

Griggsville, IL 62340

Y Levee District District

Mayor of Winchester Honorable Rex McIntire 121 S. Hill St.

Winchester, IL  62694
Y Municipalities District

Village President of Alsey Honorable Chris Ingram P.O. Box 145

126 Main Street

Alsey, IL  62610

Y Municipalities District

Village President of Bluffs Honorable Sam McEvers P.O. Box 260

124 S. Bluffs St.

Bluffs, IL  62621

Y Municipalities District

Village President of Detroit Honorable Steve Manker 207 Main St.

Pittsfield, IL 62363
Y Municipalities District

Village President of Exeter Honorable Regis Knisley 13 Main St.

Exeter, IL  62621
Y Municipalities District

Mayor of Griggsville Honorable Kent Goewey P.O. Box 272

105 S. Corey St.

Griggsville, IL  62340

Y Municipalities District

Village President of Milton Honorable Tom Scranton P.O. Box 68

225 Claus St.

Milton, IL  62352

Y Municipalities District

Village President of Naples Honorable Samuel Columbus P.O. Box 6D

211 McNair St.

Naples, IL  62665

Y Municipalities District

Village President of Nebo Honorable Kenneth Hubbard P.O. Box 277

177 S. Union St.

Nebo, IL  62355

Y Municipalities District

Village President of Pearl Honorable Roger Hatcher P.O Box 148

Pearl, IL  62361
Y Municipalities District

Village President of Pleasant Hill Honorable Robert L. Jones P.O. Box 187

104 W. Quincy St.

Pleasant Hill, IL  62366

Y Municipalities District
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Hamilton, Meghan

Subject: IL 100/106 Illinois River Crossing in the City of Florence, Illinois Environmental
Assessment - Invitation for Cooperating Agency Status

From: Savko, Terry [mailto:Terry.Savko@Illinois.gov]
Sent: Monday, January 23, 2017 11:32 AM
To: FHWA, Illinois (FHWA); Piland, Janis (FHWA)
Cc: Chard, Steve
Subject: IL 100/106 Illinois River Crossing in the City of Florence, Illinois Environmental Assessment - Invitation for
Cooperating Agency Status

Dear Ms. Piland:

Thank you for your January 20, 2017 correspondence notifying the Illinois Department of
Agriculture (IDOA) that the Federal Highway Administration, in cooperation with the Illinois
Department of Transportation (IDOT), is preparing an Environmental Assessment for proposed IL
100/106 Illinois River Crossing at Florence, Illinois.

The ±445 square mile study area is located in west central Illinois and covers parts of Pike, Scott
and Greene Counties.  Prime farmland and farmland of Statewide Importance will be affected by
its construction.

The IDOA accepts your invitation to become a cooperating agency in the development of the
Environmental Assessment.

Sincerely,

Terry Savko

_________________________________

Terry Savko, IL Dept of Agriculture
Bureau of Land and Water Resources
State Fairgrounds, P.O. Box 19281, Springfield, IL   62794-9281

217.785.4458 terry.savko@illinois.gov

From: FHWA, Illinois (FHWA) [mailto:Illinois.FHWA@dot.gov]
Sent: Friday, January 20, 2017 9:31 AM
To: Savko, Terry <Terry.Savko@Illinois.gov>
Cc: Weatherholt, Aaron A <Aaron.Weatherholt@illinois.gov>; Osman, Omer M <Omer.Osman@illinois.gov>; Tobias,
Priscilla A <Priscilla.Tobias@illinois.gov>; Loete, Paul A. <Paul.Loete@Illinois.gov>; Addis, Maureen M
<Maureen.Addis@illinois.gov>; South, Jeffrey M <Jeffrey.South@illinois.gov>
Subject: [External] IL 100/106 Illinois River Crossing in the City of Florence, Illinois Environmental Assessment - Invitation
for Cooperating Agency Status

Please see attached correspondence.

State of Illinois - CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information contained in this communication is confidential, may be
attorney-client privileged or attorney work product, may constitute inside information or internal deliberative staff
communication, and is intended only for the use of the addressee. Unauthorized use, disclosure or copying of this
communication or any part thereof is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this communication in
error, please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail and destroy this communication and all copies thereof,
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including all attachments. Receipt by an unintended recipient does not waive attorney-client privilege, attorney work
product privilege, or any other exemption from disclosure.
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Hamilton, Meghan

Subject: IL 100/106 Illinois River Crossing in the City of Florence, Illinois

From: Diane Hunter [mailto:dhunter@miamination.com]
Sent: Monday, January 23, 2017 9:59 AM
To: Haasis, Lou (FHWA)
Subject: IL 100/106 Illinois River Crossing in the City of Florence, Illinois

Dear Mr. Haasis:

Aya, kikwehsitoole – I show you respect.  My name is Diane Hunter, and I am the Tribal Historic Preservation

Officer for the Federally Recognized Miami Tribe of Oklahoma.  In this capacity, I am the Miami Tribe’s point

of contact for all Section 106 issues.

The Miami Tribe offers no objection to the above-mentioned project at this time, as we are not currently aware

of existing documentation directly linking a specific Miami cultural or historic site to the project site. However,

as this site is within the aboriginal homelands of the Miami Tribe, if any human remains or Native American

cultural items falling under the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) or

archaeological evidence is discovered during any phase of this project, the Miami Tribe requests immediate

consultation with the entity of jurisdiction for the location of discovery. In such a case, please contact me at

918-541-8966, or by email at dhunter@miamination.com to initiate consultation.

The Miami Tribe accepts the invitation to serve as a consulting party to the proposed project. In my capacity as

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer I am the point of contact for consultation.

Respectfully,

Diane Hunter

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer

Miami Tribe of Oklahoma

P.O. Box 1326

Miami, OK 74355
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Hamilton, Meghan

Subject: RE: IL 100/106 Illinois River Crossing in the City of Florence, Illinois     Environmental
Assessment - Invitation for Cooperating Agency Status

From: Edmore Green [mailto:egreen@sacandfoxcasino.com]
Sent: Monday, January 23, 2017 8:52 AM
To: FHWA, Illinois (FHWA)
Subject: RE: IL 100/106 Illinois River Crossing in the City of Florence, Illinois Environmental Assessment - Invitation for
Cooperating Agency Status

The Sac and Fox Nation is always concerned as to river crossings as they are more sensitive areas. Ha a full EIS been
ordered for this project.  Edmore Green Chairman Sac and Fox Nation in Kansas

From: FHWA, Illinois (FHWA) [Illinois.FHWA@dot.gov]
Sent: Friday, January 20, 2017 7:33 AM
To: Bill.Quackenbush@ho-chunk.com; lfoster@iowas.org; ywiley@iowanation.org; crystal_douglas@kawnation.com;
estabio.elizondo@ktttribe.org; bernadette.thomas@ktik-nsn.gov; kentcollier2000@yahoo.com;
dhunter@miamination.com; ahunter@osagenation-nsn.gov; jfroman@peoriatribe.com; kelli.mosteller@potawatomi.org;
gus.frank@fcpotawatomi-nsn.gov; earlmeshigaud@hannahville.org; Jason.Wesaw@PokagonBand-nsn.gov;
hattiem@pbpnation.org; director.exec@meskwaki-nsn.gov; Edmore Green; smassey@sacandfoxnation-nsn.gov
Cc: Aaron.Weatherholt@illinois.gov; Omer.Osman@illinois.gov; Priscilla.Tobias@illinois.gov; Paul.Loete@illinois.gov;
Maureen.Addis@illinois.gov; Jeffrey.South illinois.gov
Subject: IL 100/106 Illinois River Crossing in the City of Florence, Illinois Environmental Assessment - Invitation for
Cooperating Agency Status

Please see attached correspondence.

Disclaimer

The information contained in this communication from the sender is confidential. It is intended solely for use by the recipient and
others authorized to receive it. If you are not the recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or
taking action in relation of the contents of this information is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.

This email has been scanned for viruses and malware, and may have been automatically archived by Mimecast Ltd, an innovator in
Software as a Service (SaaS) for business. Providing a safer and more useful place for your human generated data. Specializing in;
Security, archiving and compliance. To find out more Click Here.
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Hamilton, Meghan

Subject: RE: IL 100/106 Illinois River Crossing in the City of Florence, Illinois     Environmental
Assessment - Invitation for Cooperating Agency Status

From: Piland, Janis (FHWA)
Sent: Monday, January 23, 2017 2:55 PM
To: egreen@sacandfoxcasino.com
Cc: Batey, Catherine (FHWA); Fulkerson, Glenn (FHWA); FHWA, Illinois (FHWA); Fuller, Matt (FHWA); Stevenson, Jerry
(FHWA); Kohler, Jon-Paul (FHWA)
Subject: RE: IL 100/106 Illinois River Crossing in the City of Florence, Illinois Environmental Assessment - Invitation for
Cooperating Agency Status

Hello Mr. Green,

This project will follow the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process by developing an

Environmental Assessment (EA). FHWA’s Environmental Impact and Related Procedures (23 CFR Part 771)

describes 3 NEPA classes of action: 1) an action that has significant impacts on the environment requires

preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 2) an action that does not individually or cumulatively

have significant impacts is a Categorical Exclusion (CE), and 3) an action in which the significance of the

environmental impacts is not clearly established requires preparation of an EA. The “significance” of impacts

considers both context (the setting of the action) and intensity (severity of impact), as further explained in 40

CFR Part 1508.27 (Council on Environmental Quality regulations implementing NEPA).

The decision to prepare an EA is project-specific and is based on a number of factors which include the context

and intensity of anticipated environmental impacts and the level of public interest or potential controversy in the

project.  We look at resources and features of a proposed project that have the potential to cause a significant

environmental impacts to determine if a CE, EA, or EIS is required. On this project the significance of the

environmental impacts is not clearly established; therefore an EA will be prepared. The EA will examine all

resources in the project area (including cultural resources), perform studies and coordination/consultation as

appropriate, document all decisions, and make the approved EA available for review. After considering the

context and intensity of the impacts as documented in the EA, along with the comments from resource agencies,

the public, and other interested parties (including Tribes), we will conclude one of 2 outcomes: 1) an EIS must

be prepared, or 2) a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI). If at any time we discover that there will be

significant impacts, we will prepare an EIS.

On this project’s EA we will follow the process under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act

(NHPA), which requires that we take into account the effects of our undertaking on historic properties. Based

on your expressed interest we will consider the Sac and Fox Nation in Kansas a Section 106 consulting party,

and FHWA and IDOT will keep you informed of issues related to cultural resources as this project develops.

Please let me know if you have any questions. I am available by email, or phone if you prefer.

Thank you for your interest in this project. We look forward to further consultation.

Have a great day,

Jan

Janis P. Piland, P.E.
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Environmental Engineer
FHWA Illinois Division Office
3250 Executive Park Drive
Springfield, Illinois 62703
217-492-4989

"We make a living by what we get; we make a life by what we give."
"Believe that life is worth living and your belief will help create the fact."

P Think before you print

From: FHWA, Illinois (FHWA)
Sent: Monday, January 23, 2017 9:17 AM
To: Piland, Janis (FHWA); Fuller, Matt (FHWA); Stevenson, Jerry (FHWA); Kohler, Jon-Paul (FHWA)
Cc: Batey, Catherine (FHWA); Fulkerson, Glenn (FHWA)
Subject: FW: IL 100/106 Illinois River Crossing in the City of Florence, Illinois Environmental Assessment - Invitation for
Cooperating Agency Status

From: Edmore Green [mailto:egreen@sacandfoxcasino.com]
Sent: Monday, January 23, 2017 8:52 AM
To: FHWA, Illinois (FHWA)
Subject: RE: IL 100/106 Illinois River Crossing in the City of Florence, Illinois Environmental Assessment - Invitation for
Cooperating Agency Status

The Sac and Fox Nation is always concerned as to river crossings as they are more sensitive areas. Ha a full EIS been
ordered for this project.  Edmore Green Chairman Sac and Fox Nation in Kansas

From: FHWA, Illinois (FHWA) [Illinois.FHWA@dot.gov]
Sent: Friday, January 20, 2017 7:33 AM
To: Bill.Quackenbush@ho-chunk.com; lfoster@iowas.org; ywiley@iowanation.org; crystal_douglas@kawnation.com;
estabio.elizondo@ktttribe.org; bernadette.thomas@ktik-nsn.gov; kentcollier2000@yahoo.com;
dhunter@miamination.com; ahunter@osagenation-nsn.gov; jfroman@peoriatribe.com; kelli.mosteller@potawatomi.org;
gus.frank@fcpotawatomi-nsn.gov; earlmeshigaud@hannahville.org; Jason.Wesaw@PokagonBand-nsn.gov;
hattiem@pbpnation.org; director.exec@meskwaki-nsn.gov; Edmore Green; smassey@sacandfoxnation-nsn.gov
Cc: Aaron.Weatherholt@illinois.gov; Omer.Osman@illinois.gov; Priscilla.Tobias@illinois.gov; Paul.Loete@illinois.gov;
Maureen.Addis@illinois.gov; Jeffrey.South illinois.gov
Subject: IL 100/106 Illinois River Crossing in the City of Florence, Illinois Environmental Assessment - Invitation for
Cooperating Agency Status

Please see attached correspondence.

Disclaimer

The information contained in this communication from the sender is confidential. It is intended solely for use by the recipient and
others authorized to receive it. If you are not the recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or
taking action in relation of the contents of this information is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.

This email has been scanned for viruses and malware, and may have been automatically archived by Mimecast Ltd, an innovator in
Software as a Service (SaaS) for business. Providing a safer and more useful place for your human generated data. Specializing in;
Security, archiving and compliance. To find out more Click Here.
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January 23, 2017 

 

 

 

Mrs. Janis P. Piland 
Environmental Engineer 

U.S. Department of Transportation 

Federal Highway Administration, Illinois Division 
3250 Executive Park Drive 

Springfield, IL  62703 

 

 
RE:  IL 100/106 Illinois River Crossing in the City of Florence, IL 

        Environmental Assessment - Invitation for Cooperating Agency Status 

 

 

Dear Mrs. Piland: 

 
The Illinois Department of Natural Resources accepts your invitation to be a cooperating agency with this project. 

 
 

Sincerely, 

 
Sheldon R. Fairfield 

Impact Assessment Section 
Division of Ecosystems & Environment 

Phone:  (217) 782-0031
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From: Runkle, Ken  
Sent: Thursday, April 06, 2017 1:58 PM 

To: O'Connell, Dennis M. 

Cc: Piland, Janis 
Subject: Participating agency for Florence Bridge 

 
Doc, 
 
I got a call from the Village of Exeter and they would like to participate in the Florence Bridge project. 
 
The contact person for them is: 
Chris Nobis 
Trustee, Village of Exeter 
32 Main St. 
Exeter, IL 62621 
 
Ken 
 
Dr. Ken Runkle, LEHP, REHS, DAAS 
Environmental, Air & Noise Specialist 
Bureau of Design & Environment 
Illinois Department of Transportation 
2300 South Dirksen Parkway, Room 330 
Springfield, IL  62764 
217-785-0202 
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From: Runkle, Ken  
Sent: Wednesday, February 22, 2017 9:02 AM 

To: O'Connell, Dennis M. 

Subject: Florence Bridge Declination 

 
Doc, 
 
I just received a call from the Eldred levee district to let us know that they decline our invitation for 
participation as an agency in the Florence Bridge project. 
 
Ken  
 
Dr. Ken Runkle, LEHP, REHS, DAAS 
Environmental, Air & Noise Specialist 
Bureau of Design & Environment 
Illinois Department of Transportation 
2300 South Dirksen Parkway, Room 330 
Springfield, IL  62764 
217-785-0202 
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 Open House Public Meeting 
 Thursday, September 15, 2016 

 4:30 p.m. – 6:30 p.m. 
 Scott County Fairgrounds 

 Nimrod Funk 4-H Community Building 
 401 North Walnut Street   Winchester, Illinois 62694 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Division of Highways/District 6 
Springfield, Illinois 
 

Bruce Rauner, Governor 
Randall S. Blankenhorn, Secretary 

 

WHAT IS CSS? 
 

The concept of Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) has 
been evolving in the transportation industry since 
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
required transportation agencies to address project 
stakeholders and consider the possible effects of 
transportation projects on the environment.  It has 
since evolved into a policy in Illinois that provides an 
interdisciplinary approach to projects that seek 
effective, multi-modal transportation solutions by 
working with stakeholders to develop, build and 
maintain cost effective transportation facilities 
which fit into the project's surroundings - its 
context.  A stakeholder is defined as someone who 
could be affected by the project and has a "stake" in 
the success or failure of the project.  A Citizen’s 
Advisory Group, or CAG, will be formed for the 
project.  The CAG is a group of stakeholders that 
provide input and response to ideas and bring into 
focus the views, concerns and values of the 
communities. 
 
IDOT’s public involvement effort for this project will 
be conducted in a multi-step process; as summarized 
by the following: 
 
1. The project study group (PSG) will reach out to as 

many stakeholders as possible to identify 
concerns and needs for the project.  From this 
input, the PSG will develop a formal purpose and 
need for the project.  The purpose will address 
the overall functionality of the Illinois Route 100 
and 106 corridors along with concerns submitted 
by the public. 

2. After the purpose and need for the project have 
been identified, the PSG will develop 
alternatives, including doing nothing, known as a 
“No-Build” alternative.  These alternatives will 
focus on overall functionality balanced with the 
needs of the surrounding communities and the 
environment.  These alternatives will then be 
presented to the public for feedback. 

3. Based on technical analysis, along with feedback 
received during the second step of the public 
involvement process, the PSG will select an 
alternative that best fits the purpose and need of 
the project.  This alternative will reflect to the 
extent possible the needs of the surrounding 
communities and the environment.  This solution 
will be presented to the public for additional 
feedback and further refinement. 

 

 
 

GET INVOLVED 
 
Participants are encouraged to serve on the Citizen’s 
Advisory Group (CAG) for this project.  Members of 
the CAG will represent a variety of interests within 
the project area by acting as a point of contact for 
stakeholders in the area.  Multiple CAG meetings will 
be scheduled to facilitate two-way communication 
between the study team and the stakeholders.  
Approximately 30 applicants will be selected to 
serve as CAG members.  Interested applicants must 
complete and return the Public Comment Form to 
the IDOT District 6 Office by September 29, 2016. 

 

PROVIDE COMMENTS 
 
Participants are also encouraged to submit written 
comments about the project.  Written statements 
may be given to us today, mailed to the IDOT 
District 6 Office, or e-mailed to 
contact@www.florencebridgestudy.com by 
September 29, 2016.  A public comment form is 
provided with this handout for your use. 
 

NEXT STEPS 
 
Following the public meeting, the study team and 
IDOT will continue meeting with the public, 
gathering information, responding to comments from 
the public, developing a Citizen’s Advisory Group 
(CAG) and initiating development of a project 
Purpose and Need. 
 

THANK YOU 
 
Thank you for attending this meeting and assisting us 
in our efforts to make this project a success.  For 
information regarding upcoming meetings or project 
status updates, please visit the Illinois 100/106 River 
Crossing Project website at: 
www.florencebridgestudy.com 
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WELCOME 
 

Welcome to the open house public meeting for the 
Illinois Route 100/106 River Crossing Project.  
Personnel from the Illinois Department of 
Transportation (IDOT) and the consulting firms of 
WSP Parsons Brinckerhoff, Inc. and Crawford, 
Murphy & Tilly, Inc. are here to introduce the 
project, explain the environmental study process, 
answer your questions, and receive your comments 
regarding the proposed project.  This meeting is 
being held in an “open house” format to allow 
informal discussions between the public and the 
project study team members throughout the 
session. 
 

WHAT IS THE ILLINOIS ROUTE 100/106 RIVER 
CROSSING PROJECT? 
 

The project is a study to determine how to improve 
the existing Illinois 100/106 Bridge crossing over the 
Illinois River in Florence, Illinois while minimizing 
impacts to the human and natural environments.  In 
this early stage, the Project Study Group would like 

to hear from the community on how travel along 
Illinois Routes 100 and 106 impacts their daily lives.  
Do motorists utilize the existing Illinois Route 
100/106 Bridge crossing?  If not, what alternate 
Illinois River crossing(s) are used?  What are the 
conditions of the alternate routes used?  How do 
these alternate travel routes affect businesses, 
jobs and/or personal lives?  

 
Information regarding the project study area is on 
display at this public meeting for reference and 
comment. 

 

WHERE IS THE PROJECT LOCATED? 
 

The project study area is located approximately 21 
miles southwest of Jacksonville, Illinois where 
Illinois Routes 100 and 106 cross the Illinois River.  
Illinois Route 100 runs north-south from Canton to 
Alton and Illinois Route 106 runs east-west from 
East Hannibal to White Hall.  Interstate 72 crosses 
the Illinois River four miles north of the study 
location. 

 
 

OPEN HOUSE PUBLIC MEETING 
 

WHY DO WE NEED THE PROJECT? 
 

The project study is needed because the existing 
Illinois 100/106 Bridge, constructed in 1929, is 
“functionally obsolete” and “structurally deficient”.  
It is one of two remaining lift-span bridges on the 
state highway system that rely on electrical and 
mechanical systems, operated by IDOT personnel, to 
raise and lower a section of the bridge as needed to 
accommodate large vessels used in commercial river 
navigation.  Electrical, mechanical, or structural 
problems can cause the bridge to be closed until 
repairs are completed; resulting in motorists seeking 
alternate routes.  The nearest alternate river 
crossing, located on Interstate 72 approximately 4 
miles north near Valley City, requires motorists to 
travel an additional 32 miles.  Since farm machinery, 
bicycles, small motorcycles, and pedestrians are not 
allowed on the Interstate 72 Bridge, another 
alternate route must be used for these travelers; 
requiring 47 additional miles of travel. 
 

The existing bridge deck is only 23 feet wide with 
only two 11’-6” wide opposing traffic lanes and no 
shoulders.  Due to the narrow deck, slow-moving 
wide farm equipment, bicycles, and modes of travel 
for the disabled impede traffic and compromise the 
safety of the traveling public.  Current design 
standards indicate that the bridge deck should be 32 
feet wide minimum to accommodate the existing 
approximate 1400 vehicles that cross the bridge 
daily; thus categorizing the bridge as functionally 
obsolete. 
 

Since 1929, the bridge has been subject to numerous 
repairs.  Several closures for component repairs 
from 2000 to 2016 have ranged from several days to 
9 months.  The bridge was last inspected in 2016 and 
was determined to be structurally deficient, having 
a superstructure rating of 3 (out of 9), a 
substructure rating of 5, and a deck rating of 6.  
Being structurally deficient does not imply that a 
bridge is structurally unsafe.  It means the bridge 
must be inspected, maintained, and repaired as 
needed.  Due to bridge components with ratings of 
“4” and below, the bridge is evaluated on a yearly 
basis. 
 

COMPARISON TO LIRRCS STUDY  
 

The previous Florence Bridge – Lower Illinois River 
Regional Crossing Study (LIRRCS) was initiated to 
determine the feasibility of several options for 
replacement of the existing lift-span bridge.  A 
group of local officials, businesses, and interested 
citizens was formed to provide public input on five 
different alternatives that were studied.  The study 

was concluded in 2013.  Since federal funding is 
being sought for this project, a U.S. National 
Environmental Protection Agency (NEPA) level 
engineering and environmental study is required.  
 

ROLE OF ILLINOIS 100/106 RIVER BRIDGE CROSSING  
 

The Illinois 100/106 Bridge Crossing serves as a vital 
connection for transportation, economic prosperity 
and emergency services within the region.  The 
existing bridge connects several populous 
communities of Pike and Scott Counties, including 
the cities of Pittsfield and Winchester.  Closure of 
the bridge would require extensive adverse travel 
for the 1400 vehicles that utilize the bridge daily. 
 

Local businesses, industries, and farmers from 
nearby businesses rely on the bridge to transport 
goods, supplies, equipment, and workers.  Cargill, 
located on the southwest side of the existing Illinois 
100/106 bridge, has the capacity to store 1.8 million 
bushels of grain for river transport and receives 80% 
of this product from the east side of the Illinois 
River.  Central Stone, a quarry located on the 
northwest side of the existing bridge, currently 
sends approximately 90% of its outgoing truckloads 
east across the bridge.  The Illinois Valley Paving 
asphalt plant, located in Winchester, receives 
truckloads of stone from Central Stone.  According 
to the United States Department of Agriculture 
(USDA) Census for 2012, there were 970 farms in 
Pike County and 356 farms in Scott County with 
annual market product sales of $232 million and $89 
million, respectively. 
 

Currently, there are approximately 10 three-wide 
barge tows daily that pass through the 202 foot wide 
navigation channel of the existing bridge crossing.  
Commonly used three-wide barge tows are 
approximately 105 feet wide; allowing less than 50 
feet of clearance on either side between the barge 
tow and the pier protection cells.  Navigation of the 
barge tows through the opening can be difficult 
when the Illinois River is high, especially when 
navigating downstream.  The bridge has been struck 
numerous times by waterborne vessels and a pier 
protection cell was badly damaged in 1984.  Overall, 
there have been approximately 80 collision events 
since 2000. 

Get Involved! 
 Attend Project Study Public Meetings 

 Participate in Project Study Citizen’s 

Advisory Group Meetings 

 Access the Project Study Website 

 Follow Media Relations 

 Submit Ideas/Comments 
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PUBLIC MEETING #1 SUMMARY 

FLORENCE BRIDGE PHASE I STUDY/IL 100-106 RIVER CROSSING PROJECT 

NIMROD FUNK 4H & COMMUNITY BUILDING. WINCHESTER IL 

SEPTEMBER 15, 2016  

 

A Public Meeting was held at the Nimrod Funk 4H & Community Building in Winchester, IL from 4:30 PM 

to 6:30 PM on September 15th, 2016. The purpose of the meeting was to introduce the Phase I Study for 

the IL 100-106 Illinois River crossing at Florence, and to solicit membership in a Citizen’s Advisory Group. 

The meeting was conducted as an open house format with no formal presentation; however, a 

continuous loop video presentation was shown that attendees could watch at their convenience.  

 

A meeting handout and comment form was provided to all attendees. IDOT and consultant team 

representatives were available throughout the meeting to answer questions and receive comments. 

There were three display boards set up around the room depicting:  

 The project timeline;  

 A general location map; and 

  A review of the alternatives that were evaluated in the previous Lower Illinois River Regional 

Crossing Study (LIRRCS).  

 

There were also three aerial maps laid out on tables (1” = 200’ scale) representing the general areas 

covered by the previous LIRRCS study which included: 

 The existing bridge at Florence; 

  County Highway 14 from Detroit to Interstate 72; and 

 The area from Pearl to Hillview across the Illinois River. 

 

There were 40 individuals that attended the meeting, who represented print and broadcast media, local 

businesses and business organizations, agriculture, governmental agencies, elected officials, schools, 

and interested citizens (see Attachment A - Attendance). All comments were requested by September 

29, 2016. Four written comments were received at the meeting, and two additional comments were 

received by IDOT District 6 via mail. A summary of the comments received is tabulated below: 

 

 Keep the bridge close, south of the existing bridge. 

 The Florence Bridge is a huge asset for ease of access for Winchester and Pittsfield 

 Do not close the bridge; build a new one at the present location. 

 A new crossing will serve community needs though the year 2100; a new crossing at another 

location is possibly unacceptable. 

 Residence is approximately one mile south of the current bridge. 

D-3-017



 The current route of Illinois 106 is an established and critical route that local businesses 

depend on; past closures have affected delivery and cost of materials; keeping the connection 

open is important now and in the future. 

 

18 individuals expressed interest in joining the Citizen’s Advisory Group at the meeting. 

  

D-3-018



ATTACHMENT A - ATTENDANCE 

 

D-3-019



 

  

D-3-020



 

  

D-3-021



 

 

D-3-022



 

 

D-3-023



D-3-024



D-3-025



D-3-026



D-3-027



D-3-028



D-3-029



D-3-030



D-3-031



14

D-3-032



D-3-033



D-3-034



14

D-3-035



D-3-036



D-3-037



D-3-038



D-3-039



D-3-040



D-3-041



D-3-042



  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
Open-House Public Meeting #2 

IL 100/106 River Crossing Project 
Florence Bridge – Phase I Study 

 

 Thursday, December 7, 2017 
 4:30 p.m. – 6:30 p.m. 

 Scott County Fairgrounds 
 Nimrod Funk 4-H Community Building 

 401 North Walnut Street   Winchester, Illinois 62694 
 

 

 

 

WE NEED YOUR INPUT 

In order for the Illinois Department of Transportation to 
develop a safe transportation solution that meets the 
needs of the community, it will need the help of folks 
like you. Throughout the study process, IDOT will be 
utilizing a collaborative, interdisciplinary approach, 
known as Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS), which 
provides opportunities for all project stakeholders to 
become involved. A stakeholder is anyone who could be 
affected by the project and its outcome. IDOT is looking 
for focused and direct input from local community 
members to help the Department in the development of 
the study as well as to understand the community’s 
concerns and transportation needs. 

 

PROVIDE COMMENTS 
Participants are also encouraged to submit written 
comments about the project.  Written statements may be 
given to us today, mailed to the IDOT District 6 Office, or 
e-mailed to: 
contact@florencebridgestudy.com 
by December 21, 2017.  A public comment form is 
provided with this handout for your use. 

 

NEXT STEPS 
Following the public meeting, IDOT and the consultant 
study team will continue meeting with the public, 
gathering information, responding to comments from the 
public, continuing Citizen’s Advisory Group (CAG) 
meetings, and recommending Alternatives to be carried 
forward for detailed study. 
 

THANK YOU 
Thank you for attending this meeting and assisting us in 
our efforts to make this project a success. For 
information regarding upcoming meetings or project 
status updates, please visit the Illinois 100/106 River 
Crossing Project website at:  
www.florencebridgestudy.com 

 

 

 

Get Involved! 

 Attend Project Study Public Meetings 

 Access the Project Study Website 

 Follow Media Relations 

 Submit Ideas/Comments 
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WELCOME 
 

Welcome to the open house public meeting for the Illinois 
Route 100/106 River Crossing Project. Personnel from the 
Illinois Department of Transportation (IDOT) and the 
consulting firms of WSP USA, Inc. and Crawford, Murphy 
& Tilly, Inc. are here to introduce the project, explain 
the environmental study process, answer your questions, 
and receive your comments regarding the proposed 
project. This meeting is being held in an “open house” 
format to allow informal discussions between the public 
and the project study team members throughout the 
session.  
 

WHAT IS THE ILLINOIS ROUTE 100/106 RIVER 
CROSSING PROJECT? 

The project is a study to determine how to improve the 
existing Illinois 100/106 Bridge crossing over the Illinois 
River in Florence, Illinois while minimizing impacts to the 
human and natural environments. In this stage, the 
Project Study Group would like to hear from the 
community on the proposed Alternatives to be Carried 
Forward. Are there any changes that you would 
recommend, or items we should consider in selecting 
these Alternatives? 
 
Information regarding the project study area is on display 
at this public meeting for reference and comment.  

 

WHAT IS THE PROJECT’S PURPOSE AND NEED? 

The project’s purpose statement has been defined as:  
 
“The purpose of the project is to evaluate new 
transportation facility options across the Illinois River 
that are safe, reliable and meet current design 
standards. The project shall provide connectivity across 
the Illinois River for all modes of vehicular traffic, 
facilitate river traffic, and support local and regional 
economic needs.” 
 
This statement identifies why action is needed and what 
will be accomplished.  It will also serve as the basis by 
which all alternatives are evaluated. 

 
The project study is needed because the existing Illinois 
100/106 Bridge, constructed in 1929, is “functionally 
obsolete” and “structurally deficient”. It is one of two 
remaining lift-span bridges on the state highway system 
that rely on electrical and mechanical systems, operated 
by IDOT personnel, to raise and lower a section of the 

bridge as needed to accommodate large vessels used in 
commercial river navigation. Electrical, mechanical, or 
structural problems can cause the bridge to be closed 
until repairs are completed; resulting in motorists seeking 
alternate routes. The nearest alternate river crossing, 
located on Interstate 72 approximately 4 miles north near 
Valley City, requires motorists to travel an additional 32 
miles. Since farm machinery, bicycles, small motorcycles, 
and pedestrians are not allowed on the Interstate 72 
Bridge, another alternate route must be used for these 
travelers; requiring 47 additional miles of travel. The 
existing bridge deck is narrow, causing slow-moving wide 
farm equipment, bicycles, and modes of travel for the 
disabled to impede traffic and compromise the safety of 
the traveling public. Current design standards indicate 
that the bridge deck should be wider to accommodate 
the traffic that crosses the bridge daily; thus categorizing 
the bridge as functionally obsolete. The bridge was last 
inspected in 2017 and was determined to be structurally 
deficient. Being structurally deficient does not imply that 
a bridge is structurally unsafe. It means the bridge must 
be inspected, maintained, and repaired as needed. Due 
to bridge components with ratings of “4” and below, the 
bridge is evaluated on a yearly basis. 
 
The entire Purpose and Need document can be accessed 
at: 
http://www.florencebridgestudy.com/pdfs/purpose_nee
d_022317.pdf 

 
WHERE ARE WE AT WITH ALTERNATIVE 
DEVELOPMENT? 

After the 1st Public Informational Meeting was held in 
September 2016, a Citizen’s Advisory Group (CAG) was 
formed to help IDOT get a better understanding of the 
local community’s needs. The CAG is comprised of local 
area community leaders, businesses, organizations, and 
individuals. At the CAG meeting held in November 2016, 
several alternatives were identified in an “alternatives 
brainstorming” exercise. These alternatives were further 
refined and developed by the Project Study Group (PSG) 
which includes IDOT, the Federal Highway Administration 
and the project consultants. At the CAG meeting held in 
April 2017, eight “build” alternatives were shown to the 
group, with preliminary information on transportation 
performance, environmental impacts and cost.  
 
Based on input provided by the CAG and coordination 
with the U.S. Coast Guard concerning preliminary river 
clearance requirements, four “build” alternatives are 
recommended for further study: 

 
 

OPEN HOUSE PUBLIC MEETING 
 

 
 
 
 

Alternative 4A – 100’ north of the existing bridge 

 
 

 

Alternative 4C – 100’ south of the existing bridge 

 
 

 

Alternative 4C/D – 300’ south of the existing bridge 

 
 

 

Alternative 5B – 4,500’ south of the existing bridge 
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PUBLIC MEETING #2 SUMMARY 

FLORENCE BRIDGE PHASE I STUDY/IL 100-106 RIVER CROSSING PROJECT 

NIMROD FUNK 4H & COMMUNITY BUILDING, WINCHESTER IL 

DECEMBER 7, 2017  

 

A Public Meeting was held at the Nimrod Funk 4H & Community Building in Winchester, IL from 4:30 PM 

to 6:30 PM. The purpose of the meeting was to present the alternatives being considered for the 

replacement of the existing Illinois Route100/106 Florence Bridge. The meeting was in open house 

format; no formal presentation was made, but a continuous presentation of approximately 18 minutes 

was presented that attendees could watch at their convenience. In addition, there was a project 

visualization video of approximately 8 minutes that was continuously operated by a study team 

member, and could be stopped or advanced at the request of the attendees. 

 

A meeting handout and comment form was provided for all attendees, and IDOT and consultant team 

representatives were available throughout the meeting to answer questions and receive comments. 

There were four display boards showing: the project timeline; existing and proposed typical sections of 

the roadway and bridge; Project Purpose and Need; and a matrix of engineering and environmental 

considerations for each of the alternatives considered by the study. There were also four aerial maps (1” 

= 100’ scale) representing the alternatives proposed to be carried forward (4A, 4C, 4C/D, and 5B) as well 

as an aerial map (1” = 300’ scale) showing environmental resources with the alignments of Alternatives 

2A through 5B (omitting Alternative 3) overlaid on the map. 

 

There were 54 attendees at the meeting, representing print media, local businesses and business 

organizations, agriculture, government agencies, elected officials, and interested citizens. A comment 

deadline of December 21, 2016 was requested for comments received after the meeting via electronic 

or mailed delivery. The comment form specifically requested the commenters indicate their preference, 

and order of preference, of the four build alternatives proposed to be carried forward, along with any 

other comments on the alternatives or other aspects of the study. Sixteen written comments on the 

provided forms were received at the meeting, and seven additional comments were received by IDOT 

District 6 by the requested deadline.  

 

For the preference of Alternatives, check boxes were marked accordingly. The totals do not add up 

because some stakeholders left the check box blank where they did not favor an alternative. 

 Alternative 4A – 7 “first preference”; 6 “second preference”; 3 “third preference”; 0 “last 

preference” 

 Alternative 4C – 17 “first preference”; 4 “second preference”; 0 “third preference”; 0 “last 

preference” 
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 Alternative 4C/D – 3 “first preference”; 5 “second preference”; 9 “third preference”; 0 “last 

preference” 

 Alternative 5B – 0 “first preference”; 0 “second preference”; 0 “third preference”; 9 “last 

preference” (note: there were also 14 unmarked check boxes for Alternative 5B, highest of all 

alternatives) 

 

A summary of the received comments is tabulated below (written comments in addition to the check 

boxes for Alternative preference): 

 

 B. Jacquot - Alternatives 4A, 4C and 4C/D are equally preferable, and Alternative 5B is not. 

 R. Brown – Support any of the “4’s”; Alternative 5B takes too much farm land. 

 J. Swartz - Alternative 5B takes too much farm land and interferes with cattle feeding and access 

to pasture land. 

 L. Lemons - If IDOT chooses not to rebuild the bridge, suggest building an EB and WB exit at Tom 

Moore’s along I-72. 

 R. McIntire - 4C is by far the best proposal. 

 D. McClenning - 4C is the best option for heavy truck traffic in and out of Florence. 

 T. Orr - It is very important to have the bridge cross at Florence. 

 V. Orr - The bridge is important to the farming economy, and glad that the proposed alternatives 

are in the same area as the existing bridge. 

 W. Christison - First preference is 4C; lives on top of hill along 4C. 

 J. Moore - 4C and 4C/D seem to accommodate businesses better. 

 B. McCartney - Appreciate the opportunity to comment on the alternatives, and the public 

meeting was informative.  

 C. McCartney - Prefer the cheapest option to build, and thanks for gathering information and 

keeping the public informed. 

 J. Hallock - Alternative 5B is not feasible as it is too far south 

 

Some other general comments were noted by study representatives at the public meeting: 

 

 Nancy Kurpaitis, Mayor of Florence, stated her concerns with Alternative 4C/D being placed 
closer to town.   

o She was concerned about the amount of pavement that would be left to get to town. 
o She was concerned with who would maintain the old pavements. 
o She preferred 4C, the alignment closest to the bridge to the south. 

 Brian Dockery of Central Stone stated his preference for Alternative 4C, as it does not impact the 
south side of the roadway as much as Alternative 4C/D.  He was concerned with land 
severances. 

 James Pisell of ISAS reported that this area has a high probability area for native American 
occupation sites as well as mounds, and a high potential for Indian artifacts. 

 David Swartz indicated that he knew the location of the cemetery located near Alternative 4D, 
and stated that the property was owned by Central Stone. 

 The existence of a cave was reported on the David Swartz property near the 5B Alternative. 
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 A stakeholder stated that the “Water” parcel owner name on the maps should be corrected to 
“Walter”. 

 Gene Stokvis spoke about the flooding of the lower river road south of Cargill in peak events, 
and that a profile grade raise would be needed for the lower river road if Alternative 5B was 
selected. 

 Ben Coon of Big Swan Drainage District stated that he was curious about the design process and 
their involvement with it.  He was informed that the study team would continue project 
coordination with Big Swan Drainage District, and that the study team would likely meet with 
them in the future to receive any additional input/concerns that they have. 

 No preference or favorability was noted for the 5B Alternative from any of the attendees. All 
other build alternatives recommended to be carried forward received some level of support. 

 Bill Sleeman reported that the owner of Ed & Woodie’s restaurant is planning to sell the 

business and property soon, and is in talks with the property owner to the south (Daniel) who is 

interested in the property. He also noted that the property in the northwest corner of IL 

100/106 and Florence Road was owned by the Dietsch Family trust.   

 Mr. Sleeman also reported that the other alternatives (4C and 4C/D) which show a right-of-way 

acquisition along Florence Road would result in considerable impacts to the house and 

restaurant parking lot.   

 Rex McIntyre, Mayor of Winchester, noted that the tavern property has flooded multiple times 

in the past. He was in favor of Alt. 4C3. 
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