
 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

IL 100/106 ILLINOIS RIVER CROSSING 

PROJECT 

Florence, Illinois 

Pike and Scott Counties 

Illinois Department of Transportation 

Region 4 – District 6 

July 14, 2020 

 

 



This page intentionally left blank.





This page intentionally left blank.



Environmental Assessment 
IL 100/106 Illinois River Crossing, Pike and Scott Counties, Illinois 

 

 

iii 
 

Table of Contents 
1 PURPOSE AND NEED ............................................................................................................. 1-1 

1.1  What is the IL 100/106 Illinois River Crossing Project?........................................................ 1-1 

1.2  Where is the IL 100/106 Illinois River Crossing Project located? ......................................... 1-1 

1.3  What is the role of the IL 100/106 River Bridge and I-72 in the local and regional 

transportation systems and economies? ............................................................................. 1-1 

1.4  What are the physical characteristics of the existing bridge? ............................................... 1-1 

1.5  What is the background and study area of the IL 100/106 Illinois River Crossing Project?  . 1-2 

1.6  How is this study different than the Florence Bridge - Lower Illinois River Regional Crossing 

Study? ................................................................................................................................ 1-2 

1.7  Why is the project needed? ................................................................................................. 1-2 

1.7.1  What is the existing structural integrity of the IL 100/106 River Bridge crossing? ....... 1-5 

1.7.2  What are the river navigation challenges? ................................................................. 1-5 

1.8  What is the purpose of the project? ..................................................................................... 1-5 

2 Project Alternatives ................................................................................................................. 2-1 

2.1  What preliminary alternatives were considered? .................................................................. 2-1 

2.1.1  No Build Alternative (Alternative 1A) .......................................................................... 2-1 

2.1.2  Bridge Rehabilitation (Alternative 1B) ........................................................................ 2-2 

2.1.3  Build Alternative: New Alignment, Leaving Existing Bridge in Place (Alternative 1C) . 2-2 

2.2  What other Build Alternatives were considered? .................................................................. 2-3 

2.2.1  Alternative 2A ............................................................................................................ 2-3 

2.2.2  Alternative 2B ............................................................................................................ 2-3 

2.2.3  Alternative 3 ............................................................................................................... 2-3 

2.2.4  Alternative 4A ............................................................................................................ 2-5 

2.2.5  Alternative 4B ............................................................................................................ 2-5 

2.2.6  Alternative 4C ............................................................................................................ 2-5 

2.2.7  Alternative 4D ............................................................................................................ 2-5 

2.2.8  Alternative 5A ............................................................................................................ 2-5 

2.2.9  Alternative 5B ............................................................................................................ 2-5 

2.2.10  Alternative 3/4B ....................................................................................................... 2-6 

2.2.11  Alternative 4C/D....................................................................................................... 2-6 

2.3  What Build Alternatives were eliminated and why? ............................................................. 2-6 

2.4  What are the alternatives carried forward and how do their impacts compare? ................... 2-9 

2.5  What is the Preferred Alternative and how was it selected? ............................................... 2-17 

2.6  Levee Access Design Variations of the Preferred Alternative ............................................ 2-18 



Environmental Assessment 
IL 100/106 Illinois River Crossing, Pike and Scott Counties, Illinois 

 

 

iv 
 

3 ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION .......................................... 3-1 

3.1  What environmental resources and issues were considered? ............................................. 3-1 

3.2  What community and economic impacts are expected? ...................................................... 3-1 

3.2.1  How would the community be affected? ..................................................................... 3-1 

3.2.2  Would there be any changes in travel patterns? ........................................................ 3-7 

3.2.3  How would public facilities and services be affected? ................................................ 3-9 

3.2.4  Would pedestrian and bicycle facilities be provided? ................................................. 3-9 

3.2.5  How would the local economy be affected? ............................................................... 3-9 

3.2.6  Would the project require acquisition of right-of-way or relocation of residences or 

businesses? ...................................................................................................................... 3-10 

3.2.7  How would the project affect property tax revenue? ................................................. 3-10 

3.3  Would the project impact agricultural land or farming operations? ..................................... 3-10 

3.4  What cultural resources would be affected? ...................................................................... 3-13 

3.4.1  Were any archaeological sites found in the project footprint?................................... 3-13 

3.4.2  What further archaeological surveys and mitigation would be required? .................. 3-13 

3.4.3  Would the project affect any historic buildings, districts, or structures? .................... 3-13 

3.4.4  Is the Florence Bridge historic and how would it be affected? .................................. 3-14 

3.4.5  Can the existing bridge be adaptively reused at a new location? ............................. 3-14 

3.4.6  Have stakeholders interested in historic preservation been contacted to provide their 

input? ................................................................................................................................ 3-14 

3.4.7  What historic bridge mitigation would occur? ........................................................... 3-15 

3.5  Would there be any air quality impacts? ............................................................................ 3-15 

3.5.1  Carbon Monoxide Microscale Analysis ..................................................................... 3-15 

3.5.2   Air Quality Conformity .............................................................................................. 3-15 

3.5.3   PM2.5 and PM10 Nonattainment and Maintenance Areas .......................................... 3-15 

3.5.4   Construction Related Particulate-Matter ................................................................... 3-15 

3.6  Would there be any noise impacts?................................................................................... 3-16 

3.6.1  Is a traffic noise analysis required? .......................................................................... 3-16 

3.6.2  How would the project affect noise levels?............................................................... 3-16 

3.6.3  How would the project affect noise levels during construction? ................................ 3-17 

3.7  What natural resources would be affected? ....................................................................... 3-17 

3.7.1  How were threatened and endangered species and natural resources identified within 

the project footprint? .......................................................................................................... 3-17 

3.7.2  Would the project affect any threatened or endangered species or natural resources? 3-18 

3.8  What surface water resources and would be affected? ..................................................... 3-25 



Environmental Assessment 
IL 100/106 Illinois River Crossing, Pike and Scott Counties, Illinois 

 

 

v 
 

3.8.1  What surface water resources are found in the project footprint? ............................. 3-25 

3.8.2  What is the water quality of the Illinois River at the existing IL 100/106 River Bridge? 3-27 

3.8.3  Would the project affect the surface waters? ........................................................... 3-28 

3.8.4   What commitments would be required to reduce impacts to surface water resources?    3-30 

3.8.5  What permits would be required related to the project’s effects on the Illinois River and 

water quality? .................................................................................................................... 3-30 

3.9  Would the project affect groundwater? .............................................................................. 3-30 

3.9.1  Are any aquifer recharge areas, wellhead protection zones, or private and public water 

supply wells located in the project study area? .................................................................. 3-30 

3.9.2  Will the project impact karst topography? ................................................................. 3-31 

3.9.3  Will the project impact the Mahomet Sole Source Aquifer? ...................................... 3-31 

3.9.4  How would groundwater quality be protected? ......................................................... 3-31 

3.10  Would the project affect area flooding? ........................................................................... 3-32 

3.10.1  Would the project affect the Illinois River floodway and floodplain?........................ 3-32 

3.10.2  Would a Floodway Construction Permit be required (IDNR)? ................................. 3-33 

3.11  Would the project affect any wetlands? ........................................................................... 3-33 

3.11.1  How were wetlands identified in the study area? .................................................... 3-33 

3.11.2  Would wetlands be affected by the project? ........................................................... 3-33 

3.11.3  How would roadway de-icing salt and bridge shading affect wetlands? ................. 3-35 

3.11.4  How would construction activities affect wetlands? ................................................ 3-35 

3.11.5  What design measures have been taken to minimize wetland impacts? ................ 3-36 

3.11.6  What Best Management Practices would be implemented to reduce construction 

impacts? ............................................................................................................................ 3-36 

3.11.7  How would impacts be mitigated? .......................................................................... 3-36 

3.12  Would the project involve any sites affected by Recognized Environmental Conditions? 3-37 

3.12.1  How were Recognized Environmental Conditions identified? ................................. 3-37 

3.12.2  Would the project affect any REC sites? ................................................................ 3-37 

3.13  Would the project affect any parks, wildlife areas, recreational areas, or other special lands? 

 ......................................................................................................................................... 3-37 

3.13.1  How were parks, wildlife areas, recreational areas, and special lands identified? .. 3-37 

3.13.2  How would these resources be affected as a result of the project? ........................ 3-38 

3.14  Mitigation and Commitments ........................................................................................... 3-38 

4 Agency Coordination and Public Involvement ...................................................................... 4-1 

4.1  What coordination has occurred with local, state, and federal agencies? ............................ 4-1 

4.1.1  What coordination has happened under the NEPA/404 Merger Process? .................. 4-1 

4.1.2  What other issues were coordinated with individual agencies? .................................. 4-1 



Environmental Assessment 
IL 100/106 Illinois River Crossing, Pike and Scott Counties, Illinois 

 

 

vi 
 

4.2  How would the study address community concerns and issues? ......................................... 4-2 

4.3  How has the public been involved with the IL 100/106 River Crossing Project? ................... 4-2 

4.3.1  What is the Community Advisory Group, and how has it informed the study process? 4-2 

4.3.2  What other public involvement opportunities have taken place?................................. 4-3 

4.4  As a result of coordination, what permits and certifications would be needed for the 

construction of the project? ................................................................................................. 4-4 

4.4.1  Section 404 Permit ..................................................................................................... 4-4 

4.4.2  Section 10 Permit ....................................................................................................... 4-4 

4.4.3  Section 9 Permit ......................................................................................................... 4-4 

4.4.4  Section 401 Certification ............................................................................................ 4-4 

4.4.5  Section 402 NPDES Construction Permit ................................................................... 4-4 

4.4.6  Section 408 Levee Permit .......................................................................................... 4-4 

4.4.7  IDNR OWR Floodway Construction Permit ................................................................ 4-5 

 

List of Figures 

Figure 1-1: IL 100, IL 106, and I-72 in West Central Illinois ............................................................. 1-3 

Figure 1-2: Original and refined project study areas for IL 100/106 river crossing. .......................... 1-4 

Figure 2-1: Build Alternatives .......................................................................................................... 2-4 

Figure 2-2: Build Alternatives Carried Forward. ............................................................................. 2-10 

Figure 2-3: Alternative 4A.............................................................................................................. 2-13 

Figure 2-4: Alternative 4C. ............................................................................................................ 2-14 

Figure 2-5: Alternative 4C/D. ......................................................................................................... 2-15 

Figure 2-6: Alternative 5B.............................................................................................................. 2-16 

Figure 2-7: Plan view of two levee access alternatives (15-foot clearance vs. direct access). ....... 2-19 

Figure 3-1: Census Block Groups in the Study Area. ...................................................................... 3-3 

Figure 3-2: Village of Florence and Nearby Communities................................................................ 3-4 

Figure 3-3: Travel Pattern Changes. ............................................................................................... 3-8 

Figure 3-4: Farmland and Prime Farmland Impacts. ..................................................................... 3-12 

Figure 3-5: Water Resources, Floodplain, and Wetland Impacts. .................................................. 3-26 

Figure 3-6: Impacts to Stream W1 (Tributary to Illinois River) ....................................................... 3-29 

 

 

 

https://portal.kaskaskiaeng.com/projects/15-1027.00/General/Deliverables/EA/Submittals/Signature%20EA%20Submittal%20June%202020/Archive/IL100-106%20Illinois%20River%20Crossing%20Signature%20EA%20-%2012June2020.docx#_Toc42873283
https://portal.kaskaskiaeng.com/projects/15-1027.00/General/Deliverables/EA/Submittals/Signature%20EA%20Submittal%20June%202020/Archive/IL100-106%20Illinois%20River%20Crossing%20Signature%20EA%20-%2012June2020.docx#_Toc42873284
https://portal.kaskaskiaeng.com/projects/15-1027.00/General/Deliverables/EA/Submittals/Signature%20EA%20Submittal%20June%202020/Archive/IL100-106%20Illinois%20River%20Crossing%20Signature%20EA%20-%2012June2020.docx#_Toc42873285
https://portal.kaskaskiaeng.com/projects/15-1027.00/General/Deliverables/EA/Submittals/Signature%20EA%20Submittal%20June%202020/Archive/IL100-106%20Illinois%20River%20Crossing%20Signature%20EA%20-%2012June2020.docx#_Toc42873286
https://portal.kaskaskiaeng.com/projects/15-1027.00/General/Deliverables/EA/Submittals/Signature%20EA%20Submittal%20June%202020/Archive/IL100-106%20Illinois%20River%20Crossing%20Signature%20EA%20-%2012June2020.docx#_Toc42873287
https://portal.kaskaskiaeng.com/projects/15-1027.00/General/Deliverables/EA/Submittals/Signature%20EA%20Submittal%20June%202020/Archive/IL100-106%20Illinois%20River%20Crossing%20Signature%20EA%20-%2012June2020.docx#_Toc42873288
https://portal.kaskaskiaeng.com/projects/15-1027.00/General/Deliverables/EA/Submittals/Signature%20EA%20Submittal%20June%202020/Archive/IL100-106%20Illinois%20River%20Crossing%20Signature%20EA%20-%2012June2020.docx#_Toc42873289
https://portal.kaskaskiaeng.com/projects/15-1027.00/General/Deliverables/EA/Submittals/Signature%20EA%20Submittal%20June%202020/Archive/IL100-106%20Illinois%20River%20Crossing%20Signature%20EA%20-%2012June2020.docx#_Toc42873290
https://portal.kaskaskiaeng.com/projects/15-1027.00/General/Deliverables/EA/Submittals/Signature%20EA%20Submittal%20June%202020/Archive/IL100-106%20Illinois%20River%20Crossing%20Signature%20EA%20-%2012June2020.docx#_Toc42873291
https://portal.kaskaskiaeng.com/projects/15-1027.00/General/Deliverables/EA/Submittals/Signature%20EA%20Submittal%20June%202020/Archive/IL100-106%20Illinois%20River%20Crossing%20Signature%20EA%20-%2012June2020.docx#_Toc42873292
https://portal.kaskaskiaeng.com/projects/15-1027.00/General/Deliverables/EA/Submittals/Signature%20EA%20Submittal%20June%202020/Archive/IL100-106%20Illinois%20River%20Crossing%20Signature%20EA%20-%2012June2020.docx#_Toc42873293
https://portal.kaskaskiaeng.com/projects/15-1027.00/General/Deliverables/EA/Submittals/Signature%20EA%20Submittal%20June%202020/Archive/IL100-106%20Illinois%20River%20Crossing%20Signature%20EA%20-%2012June2020.docx#_Toc42873294
https://portal.kaskaskiaeng.com/projects/15-1027.00/General/Deliverables/EA/Submittals/Signature%20EA%20Submittal%20June%202020/Archive/IL100-106%20Illinois%20River%20Crossing%20Signature%20EA%20-%2012June2020.docx#_Toc42873295
https://portal.kaskaskiaeng.com/projects/15-1027.00/General/Deliverables/EA/Submittals/Signature%20EA%20Submittal%20June%202020/Archive/IL100-106%20Illinois%20River%20Crossing%20Signature%20EA%20-%2012June2020.docx#_Toc42873296


Environmental Assessment 
IL 100/106 Illinois River Crossing, Pike and Scott Counties, Illinois 

 

 

vii 
 

List of Tables 

Table 2-1: Build Alternatives Eliminated and Why ........................................................................... 2-8 

Table 2-2: New Right-of-Way ........................................................................................................ 2-11 

Table 2-3: Evaluation of Build Alternatives Carried ForwardA ........................................................ 2-12 

Table 2-4: Preferred Alternative Levee Access Option Cost and Impacts ...................................... 2-18 

Table 3-1: Population Data.............................................................................................................. 3-2 

Table 3-2: Racial and Ethnic Composition ....................................................................................... 3-6 

Table 3-3: Income Characteristics ................................................................................................... 3-7 

Table 3-4: Assessed Uses of the Illinois River (Section D-32) and Causes of Impairment, if Applicable
 ..................................................................................................................................................... 3-27 

Table 3-5: Wetland Impacts .......................................................................................................... 3-34 

 

List of Appendices 

Appendix A: Summary of Environmental Surveys and Impacts 

Appendix B: Section 106 Documentation 

Appendix C: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Biological Opinion (BO) 

Appendix D: Public Comments and Agency Coordination 



This page intentionally left blank.



Environmental Assessment 
IL 100/106 Illinois River Crossing, Pike and Scott Counties, Illinois 

 

 

1-1 
 

1 PURPOSE AND NEED 
 
1.1 What is the IL 100/106 Illinois River Crossing Project? 
 
The Illinois Department of Transportation 
(IDOT) has jurisdiction over and owns a lift 
bridge on Illinois Routes 100 and 106 (IL 
100/106) over the Illinois River at the 
Scott/Pike County Line, near Florence, Illinois. 
The existing IL 100/106 River Bridge was 
constructed in 1929 and is beyond its useful 
service life. IDOT, in cooperation with the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), is 
evaluating options to maintain and improve 
access across the Illinois River at this location, 
while minimizing impacts to the environment and surrounding area.  

 
1.2 Where is the IL 100/106 Illinois River Crossing Project located? 
 
IL 100 is a north-south route in west central Illinois that generally runs parallel to the Illinois River 
from south of Canton to Alton (Figure 1-1). IL 106 is an east-west route in west central Illinois that 
runs between East Hannibal and White Hall. Both routes share the same alignment from Detroit 
in Pike County to approximately two miles east of the Illinois River in Scott County. Florence is 
the location where IL 100/106 crosses the Illinois River. Interstate 72 (I-72) connects Hannibal, 
Missouri and Champaign, Illinois, paralleling the existing IL 100/106 crossing approximately four 
miles to the north. As such, this project has logical termini and independent utility. 
 
1.3 What is the role of the IL 100/106 River Bridge and I-72 in the local and regional 
transportation systems and economies? 

 
These transportation systems play a critical role in supporting 
each other, while providing essential services and a 
connection to other infrastructure systems. As illustrated in 
Figure 1-1, the existing IL 100/106 River Bridge directly 
connects the cities of Pittsfield and Winchester, as well as 
other communities in both Pike and Scott Counties. Local 
businesses, farmers, and industries from nearby 
communities including Florence, Glasgow, Pearl, and Detroit 

also rely on the bridge to transport goods, supplies, equipment, and workers. The nearest 
alternative to cross the Illinois River is I-72 for permitted vehicles, which is 32 miles of adverse 
travel. The nearest alternative for users not permitted to use I-72, (farm machinery, pedestrians 
and bicyclists) is IL 104 at Meredosia, which is 47 miles of adverse travel. 
 
1.4 What are the physical characteristics of the existing bridge? 
 
The existing IL 100/106 River Bridge is 3,178 feet in length with a total of 38 spans and 37 piers. 
There is one 217-foot movable lift span to allow river navigation. There are four truss spans to the 
west of the lift span; and four truss spans and 29 steel beam concrete deck type approach spans 
to the east. The bridge deck, comprised of open steel grating on the movable lift span, has two 

What is adverse travel? 
In transportation, adverse travel is 
an unfavorable travel experience 
or change in travel pattern, 
caused by various circumstances, 
such as a detour, construction 
delay, or weather condition. 
 

 
Existing IL 100/106 Lift Bridge at Florence 
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11.5-foot wide travel lanes (one lane each way) and no shoulders, for a total roadway deck width 
of 23 feet. The river navigation horizontal clearance is 202 feet.  
 
1.5 What is the background and study area of the IL 100/106 Illinois River Crossing 
Project? 
 
The existing IL 100/106 River Bridge officially opened for service in May 1930. Throughout its 
history, the bridge has experienced several closures for various repairs. Due to the escalating 
cost of repairs, the Lower Illinois River Regional Crossing Study (LIRRCS) was completed in 
2013. This study examined the feasibility of potential solutions to provide local and regional 
options for crossing the Illinois River in Scott, Pike, Greene, and Calhoun Counties. The LIRRCS 
recommended removing and replacing the bridge near Florence.  
 
This Environmental Assessment (EA) considers the alternatives from the LIRRCS and explores 
additional alternatives. The original regional project study area for this EA was approximately 450 
square miles, encompassing eastern Pike, western Scott, and northwestern Greene Counties, as 
well as nearby communities that use the IL 100/106 river crossing and the I-72 crossing. The 
original regional project study area of 450 square miles was refined to 50 square miles after 
preliminary alternatives were eliminated that were further away from the existing IL 100/106 Illinois 
River Bridge. The refined project study area is generally bound by I-72 to the north, IL 100 along 
the east, IL 106 along the south, and County Road 14 to the west. The original and refined project 
study areas are depicted in Figure 1-2. 

 
1.6 How is this study different than the Florence Bridge - Lower Illinois River Regional 
Crossing Study? 

 
The LIRRCS was a preliminary step to determine the need and 
feasibility of potential transportation solutions. It did not, 
however, complete the detailed engineering and environmental 
analysis required by federal law, under the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). This EA considered the 
results of the LIRRCS, but also other alternatives, including the 
No-Build alternative, and evaluated them equally.  
 
 

1.7 Why is the project needed? 
 
The project is needed because the existing IL 100/106 River Bridge, constructed in 1929, is at 
the end of its useful service life, and repairs are becoming exceedingly costly, frequent, and will 
eventually be infeasible. When the bridge is closed for repairs, the detours include at least 32 
miles of adverse travel. 
 
The existing IL 100/106 River Bridge does not meet current design standards. The minimum 
required deck width is 32 feet. The existing structure has a 23-foot width that accommodates two 
traffic lanes with no shoulders. The bridge cannot safely accommodate farm equipment, disabled 
vehicles, or bicycles. Furthermore, wide farm implements impede traffic in both directions while 
crossing the bridge.  
 
The bridge is a major transportation connector for the area, as it currently carries approximately 
1,500 vehicles daily.  
 

What is NEPA? 
The National Environmental 
Policy Act is an environmental 
law that requires Federal 
agencies to assess the 
environmental effects of their 
proposed actions prior to 
making a decision. 
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Figure 1-1: IL 100, IL 106, and I-72 in West Central Illinois 
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Figure 1-2: Original and refined project study areas for IL 100/106 river crossing. 
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1.7.1 What is the existing structural integrity of the IL 100/106 River Bridge crossing? 
 

Since its construction in 1929, vehicular use, weather, and salt applications have caused 
deterioration to the structural steel and concrete that forms the piers and deck. The bridge has 
undergone extensive repairs throughout the last 20 years, some resulting in long-term closures. 
The repairs have extended the service life 15 years beyond its original 75-year design life. It is at 
the end of its repairable life. 
 
The bridge was last inspected in February 2019. The bridge 
deck is in overall satisfactory condition. The superstructure is 
in overall critical condition. There is heavy section loss on 
truss lower chords, floor beam web, stringers in fixed and lift 
truss spans and approach span web bearing areas. The 
protective paint system has failed throughout and there is 
advanced section loss on primary structural members in both 
the fixed and lift spans. The substructure is in overall fair 
condition, with some delamination and spalling of concrete in 
the piers and abutments. The underwater portion of the 
substructure units is in fair condition, with portions of footings 
exposed as well as some level of scour noted at two piers. 
 

1.7.2 What are the river navigation challenges? 
 
The existing IL 100/106 River Bridge navigation channel offers a horizontal clearance of 202 feet. 
Three-wide barge tows are commonly used on the Illinois River at the IL 100/106 River Bridge. 
When centered through the opening, a three-wide barge tow is approximately 105 feet wide and 

allows less than 50 feet of clearance on either side of the barge 
tow to the existing IL 100/106 River Bridge protection cells. 
When the river is approaching flood stage (elevation 431 feet 
and above), it is more difficult to accurately steer barge tows 
through the opening, especially in the downstream direction, 
because the river moves with more velocity and barges are 
more difficult to steer in the downstream direction. Data from 
the nearest U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Illinois 
River level gage at Valley City, four miles upstream, show the 
mean monthly river elevation was above flood stage for 22 
months over a 10-year period from 2009 to 2019.  
 

There have been numerous strikes of the existing IL 100/106 
River Bridge and its pier protection cells by river vessels. Approximately 80 strikes have occurred 
from 2000 to 2016. Due to the multiple incidents requiring bridge repairs and closure, there is a 
need to provide adequate clearance for river traffic.  
 

1.8 What is the purpose of the project? 
 

The purpose of the project is to provide safe and reliable connectivity across the Illinois River for 
all modes of traffic, facilitate improved river navigation, and support local and regional economic 
needs, while meeting current design standards and minimizing impacts to the environment and 
surrounding area. 

 
Repairs on the existing IL 
100/106 River Bridge. 

 
Structural elements of a typical 
highway bridge. 
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2 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 
 
Alternatives are possible solutions that may address the project purpose and need. For this study, 

the alternatives were evaluated using a multi-step process. Each step contained a set of 

evaluation criteria that when applied resulted in the alternatives to be advanced to the next level 

of evaluation until a single preferred alternative remained. The steps in this evaluation process 

include: 

1. Preliminary alternatives considered and dismissed 

2. Range of build alternatives considered 

3. Build alternatives dismissed 

4. Alternatives carried forward for detailed study 

5. Selection of the Preferred Alternative 

6. Levee access design options 

This section describes the various alternatives considered to address the purpose and need, 

details the evaluation process, and summarizes how the Preferred Alternative was selected. 

2.1 What preliminary alternatives were considered? 
 
The preliminary alternatives considered were developed in consideration of known limitations for 
locating the alignment. Absent any major physical limitations, one essential consideration in this 
process was the historic significance of the existing IL 100/106 River Bridge. The existing IL 
100/106 River Bridge is eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), 
which affords the bridge certain protections under Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act and Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act. These laws require 
that rehabilitation and preservation alternatives be considered to avoid impacts (demolition or 
degradation of historic integrity) to the historic bridge, in addition to any “new bridge construction” 
alternatives. The following preliminary alternatives were considered to maintain the historic 
integrity of the existing IL 100/106 River Bridge: 

• Do nothing (i.e. No Build) (Alternative 1A). 

• Rehabilitate the existing IL 100/106 River Bridge without affecting its historic integrity 
(Alternative 1B). 

• Build on a new alignment and leave the existing IL 100/106 River Bridge in place, 
preserving its historic integrity (Alternative 1C). 

In consideration of the historic significance of the existing IL 100/106 River Bridge, each of these 
preliminary alternatives was reviewed based on whether it met the project’s purpose and need. If 
a preliminary alternative did not meet the purpose and need, it was eliminated from further 
consideration. The following sections detail the preliminary alternatives and the initial screening 
results of each.  
 

2.1.1 No Build Alternative (Alternative 1A) 
 
The No Build alternative would result in no improvements to the existing IL 100/106 River Bridge 
with the bridge retaining its historic features. The No Build alternative would continue to require 
operational costs associated with raising and lowering the lift span, as well as maintaining the 
existing IL 100/106 River Bridge in a state of good repair. The No Build alternative would not 
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address the structural deficiencies, the existing narrow navigational width, or the substandard 
geometric conditions of the existing IL 100/106 River Bridge. 
 
Since the No Build alternative does not improve or address the geometric and structural 
deficiencies of the existing IL 100/106 River Bridge, it does not meet the project’s purpose and 
need. However, this alternative was carried through the development and evaluation of 
alternatives to serve as a basis for comparison. 
 

2.1.2 Bridge Rehabilitation (Alternative 1B) 
 
This alternative would require a major rehabilitation of the existing IL 100/106 River Bridge to 
address its structural deficiencies. It would retain the historic integrity of the bridge and add 
another 10 to 15 years to the bridge’s service life. The rehabilitation scope of work would include 
a concrete bridge deck overlay, replacement of expansion joints, structural steel repairs, painting 
the truss span members within the splash zone (external surfaces of the structure that are 
periodically in and out of water), and painting the exterior floor beams and beam ends at 
expansion joint locations.  
 

This alternative would not eliminate the lift span, address the existing inadequate narrow 

navigational width, address the structural/geometric deficiencies, or provide adequate 

accommodations for farm implements, pedestrians, or bicyclists. Furthermore, the existing IL 

100/106 River Bridge is at the end of its useful service life and continued maintenance and 

rehabilitation is not cost-effective. Therefore, Alternative 1B does not satisfy the project purpose 

and need and was eliminated from further consideration. 

2.1.3 Build Alternative: New Alignment, Leaving Existing Bridge in Place (Alternative 1C) 
 
This alternative would maintain the existing IL 100/106 River Bridge, but would close it as a 
transportation facility, requiring a new river crossing on new alignment. The lift span would remain 
in the “up” position to allow for barge traffic on the river. Bridge maintenance would be necessary 
to maintain the existing IL 100/106 River Bridge as a standing structure and continuing to 
accommodate river navigation. This alternative retains the historic significance of the existing 
bridge. 
 
This alternative would not eliminate the narrow navigational width and would continue to incur 
costs to maintain the existing bridge in a state of good repair. Therefore, Alternative 1C does not 
satisfy the purpose and need and was eliminated from further consideration. 
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2.2 What other Build Alternatives were considered? 
 
Since the preliminary alternatives did not meet the 
purpose and need, an initial range of 11 other Build 
Alternatives (Figure 2-1) was then developed to address 
the project’s purpose and need. These alternatives 
included removal of the existing bridge and building on a 
new alignment. The build alternatives were established 
by a process that combined engineering and 
environmental study with stakeholder input, based on 
rational project limits and the ability to meet the project’s 
purpose and need. The Project Study Group (PSG), 
responsible for coordination and development of the 
project, gathered stakeholder input from the project’s 
Community Advisory Group (CAG) during a series of 
meetings and workshops held from November 2016 to 
August 2019. The CAG consists of volunteer citizens 

representing business, agricultural, and governmental interests.  
 

2.2.1 Alternative 2A 
 
Alternative 2A would involve constructing a new bridge 2,000 feet north of the existing IL 100/106 
River Bridge, connecting to the north-south portion of IL 100 east of the Illinois River. The existing 
IL 100/106 River Bridge would be left in place to maintain traffic during construction and then 
removed after the new bridge is complete. This alternative would also incorporate a new stop 
condition on IL 106 at IL 100, east of the river. 
 

2.2.2 Alternative 2B 
 
Alternative 2B would involve constructing a new bridge 1,100 feet north of the existing IL 100/106 
River Bridge. This alternative would replace the east connection to IL 100 with a connection to IL 
100/106 on its current east-west alignment, east of the Illinois River. The existing IL 100/106 River 
Bridge would be left in place to maintain traffic during construction and then removed after the 
new bridge is complete. 

 

2.2.3 Alternative 3 
 
This alternative would improve County Highway 14 west of the Illinois River, add a new 
interchange at County Highway 14 and I-72, and include pavement resurfacing, shoulder 
widening, and drainage improvements. Alternative 3 would close the existing IL 100/106 River 
Bridge to roadway traffic, but maintain it to allow river traffic. Closing the existing IL 100/106 River 
Bridge would result in most roadway traffic crossing the Illinois River via I-72. Interstate-prohibited 
vehicles and pedestrians would be required to utilize alternate river crossings such as IL 104 at 
Meredosia.  
 
 

What is the Community Advisory 
Group (CAG)? 
Members of the CAG represent a 

variety of interests within the study area 

by acting as a point of contact for 

stakeholders in the area. This group 

represents a diverse cross section of 

the community that includes residents, 

public officials, farmers, business 

leaders, environmentalists, and 

special interest groups. Currently, 

there are 17 members that served on 

the IL 100/106 River Bridge Project 

CAG. 
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Figure 2-1: Build Alternatives 

Notes: 1) Alternative 4B (solid yellow line) is on the existing alignment of IL 100/106. 
2) Alternative 3/4B is a combination of Alternative 3 and Alternative 4B. 
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2.2.4 Alternative 4A 
 
Alternative 4A would involve constructing a new bridge 100 feet north of the existing IL 100/106 
River Bridge. Florence Road would be crossed with an overpass bridge, and a new road 
connecting IL 100/106 and Florence Road would be built in the northwest quadrant of this 
crossing. The existing IL 100/106 River Bridge would be left in place to maintain traffic during 
construction and then removed after the new bridge is complete.  
 

2.2.5 Alternative 4B 
 
Alternative 4B would involve constructing a new bridge on the existing alignment. The existing IL 
100/106 River Bridge would be removed prior to construction. All roadway traffic would be 
detoured to I-72 or other Illinois River crossings during removal and construction, since no 
temporary bridge or crossing would be available.  
 

2.2.6 Alternative 4C 
 
Alternative 4C would involve constructing a new bridge 100 feet south of the existing IL 100/106 
River Bridge. Florence Road would be crossed with an overpass bridge, and a new road 
connecting IL 100/106 and Florence Road would be built in the southwest quadrant of this 
crossing. The existing IL 100/106 River Bridge would be left in place to maintain traffic during 
construction and then removed after the new bridge is complete. 

 

2.2.7 Alternative 4D 
 
Alternative 4D would involve constructing a new bridge 600 feet south of the existing IL 100/106 
River Bridge, providing a direct connection to the existing Florence Road via the existing IL 
100/106 and a short connector. The existing IL 100/106 River Bridge would be left in place to 
maintain traffic during construction and then removed after the new bridge is complete.  

 
2.2.8 Alternative 5A 
 
Alternative 5A would involve constructing a new bridge 4,000 feet south of the existing IL 100/106 
River Bridge, utilizing part of existing 250th Avenue west of the river. Florence Road would be 
crossed by the new bridge and a new road connecting IL 100/106 and Florence Road would be 
built in the southwest quadrant of the crossing. The existing IL 100/106 River Bridge would be left 
in place to maintain traffic during construction and then removed after the new bridge is complete.  

 
2.2.9 Alternative 5B 
 
Alternative 5B would involve constructing a new bridge 4,500 feet south of the existing IL 100/106 
River Bridge, crossing the river at a non-perpendicular angle, utilizing part of existing 250th 
Avenue west of the river. Florence Road would be crossed by the new bridge, and a new road 
connecting IL 100/106 and Florence Road would be built in the southwest quadrant of the 
crossing. The existing IL 100/106 River Bridge would be left in place to maintain traffic during 
construction and then removed after the new bridge is complete. 
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2.2.10 Alternative 3/4B 
 
Alternative 3/4B combines Alternative 3 roadway improvements and Alternative 4B bridge 
replacement. The construction sequencing would involve building Alternative 3 roadway 
improvements, detouring roadway traffic to I-72 via the IL 100 and new County Highway 14 
interchange, removing the existing IL 100/106 River Bridge, building the new bridge, and then 
restoring traffic to IL 100/106. 

 

2.2.11 Alternative 4C/D 
 
Alternative 4C/D would involve constructing a new bridge 300 feet south of the existing IL 100/106 
River Bridge (i.e. between Alternative 4C and 4D) providing an easier connection to Florence 
Road. The existing IL 100/106 River Bridge would be left in place to maintain traffic during 
construction and then removed after the new bridge is complete.  
 
2.3  What Build Alternatives were eliminated and why? 
 
Each of the build alternatives was evaluated according to several criteria to determine if they 
should be carried forward for detailed evaluation. The build alternatives and No Build alternative 
were compared to each other, and the benefits or impacts were considered in the overall 
evaluation process. Alternatives were eliminated for having disproportionately high impacts or low 
benefits; in contrast, alternatives with relatively low impacts or high benefits were carried forward. 
The alternatives were presented to the CAG in April 2017, and subsequently to the public at a 
Public Information Meeting in December 2017. Input from these meetings was also considered in 
the evaluation of alternatives.  
 
The overall evaluation criteria of the build alternatives included:  
 

• Travel Performance and Geometric Configuration  
o Right-Of-Way (ROW): How much additional property must be acquired for the 

alternative? 
o Estimate of Probable Construction Cost: What is the estimated cost of land acquisition 

and construction cost? 
o Main Bridge Length: What is the length of the main river crossing bridge? 
o New Roadway Length: What is the length of the new roadway? 
o Adverse Travel (Florence): What is the adverse, or additional, travel cost expected 

during operation of the alternative compared to the existing facility? 
o Adverse Travel (Through Travel): What is the adverse, or additional, distance of travel 

(in cost) during operation of the alternative compared to the existing facility? 
o Constructability: What impact would the construction of the alternative have on 

maintaining existing traffic? 

• Environmental Impacts  
o Forest Land: How much forested area is impacted by the alternative? 
o Wetlands: Using the National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) mapping, how much wetland 

acreage is impacted? 
o River and Stream Crossings: What are the number of river and stream crossings, using 

the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) inventory of streams? 
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o Floodplains: How much would the alternative encroach (in miles and acres) into the 
floodplain, the area where flood waters typically flow, as mapped by the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), of the Illinois River?  

o Prime Farmland: Using the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) soil 
mapping, how much prime farmland acreage is impacted? 

o Illinois Natural Area Inventory (INAI) Sites: Using the Illinois Department of Natural 
Resources’ (IDNR) Natural Heritage Database (NHD), how much INAI designated 
acreage is impacted? 

o Threatened and Endangered (T&E) Species: Using the NHD, are any T&E plant or 
animal species in the vicinity of the alternative? 

o Bald Eagles: Using the NHD, is the alternative close to wintering or breeding bald 
eagles? 

o Community Resources: Are cemeteries, churches, public parks, recreational areas, 
wildlife refuges or historical sites impacted by the alternative? 

o Cultural Resources (Section 106): Are any National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP)-eligible or NRHP–listed historic properties or archaeological sites impacted 
by the alternative?  As previously noted, the existing IL 100/106 River Bridge is an 
NRHP-eligible historic property.  

o Displacements (Residential, Commercial, and Industrial): Are there any residential, 
commercial, or industrial structures that would be displaced and need to be purchased 
for the alternative? 

o Divided Parcels: How many property parcels would be severed? 
o Hazardous Waste Sites: How many Leaking Underground Storage Tanks (LUSTs), 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Information 
System (CERCLIS) sites or other special waste sites would be impacted by or are 
adjacent to the alternative? 

• Public Engagement 
o Public Engagement Input: What is the public’s response to the alternatives? 
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The alternatives eliminated from further consideration are discussed in Table 2-1, and the 
alternatives to be carried forward for additional study are discussed in Section 2.4. 
 

Table 2-1: Build Alternatives Eliminated and Why 

 
Alternative  Reason(s) for Being Eliminated  

2A 
▪ The new location would divide the quarry property and negatively impact future 

quarry expansion. 
▪ The location of crossing near the river bend is not desirable for navigation. 

2B 
▪ The new location would divide the quarry property and negatively impact future 

quarry expansion. 
▪ The location of crossing near the river bend is not desirable for navigation. 

3 

▪ Does not meet the project purpose and need, since it does not effectively 
accommodate all modes of traffic (e.g. farm equipment, pedestrians, or bicycles).  

▪ Alters the existing traffic patterns by increasing the out-of-direction through travel 
by approximately 10.7 miles. 

4B 

▪ The bridge would be closed two to three years during construction.  
▪ There would be high adverse travel during construction (32 miles for passenger 

cars and 47 miles for farm implements). Temporary ferry service was considered, 
but not recommended due to impacts to environmental resources, travel reliability, 
and travel time. 

4D 

▪ Impact the Pike County Boat Launch, considered a Section 4(f) property. 
▪ The highest environmental impacts, when compared to Alternatives 4A, 4B, and 4C 

(forest land, floodplain, and prime farmland).  
▪ The highest estimated project cost, when compared to Alternatives 4A, 4B, and 4C. 

5A 
▪ Estimated to be 700 feet longer than Alternative 5B.  
▪ Greater construction costs than Alternative 5B.  
▪ Greater wetland impacts than Alternative 5B.  

3/4B 
▪ Does not effectively accommodate all modes of traffic during construction (16.3-

mile detour for passenger cars and 47 miles for farm implements). 
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2.4 What are the alternatives carried forward and how do their impacts compare? 
 
After evaluating each of the 11 build alternatives, four build 
alternatives (4A, 4C, 4C/D and 5B) and the No Build alternative 
(1A) were recommended to be carried forward for further 
evaluation (Figures 2-2 through 2-6). The four build 
alternatives were evaluated based on information compiled 
during the initial assessment of the 11 build alternatives, 
supplemental ecological survey data compiled by the Illinois 
Natural History Survey (INHS 2017 and 2018), an 
archaeological visual survey completed by the Illinois State 
Archaeological Survey (ISAS) (2019), and refined engineering 
geometric (i.e. design) changes.  
 
The engineering design of the four build alternatives carried 
forward was also refined to account for horizontal and vertical 
design criteria, local road accessibility, and river navigation 
requirements of the U.S. Coast Guard. Each of the four build 
alternatives would consist of one 12-foot wide travel lane in 
each direction, 8-foot wide shoulders on both sides of the 
roadway, and 8-foot wide shoulders on both sides of the 
proposed IL 100/106 River Bridge. On the west side of the 
Illinois River, an existing westbound climbing lane for trucks 
and other slow-moving vehicles would be replaced by a new 
12-foot wide climbing lane. The roadway and bridge typical 
sections for each build alternative carried forward would 
accommodate bicycle and pedestrian use with the design of 8-
foot-wide shoulders. The bridge typical section would also 

accommodate wide farm equipment, unlike the existing IL 100/106 River Bridge.  
 

Proposed Roadway Typical 
Section (West Side of IL 

River) 

 
 

Proposed Roadway Typical 
Section (East Side of IL 

River) 

 
 

Proposed Bridge Typical 
Section 
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Figure 2-2: Build Alternatives Carried Forward. 
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Tables 2-2 and 2-3 provide differentiating characteristics of the four build alternatives for 
evaluation. 
 
New Right-of-Way and Environmental Resource Considerations 
 
New right-of-way would be required for all the build alternatives carried forward. Table 2-2 breaks 
down the right-of-way requirements by category for each alternative. 
 

Table 2-2:New Right-of-Way 
 

New Right-of-Way (acres acquired) 

Category 4A 4C 4C/D 5B 

New Construction  27.3 32.9 48.6 90.1 

Uneconomic 
Remnants 

9.0 0 13.8 0 

Preservation Area 0 0 1.1 0 

Total 36.3 32.9 63.5 90.1 
 

The following is a description of the right-of-way needs by category: 
 
New Construction: This represents new right-of-way required for construction of each alternative. 
 
Bridge Removal: This represents the acres required to remove the existing IL 100/106 bridge and 
approach roadways. 
 
Uneconomic Remnants: The term uneconomic remnant means a portion of a whole property as 
appraised which is not needed for the project, but is acquired by IDOT with the portion needed 
for the project because the remainder has little or no value or utility to the owner. The remnant 
property would generally be fenced off during construction and remain in IDOT ownership after 
the project is built. Alternative 4A includes an uneconomic remnant from the acquisition of a 
business property, and Alternative 4C/D includes uneconomic remnants from the land in between 
the existing IL 100/106 alignment and the proposed alignment directly to the south. Proposed 
property acquisition for Alternative 4C and Alternative 5B do not have uneconomic remnants. 
 
Preservation Area: A preservation area is proposed to be acquired by IDOT to protect a sensitive 
archaeological resource adjacent to Alternative 4C/D. This area would be protected and 
maintained in its present condition. Alternative 4C/D is the only alternative with a preservation 
area, as Alternatives 4A and 5B are located away from the sensitive resource, and Alternative 4C 
unavoidably encroaches on the site. 
 
Even though three of the four build alternatives are similar in characteristics, several differences 
were apparent from the evaluation, as shown in Table 2-3. Alternative 4C impacts a sensitive 
archaeological site identified during ground truthing surveys while Alternative 4C/D avoids the site 
completely. Alternatives 4A and 5B would likely impact other archaeological sites. Alternative 5B 
requires the greatest amount of acquired right-of-way (90.1 acres), floodplain acreage (55.5 
acres), and prime farmland (59.0 acres) of any of the build alternatives. In terms of displacements, 
Alternative 5B displaces six residences and Alternative 4A displaces a commercial property; 
however, Alternatives 4C and 4C/D do not displace any residences or businesses. 
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Table 2-3:Evaluation of Build Alternatives Carried ForwardA 

 

Screening Criteria 
4A 4C 4C/D 5B 

100 feet north 100 feet south 300 feet south 4,500 feet south 

Travel Performance and Geometric Configuration 

New Right-of-Way (Acres) 
New Const: 27.3 

TotalB: 36.3 
New Const.: 32.9 

TotalB: 32.9 
New Const.: 48.6 

TotalB: 63.5 
New Const.: 90.1 

TotalB: 90.1 

Estimate of Probable Construction 
Cost ($Million) 

$70.7 $77.6 $75.5 $72.1 

Adverse Travel (Florence) 
($Thousands/year) 

$7.0 $10.5 $8.8 $59.7 

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

New Roadway Length (Feet) 4,232 5,078 6,586 18,885 

ConstructabilityC 1 2 2 4 

Environmental Impacts 

Forest Land (Acres)D 
New Const.: 16.9 

Total: 19.7 
New Const.: 30.4 

Total: 32.9 
New Const.: 38.4 

Total: 51.1 
New Const.: 26.9 

Total: 32.3 

Wetlands (Acres)E 
New Const.: 14.8 

Total: 26.6 
New Const.: 13.5 

Total: 17.0 
New Const.: 12.4 

Total: 27.8 
New Const.: 5.2 

Total: 16.8 

Water Feature Crossed 2 4 5 5 

Floodplain (Acres)F 
New Const.: 26.2 

Total: 32.0 
New Const.: 25.4 

Total: 29.7 
New Const.: 25.5 

Total: 47.2 
New Const.: 41.1 

Total: 55.5 

Prime Farmland Acquired (Acres) G 
New Const.: 13.0 

Total: 14.0 
New Const.: 7.3 

Total: 7.3 
New Const.: 14.9 

Total: 22.4 
New Const: 59.0 

Total: 59.0 

INAI Site(Acres)H 
New Const.: 3.0 

Total: 4.0 
New Const.: 3.3 

Total: 3.9 
New Const.: 2.9 

Total: 5.8 
New Const.: 0.0 

Total: 2.6 

Regional Noteworthy Botanical 
Resource Area (Acres)I 

New Const.: 0.2 
Total: 0.2 

New Const.: 1.9 
Total: 1.9 

New Const.: 2.6 
Total: 2.7 

New Const.: 0.0 
Total: 0.0 

T&E Species – Decurrent False Aster 
(Acres)I 

New Const.: 1.3 
Total: 1.8 

New Const.: 1.2 
Total: 1.9 

New Const.: 0.7 
Total: 2.6 

New Const.: 0.0 
Total: 1.5 

Cultural Resources (Section 106/ 
Section 4(f))J 

4 3 2 10 

Sensitive Archaeological SitesK Likely Impacted Impacted Avoided Likely Impacted 

Hazardous Waste Sites 2 2 2 2 

Displacements/Parcel Impacts 

ResidentialL 0 0 0 6 

CommercialL 1 0 0 0 

IndustrialL 0 0 0 0 

Parcels with ROW Impacts 7 9 11 31 

Public EngagementM 

Public Meeting #2 (12/7/17) 2nd Preference Preferred 3rd Preference 4th Preference 

CAG Meeting #3 (3/8/18) 3rd PreferenceN Preferred 2nd Preference 3rd PreferenceN 
A. Evaluation includes the mainline alternative, per refined preliminary designs from November 2017.  
B. Total = New Construction + Bridge Removal + Uneconomic Remnant + Preservation Area 
C. “Constructability” refers to difficulty of construction, subjectively rated, with 1 being the most difficult and 4 being the least difficult. 
D. Forest Land evaluated by aerial photographs and used to determine impacts to Northern Long-Eared Bat and Indiana Bat. 
E. Wetlands evaluated by field verified delineations (Illinois Natural Heritage Survey (INHS), July and August, 2017). Wetland totals may not 

sum due to rounding. 
F. Floodplains evaluated by the 2016 files maintained by the FEMA. 
G. Prime Farmland evaluated by available data from NRCS soil mapping. 
H. Inventoried Natural Areas are from the Natural Heritage Database (NHD, 2016).  
I. The decurrent false aster is a federally listed threatened species found in Illinois. Areas of plant habitat for the decurrent false aster were 

assessed by INHS and field-verified in June 2017. A second survey by INHS was completed during the growing season of 2018 that identified 
a regionally noteworthy botanical resource area.  

J. Number of eligible properties includes the historic Florence Bridge, previously recorded archaeological sites, and the results of remote sensing 
survey (5/28/19) and test excavations of potential subsurface cultural features (6/17/19).  

K. A sensitive archaeological site was found during the 2019 Phase I survey. 
L. Displacements are based on available photographs and parcel boundaries from Pike and Scott counties (2016).  
M. Based on stakeholder input from comment forms gathered at Public Meetings and CAG meetings. Meeting attendees were requested to 

indicate their preference, in order, of the four build alternatives. 
N. The 3rd Preference was a tie between Alternatives 4A and 5B. 
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Figure 2-3: Alternative 4A. 
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Figure 2-4: Alternative 4C. 
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Figure 2-5: Alternative 4C/D. 
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Figure 2-6: Alternative 5B. 
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2.5 What is the Preferred Alternative and how was it selected? 
 
The selection process of the Preferred Alternative began as a generalized list of three standard 
options: rehabilitate, replace, or do nothing. The replacement option generated multiple 
alternatives, which after initial evaluation, resulted in four alternatives being carried forward for 
detailed evaluation. From these four, Alternative 4C was originally selected as the Preferred 
Alternative. However, further archaeological surveys in 2019 indicated unavoidable impacts to a 
sensitive archaeological site. Thus, Alternative 4C was removed from consideration as the 
Preferred Alternative. The three remaining alternatives were evaluated again, and Alternative 
4C/D was selected as the Preferred Alternative. The reasons for elimination of Alternatives 4A 
and 5B are below. 

• Alternative 4A: Likelihood of impacts to sensitive archaeological resources, more impacts 
to floodplains and wetlands in comparison to Alternative 4C/D, displacement of a 
commercial property, construction conflicts with the pier protection cells, and location 
upstream (worse for river navigation). 

• Alternative 5B: Least support from the public, requires the most right-of-way and 
agricultural land in comparison to the other alternatives, displaces six residences, highest 
floodplain impact, likelihood of impacts to sensitive archaeological resources, and the 
highest local adverse travel. 

Alternative 4C/D, constructing a new bridge 300 feet south of the existing IL 100/106 River Bridge, 
is recommended as the Preferred Alternative. The recommendation took into account the factors 
described in Section 2.3, along with the comparative results of the evaluations based on the 
updated engineering designs for each alternative in Section 2.4, and supplemental ecological and 
archaeological surveys. In summary, Alternative 4C/D is recommended as the Preferred 
Alternative when considering the following: 

• It meets the project’s purpose and need. 

• It is the only alternative found to have no impacts to known sensitive archaeological 
resources. 

• It does not displace any residences or businesses. 

• It is located 300’ south of the existing bridge (further downstream from the river bend), 
which is better for river navigation than Alternatives 4A or 4C. 

• It was the second favorite alternative of CAG #3, and received no strong objection at either 
CAG #3 or Public Meeting #2.  

• When new construction impacts are considered, Alternative 4C/D has less wetland 
acreage (12.4 acres) than Alternative 4A (14.8 acres) or 4C (13.5 acres). As compared to 
Alternative 4C/D, Alternative 5B has less new construction wetland impacts (5.2 acres) 
but much higher new construction floodplain impacts (41.1 acres vs. 25.5 acres). 

Impacts to historic resources were an undifferentiated factor in selecting the Preferred Alternative, 
since all alternatives evaluated in Section 2.4 would remove and replace the historic existing IL 
100/106 River Bridge. Consequently, Alternative 4C/D would unavoidably impact the historic 
existing IL 100/106 River Bridge and require consultation with the State Historic Preservation 
Officer (SHPO) to mitigate this adverse effect as part of the Section 106 and Section 4(f) 
processes. Furthermore, since the alternatives (Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 1C) that retain the 
historic features of the existing IL 100/106 River Bridge are not feasible and prudent and removal 
and replacement of the historic bridge is proposed, then, as required by 23 USC 144(g), the bridge 
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must be offered to anyone willing to preserve the bridge in perpetuity using their own resources 
in a different location. IDOT made the bridge available for donation to any willing responsible 
entity via public advertisements in January 2019, with no responses received. A draft 
Memorandum of Agreement among SHPO, FHWA, and IDOT stipulates measures to minimize 
harm to the adversely affected bridge.  
 
2.6 Levee Access Design Variations of the Preferred Alternative 
 
As a condition of the required USACE Section 408 permit for alteration of existing Civil Works, 
the final design will need to incorporate a method of maintenance access along the levee east of 
the river maintained by Big Swan Drainage and Levee District. USACE requirements include 
either: a 15-foot vertical clearance of the IL 100/106 roadway over the levee; or direct access to 
the levee for maintenance equipment from both sides of the IL 100/106 approach roadway. At a 
meeting on July 30, 2018, the Levee District stated its preference for the 15-foot vertical clearance 
but was open to the concept of direct access from the IL 100/106 roadway pending their review 
of the cost, impacts and design implications of both concepts.  
 
Figures 2-7 and 2-8 show an aerial plan view and roadway profile of the two levee access options 
for Alternative 4C/D. Table 2-4 compares the costs and impacts for Alternative 4C/D with the two 
levee access options. In general, the direct access option is less costly and uses less ROW and 
has slightly less impacts to floodplains and prime farmland when compared to the 15-foot vertical 
clearance option. Differences in impacts to other resources (i.e. wetlands, INAI sites, and the 
decurrent false aster) are so minor as to be undifferentiated among each levee access option. It 
should be noted, coordination with the levee district is ongoing and the method of access is yet 
to be finalized. The project footprint for Alternative C/D combines both the 15-foot clearance and 
direct access levee option for discussion and analysis throughout this EA in order to compare 
alternatives and assume the maximum impact.  
 

Table 2-4: Preferred Alternative Levee Access Option Cost and Impacts 
 

Category Measure 
Preferred 

Alternative Without 
Levee Options 

Preferred Alternative 
with Levee Access 

Option 

Direct 
Access 

15-Foot 
Clearance 

New Right-of-Way Acres 63.5 64.0 64.7 

Estimate of Probable Construction 

Cost  
Cost ($Millions) $75.5 $76.0 $76.4 

Floodplain Acres 47.2 47.7 48.0 

Prime Farmland Acres 22.4 22.9 23.2 
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Figure 2-8: Profile view of two levee access alternatives (15-foot clearance vs. direct access). 

 
Figure 2-7: Plan view of two levee access alternatives (15-foot clearance vs. direct access). 
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3 ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION 
 
This chapter describes the environmental resources, impacts, and mitigation associated with the 
Preferred Alternative (Alternative C/D) (from this point forward referred to as “the project”). As part 
of this environmental assessment, the project footprint was inventoried for the presence of 
environmental resources. A list of environmental survey reports completed for this study is 
provided in Appendix A, along with an Environmental Impact Matrix of environmental resources. 
Impacts to environmental resources are also discussed in this chapter, as well as mitigation 
measures that would be implemented consistent with state and federal guidance.  
 
Impacts within the project footprint are categorized based on four areas of analysis, defined as 
the following: 

• New Construction: This represents new right-of-way required for construction of each 
alternative. 

• Bridge Removal: This represents the area required to remove the existing IL 100/106 
bridge and approach roadways. 

• Uneconomic Remnants: The term uneconomic remnant means a portion of a whole 
property as appraised which is not needed for the project, but is acquired by IDOT with 
the portion needed for the project because the remainder has little or no value or utility 
to the owner. The remnant property would generally be fenced off during construction 
and remain in IDOT ownership after the project is built. The project includes 
uneconomic remnants from the land in between the existing IL 100/106 alignment and 
the proposed alignment directly to the south.  

• Preservation Area: A preservation area is proposed to be acquired by IDOT to protect 
a sensitive archaeological resource adjacent to the project. This area would be 
protected and maintained in its present condition. 

3.1 What environmental resources and issues were considered? 
 
Environmental resources evaluated for the project include: community and economic impacts, 
agricultural lands, cultural resources, parks and recreational areas, air quality, noise impacts, 
threatened and endangered species, water resources, floodplains, wetlands, and hazardous 
materials.  
 
3.2 What community and economic impacts are expected? 
 

3.2.1 How would the community be affected? 
 
The demographic boundaries that intersect the project footprint include the Village of Florence 
and portions of Pike and Scott Counties. Specifically, the western portion of the project footprint 
incorporates the Village of Florence within Pike County and the eastern portion encompasses a 
part of Scott County. The Pike/Scott county line is essentially the Illinois River, which bisects the 
project.  
 
The U.S. Census Bureau’s 2000 Census, 2010 Census, and 2017 American Community Survey 
data was utilized to evaluate expected community and economic impacts within and adjacent to 
the project. Given the rural location of the project, the Census Block Groups are rather large, with 
only three comprising the project footprint (Figure 3-1): Block Group (BG) 1 of Census Tract (CT) 
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9528, BG 2 of CT 9706, and BG 3 of CT 9707. This inadvertently incorporates populations not in 
contact with the project; however, data from the complete block groups were included for 
consistency. 
 
As summarized in Table 3-1, the block groups in the vicinity of the project have seen a decrease 
in population between 2000 and 2010. Both counties, as well as the Village of Florence, have 
seen a decrease in population. The Village of Florence lost nearly half of its population 
(approximately 47 percent) in this same time period. 
 
The cohesion of the Village of Florence is not anticipated to 
change during or after construction of the project. The village 
would not be bisected or isolated, and access to local 
businesses, public facilities and services, and transportation 
modes would not be restricted (Figure 3-2). The project would 
not displace any homes or businesses. Due to the close 
proximity of the project to the existing IL 100/106 River 
Bridge, minimal impacts would occur to existing Florence 
Road and other local roads, and traffic would continue to use 
the existing IL 100/106 River Bridge during construction. 
Therefore, the project would not adversely affect community 
cohesion.  
 

Table 3-1: Population Data 
 

Demographic Boundary 2000 2010 Percent 
Change State    

Illinois 12,419,293 12,830,632 +3.31 

County    

Pike County 17,384 16,430 -5.49 

Scott County 5,537 5,355 -3.29 

Community    

Village of Florence 71 38 -46.48 

Census BG (Study Area)    

CT 9528, BG 1 727 680 -6.46 

CT 9706, BG 2 846 777 -8.16 

CT 9707, BG 3 2,316 2,238 -3.37 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Total Population, 2010 Census Summary File 
1 (P1); U.S. Census Bureau, Total Population, 2000 Census Summary File 
1 100-Percent Data (P001).  

What is Community Cohesion? 
Community cohesion refers to the 
quantity and quality of 
interactions among people in a 
community, as indicated by 
neighborly bonds and shared 
social activities. A transportation 
project can positively and 
negatively affect community 
cohesion by influencing the 
location of activities, splitting 
neighborhoods, or generating 
new development. 
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Figure 3-1: Census Block Groups in the Study Area. 
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Figure 3-2: Village of Florence and Nearby Communities 
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The potential for disproportionate and adverse impacts 
from the project to Environmental Justice populations 
were evaluated in accordance with Executive Order 
12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental 
Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income 
Populations. Based on 2013 to 2017 U.S. Census 5-year 
American Community Survey data (Table 3-2), residents 
adjacent to the project footprint were predominantly 
white (nearly 97 percent). The largest racial minority 
population represented in the project footprint is Black or 
African American Alone in BG 1 of CT 9528 (4 percent). 
As summarized in Table 3-3, the median family income 
for the project footprint ranges from $45,625 to $68,992 
and approximately 13 to 19 percent of the residents are 
below the poverty level; which is similar to both Pike and 
Scott counties poverty rate of 14.9 percent. Also, the 
project would not displace any residences. Therefore, 
there are no disproportionate impacts to minority or low-
income populations.  
  

What is Environmental Justice? 
Environmental Justice refers to 
Executive Order 12898 and 
subsequent federal orders and policies 
that require each federal agency 
identify and avoid disproportionately 
high and adverse effects on minority 
and low-income populations to the 
greatest extent allowed by law. 
 
Who is considered a minority? 
The U.S. Department of Transportation 
(USDOT) defines a minority as a 
person who is Black or African 
American, Hispanic or Latino, Asian 
American, American Indian/Alaskan 
Native, or Native Hawaiian/Other 
Pacific Islander. 
 
What is considered low-income? 
The USDOT defines low-income as a 
person whose median household 
income is below the U.S. Department 
of Health and Human Service (HHS) 
poverty guidelines, which in 2018 was 
$25,100 for a family of four. 
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Table 3-2: Racial and Ethnic Composition 
 

Demographic Boundary 
Percent 
White 
Alone1 

 Percent 
Black or 
African 

American 
Alone 

Percent 
Some Other 
Race Alone2 

Percent 
Hispanic or 

Latino3 

State     

State of Illinois 62 14 5 17 

County     

Pike County 96 2 1 1 

Scott County 97 0 1 1 

Community     

Village of Florence 100 0 0 0 

Census BG (Study Area)     

CT 9528, BG 1 96 4 0 0 

CT 9706, BG 2 97 0 1 0 

CT 9707, BG 3 97 0 1 0 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates (Hispanic 
or Latino Origin By Race [B03002]) 
Note:  
1. “Alone” following these racial categories signifies respondents who self-identify with one race. The 
remaining percentage of each demographic boundary include respondents who self-identify with 
more than one race.  
2. Some Other Race Alone is American Indian and Alaska Native alone, Asian alone, Native Hawaiian 
and Other Pacific Islander alone, or Some Other Race Alone.  
3. Hispanic or Latino refers to a person of Cuban, Mexican, Puerto Rican, South or Central American, 
or other Spanish culture or origin regardless of race. Hispanic or Latino is an ethnic identifier, not 
racial. People who identify their origin as Hispanic or Latino may be any race. 
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Table 3-3: Income Characteristics 
 

Demographic Boundary 
Median Family 

Income ($) 

Median 
Household 
Income ($) 

Percent Persons 
Below Poverty 

(%) Level 

State    

State of Illinois 76,533 61,229 13.5 

County    

Pike County 53,109 41,387 14.9 

Scott County 64,688 48,542 14.9 

Community    

Village of Florence 23,750 24,219 46.9 

Census BG (Study Area)    

CT 9528, BG 1 45,625 34,671 18.5 

CT 9706, BG 2 65,469 46,250 13.1 

CT 9707, BG 3 68,992 54,375 13.6 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 ACS 5-Year Estimates: Median Family Income in the Past 12 
Months (in 2017 Inflation-Adjusted Dollars) [B19113]; Median Household Income in the Past 12 Months 
(in 2017 Inflation-Adjusted Dollars) [B19013]; Ratio of Income to Poverty Level in the Past 12 Months (for 
whom poverty status is determined) [C17002]. 

 
3.2.2 Would there be any changes in travel patterns? 
 
Two types of travel are within the project footprint: vehicular and river. Figure 3-3 depicts the 
project and the proposed changes to travel patterns as outlined in this section.  
 
Vehicle 
Vehicular access to the Village of Florence would be the most noticeable traffic pattern change 
with the construction of the project. Under the project, Florence Road would no longer directly 
connect to IL 100/106, but instead would be crossed with an overpass bridge with a new connector 
road between the existing and new IL 100/106 alignments approximately 1,300 feet west of 
Florence Road.  
 
As for traffic crossing the Illinois River, the project would shift vehicle traffic approximately 300 
feet south on the proposed IL 100/106 River Bridge, not causing adverse travel conditions in 
comparison to the existing IL 100/106 River Bridge.  
 
The project would also include improvements to eliminate current adverse vehicle traffic delays. 
The existing IL 100/106 River Bridge experiences traffic delays when the span is lifted for river 
barge traffic. In case of electrical, mechanical, or structural problems that require the existing IL 
100/106 River Bridge to close, alternate routes for vehicular traffic require 32 miles of adverse 
travel (detour routes) to cross the Illinois River using I-72. Longer detours are required for farm 
machinery, bicycles, and smaller motor-driven cycles that are prohibited from I-72. The project 
would not include a lift span, therefore eliminating the delays caused from river barge traffic and 
substantially reducing the amount of maintenance closures requiring detour routes. 
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Figure 3-3: Travel Pattern Changes. 
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River 
The project would improve river barge traffic by eliminating the need of a lift-span and widening 
the navigational width beneath the bridge. The narrow width makes clearance difficult under all 
river conditions, and extremely harder approaching flood stage. Approximately 80 river vessel-
bridge strikes occurred from 2000 to 2016. Events like these sometimes require the existing 
100/106 River Bridge to be closed for repairs, thus resulting in adverse travel associated with the 
long detour routes. The project would aid in reducing adverse conditions that are present with the 
existing IL 100/106 River Bridge. 
 
Construction 
Construction staging for the project eliminates the need for any long-term closures (one month or 
more) that would affect daily travel patterns during construction. The existing IL 100/106 River 
Bridge would remain open with temporary closures to traffic during construction of the proposed 
IL 100/106 River Bridge. This would result in short-term (less than one month) detours and 
impacts. However, these would be temporary and would not create permanent adverse impacts. 
 

3.2.3 How would public facilities and services be affected? 
 
The project footprint consists of rural land and the Village of Florence. It does not include any 
schools, government buildings, libraries, recreation centers, hospitals, police or fire stations, or 
parks. The aforementioned facilities are located in nearby cities (i.e. Pittsfield and Winchester). 
Therefore, no public facilities or services would be displaced or experience a change in travel 
patterns or access under the project.  
 
The closest public facility is the Pike County Boat Launch, which is accessed from Florence Road, 
approximately 550 feet south of the existing IL 100/106 River Bridge. In addition to the ramp, the 
site provides parking and an informal picnic area. This boat ramp would not be impacted by the 
project, and access would remain via Florence Road upon completion of construction (Figure 3-
2). 

 
3.2.4 Would pedestrian and bicycle facilities be provided? 
 
There are no designated pedestrian or bicycle facilities east or west of the river near the project, 
but occasionally, regional bicyclists cross over the Illinois River using the existing IL 100/106 River 
Bridge. The existing bridge provides no shoulder or sidewalks, making travel for bicyclists and 
pedestrians unsafe. The project does not include facilities specific to bicycles or pedestrians but 
does include 8-foot shoulders which would allow for safer use of the proposed IL 100/106 River 
Bridge. 
 

3.2.5 How would the local economy be affected? 
 
Two major businesses reside in and near the Village of Florence, along the banks of the Illinois 
River (Figure 3-2). The Cargill grain facility is located in the Village of Florence, and the Central 
Stone facility is located approximately one mile north of the Village of Florence. Construction of 
the project would aid in the movement of goods for both of these businesses. Relocating the 
bridge 300 feet south, further downstream from the river bend, allows for better navigation of the 
river. Widening between the piers under the proposed bridge would improve and simplify barge 
movement in and out of both business’ ports, and the removal of the lift-bridge design would allow 
unobstructed vehicular travel across the Illinois River for both businesses. No permanent access 
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changes to either business are anticipated; therefore, economic impacts to these businesses are 
not anticipated. 
 
During construction of the project, these businesses and the surrounding local economy would 
encounter delays and detours, as the construction of the bridge and approaches would require 
intermittent closures of the existing IL 100/106 River Bridge and possible restrictions on river 
barge traffic. Advanced notice of river traffic travel restrictions would be given in accordance with 
the U.S. Coast Guard permit. Impacts would cease upon completion of the project. 
 

3.2.6 Would the project require acquisition of right-of-way or relocation of residences or 
businesses? 
 
There would be no relocation of any residence or business with the project. Approximately 48.6 
acres of right-of-way would be required for new construction, of which approximately 13.8 acres 
would be uneconomic remnants. Approximately 1.1 acres would be a preservation area. No 
parcels would become divided. All property acquisitions would follow the provisions of the Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended and the 
Illinois Department of Transportation (IDOT) Land Acquisition Procedures Manual. 
 

3.2.7 How would the project affect property tax revenue? 
 
The project would require acquisition of property. The property acquired would be removed from 
the property tax rolls and no longer be taxable. This would result in a loss of property tax revenue 
for Pike and Scott Counties. The property associated with the existing bridge, uneconomic area, 
and preservation area would remain in IDOT ownership after the project is built.  
 
3.3 Would the project impact agricultural land or farming operations? 
 
A large portion of the land within the project footprint is forested, vacant land, and agricultural 
land. Approximately, 70 acres is considered prime farmland by the Natural Resource 
Conservation Service (NRCS) (Figure 3-4). Approximately 55 acres of prime farmland is within 
the new construction footprint. Approximately 17.4 
acres of this may be permanently taken out of service 
by the right-of-way needs for the new bridge. 
Approximately 5.8 acres and 0.3 acres would be 
considered as uneconomic remnants and preservation 
area, respectively, and would be located outside the 
construction limits and not disturbed as part of the 
project. According to the NRCS, two fields are in the 
federal Conservation Reserve Program/Conservation 
Reserve Enhancement Program located approximately 
1,300 feet north of the project, within the levee on the 
east side of the river. No impacts are expected to these fields. The project would not sever 
agricultural parcels, create landlocked parcels, or create uneconomical agricultural remnants of 
three acres or less in size. 
 
Conversion of agricultural land to highway right-of-way can lead to reductions in agricultural 
production. Minimizing these effects is required by the Federal Farmland Protection Policy Act 
and the Illinois Farmland Preservation Act. The proposed improvements would convert 20.2 acres 
of land currently under agricultural production. Coordination with the NRCS was undertaken 

What is prime farmland?  
Prime Farmland is land that has the best 
combination of physical and chemical 
characteristics for producing food, feed, 
forage, fiber, and oilseed crops. 

What is farmland of statewide 
importance? Farmland of statewide 
importance is land other than prime 
farmland or unique farmland but is also 
highly productive. 
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utilizing a Farmland Conversion Impact Rating (NRCS-CPA-106) (copy in Appendix D). The 
project scored 118.4 out of a possible 300-point maximum; and therefore, the proposed 
transportation improvements will not have a substantial impact to farmland.  
 
The project area also includes several areas with moderate to high erodible soils (Appendix A, 
page A-11). The Preferred Alternative will include measures to manage erodible soils both during 
construction and after the project is built according to the requirements of IDOT’s Bureau of 
Design and Environment (BDE) Manual and IDOT’s Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge 
Construction. 
 
Given the rural nature of the project, agriculture is common, particularly in Pike County. The U.S. 
Department of Agriculture’s Agricultural Census for 2013 indicates there are 970 farms in Pike 
County and 356 farms in Scott County. The annual market of product sales in Pike County is 
$232.2 million while it is $89.2 million in Scott County. The existing IL 100/106 River Bridge is 
critical for moving farm equipment across the river and between the two counties, as the next 
nearest crossing, located on I-72, does not permit farm equipment. It is also critical for delivering 
farm products to the Cargill facility in Florence, for shipment via the river system. 
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Figure 3-4: Farmland and Prime Farmland Impacts. 
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3.4 What cultural resources would be affected? 
 

3.4.1 Were any archaeological sites found in the project 
footprint? 
 
The Illinois State Archaeological Survey (ISAS) 
conducted preliminary archaeological surveys of the 
project footprint that resulted in the identification of the 
North Florence Mound (11PK2014). The project 
avoids potential direct impacts to the North Florence 
Mound; construction activities would not occur within 
25 feet of the mound limits. IDOT plans to preserve the 
mound area in perpetuity by developing and 
implementing a preservation covenant in coordination 
with the Illinois State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO), as stipulated in the project’s draft 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) (see Appendix B). 
 

3.4.2 What further archaeological surveys and 
mitigation would be required? 
 
Additional archaeological surveys of the project 
footprint are required once IDOT secures access to 
private property, which may result in the identification 
of additional archaeological resources. The results of 
the survey will be coordinated with the Illinois SHPO 
and the consulting party Tribes (see the conditional no 
adverse effect letter between IDOT and SHPO dated 
July 10, 2019 in Appendix B). 
 
If additional archaeological sites that are determined 
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) and potential adverse effects cannot be 
avoided, then IDOT will conduct data-recovery 
excavations per the draft MOA. 
 

3.4.3 Would the project affect any historic buildings, 
districts, or structures? 
 
Historic buildings, districts, and structures were 
identified through a records review of previously 
documented historic properties and a field review of 
the project for resources older than 40 years. The 
results of the field and records reviews were compiled 
in a photo log to determine if any of the identified 
resources could be considered eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Based on these 
reviews, the following NRHP-eligible historic 
properties are within the project footprint: 

What is an archaeological site?   
An archaeological site is any place where 
physical remains of past human activities 
exist. Two basic types of evidence of past 
human activities are artifacts (portable 
objects made or used by humans) and 
features (non-portable evidence of past 
human behavior, activity, and 
technology). Both artifacts and features 
may be prehistoric or historic. 
 
What is the National Register of 
Historic Places?  The National Register 
of Historic Places (NRHP) is the official 
list of historic resources in the U.S. 
worthy of preservation. Listed resources 
can include districts, sites, buildings, 
structures, and objects. For a resource to 
be eligible for listing in the NRHP, it must 
be significant for at least one of four main 
criteria of eligibility related to an event, 
person, architecture/engineering, or 
information potential. 
 
When is a resource considered 
historic? 
A resource is considered historic when it 
is either listed or determined eligible for 
listing in the NRHP. 
 
What is Section 106? 
Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 requires federal 
agencies to consider the effects of 
federally-funded or permitted projects on 
historic properties. 
 
What is Section 4(f)?   
Section 4(f) of the Department of 
Transportation Act of 1966 stipulates that 
FHWA and other DOT agencies cannot 
approve the use of land from publicly-
owned parks, recreational areas, wildlife 
and waterfowl refuges, or public and 
private historic properties unless there is 
no feasible and prudent avoidance 
alternative and all possible planning to 
minimize harm has been included, or if 
the use of the property will have a de 
minimis (minor) impact. With regards to 
historic bridges, an action will “use” a 
bridge that is listed or eligible for listing in 
the NRHP if the action will impair its 
historic integrity either by rehabilitation or 
demolition. 
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▪ Florence Bridge carrying IL 100/106 over the 
Illinois River (SN 086-001) 

▪ Bridge carrying Abandoned US-36 over Little 
Blue Creek (SN 075-0160), near Florence 

▪ Ellis Farmstead, 25466 475th Street, Florence 
▪ Spring Hill Lodge, 25121 492nd Street, 

Florence 
▪ 99th Illinois Infantry Memorial Historical Marker, 

near 25121 492nd Street, Florence 

The project will have no adverse effect on the 
Abandoned Bridge over Little Blue Creek and no effect 
on the Ellis Farmstead, Spring Hill Lodge, and 99th 
Illinois Infantry Memorial Historical Marker. The project 
will have an adverse effect on the existing IL 100/106 
River Bridge (Florence Bridge) because it will be 
removed by the project. 
 

3.4.4 Is the Florence Bridge historic and how would it be affected? 
 
The project includes removal of the existing IL 100/106 River Bridge, or Florence Bridge, which 
was determined eligible for listing in the NRHP in September 2012. Therefore, it is afforded 
protection under Section 106 and Section 4(f). 
 
IDOT and FHWA, in consultation with the SHPO, have determined the proposed demolition of the 
existing IL 100/106 River Bridge would have an adverse effect on the historic structure under 
Section 106 and would constitute a “use” consistent with the Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation 
and Approval for Federal Highway Administration Projects that Necessitate the Use of Historic 
Bridges. Mitigation measures to resolve the adverse effect to the existing bridge were developed 
through consultation among IDOT, FHWA, and SHPO and are stipulated in a draft project 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), which will be finalized and ratified upon completion of Section 
106 consultation. Appendix B includes draft Programmatic 4(f) documentation evaluating 
alternatives to avoid or minimize the adverse effect, and proposed mitigation measures. 
 

3.4.5 Can the existing bridge be adaptively reused at a new location? 
 
The existing IL 100/106 River Bridge cannot remain in its current location for adaptive reuse due 
to river navigation safety concerns related to multiple hazards. However, efforts to relocate and 
adaptively reuse the existing bridge in a new location were undertaken in compliance with the 23 
U.S.C. 144(g). On January 15, 2019, a public advertisement was placed in four local newspapers 
to solicit a transfer of ownership of the existing IL 100/106 River Bridge to another entity, who 
would relocate and maintain the bridge in a different location (see advertisement in Appendix B). 
No responses of interest were received from the advertisement by the April 15, 2019 due date. 
Therefore, mitigation measures for removal of the bridge have been developed in consultation 
with the SHPO and other Section 106 consulting parties. 
 

3.4.6 Have stakeholders interested in historic preservation been contacted to provide their input? 
 
Per Section 106 requirements, IDOT and FHWA have coordinated with the SHPO and identified 
organizations with an interest in cultural resources in the project area to participate as consulting 
parties. Consulting parties can provide information and comment on the project’s effects to historic 

 
Historic U.S. Highway 36 Bridge 
Source: INHS Botanical Survey 

Report, September 2018 
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properties and mitigation as part of the Section 106 process. IDOT sent consulting party letters 
on August 5, 2019 to Landmarks Illinois, Historic Bridge Foundation, HistoricBridges.org, Pike 
County Historical Society & Museum, and Scott County Historical Society. The Historic Bridge 
Foundation responded and accepted consulting party status.  
 

3.4.7 What historic bridge mitigation would occur? 
 
IDOT and FHWA, in consultation with the SHPO and other consulting parties, prepared a draft 
MOA stipulating specific mitigation measures to resolve the adverse effect on the historic bridge. 
Mitigation measures include Historic Illinois Engineering Record (HIER) documentation of the 
bridge before its demolition and video documentation summarizing the history of lift bridges over 
the Illinois River, which would be disseminated to the public and historic bridge enthusiasts. 
 
3.5 Would there be any air quality impacts? 
 
Air quality is protected by the Clean Air Act and air quality standards established by the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). 
 

3.5.1 Carbon Monoxide Microscale Analysis 
 
In accordance with the IDOT-Illinois EPA “Agreement on Microscale Air Quality Assessment for 
IDOT Sponsored Transportation Projects,” this project is exempt from a project-level carbon 
monoxide air quality analysis because it does not add through lanes or auxiliary turning lanes and 
has no sensitive receptors. 
 

3.5.2 Air Quality Conformity 
 
No portion of this project is within a designated nonattainment or maintenance area for any of the 
air pollutants for which the USEPA has established standards. Accordingly, a conformity 
determination under 40 CFR Part 93 (“Determining Conformity of Federal Actions to State or 
Federal Implementation Plans”) is not required. 
 

3.5.3 PM2.5 and PM10 Nonattainment and Maintenance Areas 
 
This project is considered exempt from the requirements of conformity per 40 CFR 93.126 or 40 
CFR 93.128, as applicable. The USEPA has determined that such projects meet the Clean Air 
Act’s requirements without any further Hot-Spot analysis. 
 

3.5.4 Construction Related Particulate-Matter 
 
Demolition and construction activities can result in short-term increases in fugitive dust and 
equipment-related particulate emissions in and around the project study area. Equipment-related 
particulate emissions can be minimized if the equipment is well maintained. The potential air 
quality impacts will be short-term, occurring only when demolition and construction work is in 
progress and location conditions are appropriate. The potential for fugitive dust emissions typically 
is associated with building demolition, ground clearing, site preparation, grading, stockpiling of 
materials, on-site movement of equipment, and transportation of construction activity, and during 
high wind conditions. 
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IDOT’s Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction include provisions on dust 
control. Under these provisions, dust and airborne dirt generated by construction activities will be 
controlled through dust control procedures or a specific dust control plan, when warranted. The 
contractor and the Department will meet to review the nature and extent of dust-generating 
activities and will cooperatively develop specific types of control techniques appropriate to the 
specific situation. Techniques that may warrant consideration include measures such as 
minimizing track-out of soil onto nearby publicly-traveled roads, reducing speeds on unpaved 
roads, covering haul vehicles, and applying chemical dust suppressants or water to exposed 
surfaces, particularly those on which construction vehicles travel. With the application of 
appropriate measures to limit dust emissions during construction, this project will not cause any 
significant, short-term particulate matter air quality impacts. 
 
3.6 Would there be any noise impacts? 
 

3.6.1 Is a traffic noise analysis required? 
 
Traffic noise is considered unwanted sound from cars and trucks that may interfere with normal 
human activities. The FHWA created noise standards and abatement requirements contained in 
23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 772. FHWA regulations give flexibility to individual State 
departments of transportation for defining noise impacts. IDOT has defined a noise impact as 
when: design year noise levels approach (within 1 decibel of), meet, or exceed the FHWA Noise 
Abatement Criteria (NAC), or design-year noise levels are predicted to substantially increase (15 
decibels or greater) over existing traffic noise levels. IDOT classifies projects into Type I, Type II, 
and Type III projects. IDOT does not maintain a Type II (retrofit) program. Type III projects are 
Federal-aid highway projects that do not meet Type I or II project classifications. Type III projects 
do not require a noise impact analysis. 
 
Type I projects are defined as involving:  

• The construction of a highway on a new location 

• The physical alteration of an existing highway (substantial horizontal or substantial vertical 
alterations) 

• The addition of a through-lane (HOV, HOT, bus lane, climbing lane, auxiliary lane that is 
not a turn lane) 

• The addition or relocation of interchange lanes or ramps added to a quadrant to complete 
an existing partial interchange 

• The restriping of existing pavement for the purpose of adding a through-lane or auxiliary 
lane 

• The addition of a new or substantial alteration of a weigh station, rest stop, ride-share lot 
or toll plaza 

The project meets the criteria for a Type I project established in 23 CFR 772. Therefore, the 
proposed project requires traffic noise analysis or abatement evaluation.  
 

3.6.2 How would the project affect noise levels? 
 
Per the 2019 traffic noise analysis conducted for the IL 100/106 River Crossing Project, the project 
does not approach, meet or exceed the NAC for the Design Year Build Condition, based on 
preliminary highway design plans and profiles. Additionally, design year noise levels are not 
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predicted to substantially increase (15 decibels or greater) over existing traffic noise levels. As 
such, noise abatement analysis is not required for Alternative 4C/D. If, during final design, the 
plans have substantially changed, further modeling and/or consideration for abatement may be 
necessary. 
 

3.6.3 How would the project affect noise levels during construction? 
 
Trucks and machinery used for construction produce noise, which may impact some land uses 
and activities during certain phases of the construction period. These potential impacts depend 
upon the types, duration, and distances of each of these activities from the nearest noise-sensitive 
receptors. At varying times during the construction phase schedule, residents living adjacent to 
the alignment may experience perceptible levels of construction noise of varying intensity and 
duration. The contractor will be required to implement mitigation measures that will minimize or 
eliminate construction noise exposure on the adjacent communities. Therefore, to minimize noise 
exposure and potential annoyance to the adjacent residences, the contractor will be required to 
comply with IDOT’s Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction (IDOT, 2016). 
  
Typically, the construction methods for project implementation are established during the final 
engineering and preparation of contract plans and specifications. Construction noise mitigation 
can be accomplished by various methods, such as construction staging, sequencing of 
operations, or alternate construction methods. Construction noise abatement and mitigation will 
be considered and incorporated into the plans, where applicable. 
 
3.7 What natural resources would be affected? 
 

3.7.1 How were threatened and endangered species and natural resources identified within the 
project footprint? 
 
The Illinois Natural Heritage Database (NHD) was used to identify state listed threatened or 
endangered species and other protected natural resources that may occur within the project 
footprint, which are:  

• Illinois Natural Area Inventory (INAI) site that is a record for an unusually high 
concentration of invertebrates,  

• Bald eagle,  

• Illinois chorus frog (state threatened), and 

• Decurrent false aster (state threatened). 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) maintains a list of species that may occur within 
each county. The federally listed species that may occur within Pike and Scott Counties are: 

• Gray bat (federally endangered), 

• Indiana bat (federally endangered), 

• Northern long-eared bat (federally threatened), 

• Decurrent false aster (federally threatened), 

• Eastern prairie fringed orchid (federally threatened), 

• Higgins eye pearlymussel (federally endangered), and  
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• Spectaclecase mussel (federally endangered).  

This information was used to determine what field surveys IDOT needed to be conducted by the 
Illinois Natural History Survey (INHS). The surveys that were conducted investigated the presence 
of the following: 

• Freshwater mussels, 

• Bald eagles,  

• Illinois chorus frog, 

• Decurrent false aster, and  

• Sensitive botanical resources. 

Many of these reports investigated larger areas to cover multiple alternatives being considered at 
the time. The discussion which follows is limited to the project footprint. 
 
As required by the USFWS for Section 7 consultation under the Endangered Species Act, a 
Biological Assessment (BA) was completed for the federally listed species and submitted to the 
USFWS for a Biological Opinion (BO). The BO was issued by USFWS on March 9, 2020 (see 
Appendix C). 
 

3.7.2 Would the project affect any threatened or endangered species or natural resources? 
 

3.7.2.1 Illinois Natural Areas Inventory Site and federally-listed mussels 
 
According to the IDNR’s Natural Heritage Database (NHD), an INAI site is located on the eastern 
bank of the Illinois River, under the existing IL 100/106 River Bridge and extending slightly south. 
This site, the Florence Bridge Bed, was recorded for an unusually high concentration of 
invertebrates, including mussels.  
 
According to the USFWS, two federally endangered mussel species, Higgins eye pearlymussel 
(Lampsilis higginsi) and Spectaclecase mussel (Cumberlandia monodonta), are located within 
Scott and Pike Counties. These mussels live in large freshwater rivers. The BA indicated the 
Illinois Heritage Database has no records of these species occurring in the project area or 
adjacent to the project area.  
 
A survey for mussels was conducted in August 2017, leading to the completion of the report, 
Survey for Freshwater Mussels in the Illinois River at the Florence Bridge (dated October 2017). 
The survey for freshwater mussels yielded 649 live individuals, representing 14 species, plus one 
species collected only as fresh-dead. Approximately, 453 freshwater mussels and 2 fresh-dead 
were recorded within the project footprint, representing 14 species. No live or fresh-dead mussels 
collected were listed as endangered or threatened at the state or federal level. Four living mussels 
located in these tracts were proposed as a Species in Greatest Need of Conservation in Illinois 
(Rock Pocketbook, Arcidens confragosus).  
 
Impacts: 
The project would impact the Florence Bridge Bed INAI site, which contains invertebrates and is 
175 feet wide under the Alternative 4C/D alignment. Approximately 0.2 acres would be 
permanently impacted by shade at the INAI site due to new construction and 1.4 acres would be 
temporarily impacted due to bridge removal.  
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No threatened or endangered mussels were found in that survey. Therefore, it has been 
determined that the project would have no effect to the Higgins eye pearlymussel and 
Spectaclecase mussel.  
 
Mitigation and Commitments: 
All mussels from the 2017 survey were relocated downstream, outside of the project footprint. 
IDOT would complete an additional mussel relocation prior to construction since the relocations 
are only valid for two years. 
 

3.7.2.2 Bald Eagles and Birds 
 
While no longer protected by the Endangered Species Act, bald eagles (Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus) are protected by the federal Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, prohibiting 
disturbance to them, their nests, or their roosts. According to USFWS’s National Eagle 
Management Guidelines (May 2007), the timing of bald eagle nesting activity to fledging of young 
is December to the end of August. Eagles have varying amounts of sensitivity to human activity 

during this time period, which affect future nesting potential and 
the survival of young. 
 
An avian survey was conducted by the INHS in February and 
March 2018, looking particularly for the bald eagle. Results are 
summarized in a report entitled Nesting and Roosting Bald Eagle 
Surveys at the Florence Bridge (dated 2018). A total of nine Bald 
Eagles were seen in either February or March 2018 within two 
miles of the Florence Bridge project area. During the survey, two 
bald eagles were found perched north of the existing IL 100/106 

River Bridge. A nest was located approximately 2,800 feet north of the existing IL 100/106 River 
Bridge, with no nests or roosts found in the Ferry Lake area (previously located historical wintering 
area). No roost attendance was noted within two miles of the existing IL 100/106 River Bridge. 
 
During the survey, no evidence of nesting for other migratory species or species of conservation 
concern was noted on the existing IL 100/106 River Bridge. It was noted, however, that the 
structure seems adequate to support nesting. 
 
Impacts: 
This project would not affect the bald eagle. 
 

3.7.2.3 Noteworthy botanical resources and trees 
 
Surveys for sensitive botanical resources, were conducted by INHS in 2017 and 2018. Results of 
field surveys for botanical resources were summarized in two reports titled Botanical Survey 
Results, Florence Bridge over Illinois River (dated January 2018 and September 2018). The 
surveys were focused on vegetative communities occurring within the Illinois River floodplain and 
the upland communities located west of Florence Road. The September 2018 report indicated 
the presence of a regionally noteworthy botanical resource area. This resource area is actually 
two separate areas west of Florence Road. The approximate area of both of these combined is 

Bald and Golden Eagle 
Protection Act of 1940: This 
act prohibits anyone, without 
a permit, from taking bald 
eagles, including their parts, 
nests or eggs. A “take” is 
defined as pursue, shoot, 
poison, wound, kill, capture, 
trap, collect, molest or disturb. 
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8.8 acres, however, the project footprint contains 
approximately 3.0 acres. These areas contain four 
community types including dry-mesic woodland, mesic 
woodland, limestone cliff, and high-gradient small 
stream. These communities have high species diversity 
and a low level of non-native species. The areas 
feature north-facing rocky outcrops which contain a 
species of shooting star, shooting star (Dodecatheon 
meadii) or jeweled shooting star (Dodecatheon 
amethystinum). The two species can be difficult to 
distinguish from one another. While not a listed 
species, jeweled shooting star is an uncommon 
species in both Illinois and North America. The areas 
show some degradation and disturbance, due to 
logging, grazing, construction of nearby roads, the 
presence of an old radio tower, remains of a small 
building, and presence of a trail leading to a pioneer 
cemetery.  
 
In addition, the botanical report indicated the presence of a 200-year-old pre-settlement tree and 
limestone glade/hill prairie. The tree is located within the proposed project right-of-way, south of 
the existing IL 100/106 roadway. The limestone glade/hill prairie is located within IDOT right-of-
way, just north of the existing IL 100/106 roadway. 
 
Dense upland and floodplain forests are located within the project area. Dominant tree species in 
the upland forests included white oak (Quercus alba), black oak and mockernut hickory (Carya 
tomentosa). Shagbark hickory (Carya ovata) was relatively common, while white ash (Fraxinus 
americana), chinquapin oak (Quercus muhlenbergii), and red oak (Quercus rubra) were 
occasional. Dominant tree species in floodplain forest communities were silver maple (Acer 
saccharinum) and green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica var. subintegerrima). Other characteristic 
species included: sycamore (Platanus occidentalis), cottonwood (Populus deltoides), black willow 
(Salix nigra), and American elm (Ulmus americana).  
 
Impacts: 
The project would impact the regionally noteworthy botanical resource area located west of the 
Illinois River and west of Florence Road. Approximately 2.8 acres of permanent impacts are 
expected due to new construction. Approximately 1.5 acres containing populations of the 
uncommon shooting star would be permanently impacted from new construction. Approximately 
0.2 acre of the regionally noteworthy botanical resource area would be within uneconomic 
remnants, which are outside the construction limits and would not be physically impacted, 
including 0.1 acre containing populations of shooting star. The limestone hill prairie would not be 
impacted by the project. The 200-year-old pre-settlement tree would be impacted as a result of 
the project because it is located within the proposed right-of-way required for construction. 
 
Approximately 51.5 acres of forest would be impacted due to the construction of the project, and 
5.5 acres due to the removal of the existing bridge. Approximately 5.0 acres of forest would be 
uneconomic remnants, and 1.1 acres of preservation area outside of the construction limits and 
would not be physically impacted. Shrubs and herbaceous vegetation would be disturbed within 
the project footprint. 
 

 

Shooting Stars (Dodecatheon sp.) 
(left) and Christmas fern 

(Polystichum acrosticoides) (right) 
Source: INHS Botanical Survey Report, 

September 2018 
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Mitigation and Commitments: 
The impacted trees and vegetation would be replaced according to current IDOT Standard policy 
D&E-18 Preservation and Replacement of Trees. 
 

3.7.2.4 Illinois Chorus Frog 
 
A survey was conducted for reptiles and amphibians, including the state threatened Illinois chorus 

frog (Pseudacris illinoensis), in March 2018 by INHS. Results were summarized in a report entitled 

Herpetological Surveys for the Illinois River Bridge at Florence (dated May 2018). There are 

historical occurrences of the Illinois chorus frog within the project footprint. Historic records are 

restricted to the east side of the Illinois River, with no record of the Illinois chorus frog west of the 

river. The 2018 report states that call surveys were conducted from thirteen aquatic locations 

within or near the project area. No Illinois chorus frog calls were heard within the project footprint. 

Impacts: 
In a letter dated October 21, 2019 the IDNR determined this project is unlikely to impact the Illinois 
chorus frog (see Appendix D). 
 

3.7.2.5 Decurrent false aster 
 
Decurrent false aster (Boltonia decurrens), a federally and state threatened species, is a perennial 
plant found in moist, sandy floodplains and prairie wetlands along the Illinois River. Unique 
environmental conditions that are optimal, and in many cases necessary for the growth, 
reproduction, and ultimately survival of these populations, are tied to flood intensity, flood 
duration, time of year that flooding occurs, etc. The size and extent of decurrent false aster 
populations can fluctuate dramatically from year to year.  

 
Surveys for decurrent false aster were conducted by 
INHS in 2017. The January 2018 report indicated the 
presence of five areas containing populations of 
decurrent false aster (approximately 8,825 rosettes) 
within or adjacent to the project footprint, occurring in the 
floodplain on the east side of the river. The populations of 
decurrent false aster were not spread uniformly within the 
survey boundaries. High quality natural communities 
were not identified; however, two natural community 
types were present (wet floodplain forest and Ferry Lake). 
 
Impacts: 
The project would impact the decurrent false aster 
populations located on the east side of the Illinois River. 
Approximately 0.74 acre of permanent impacts would be 
due to pre-construction land clearing and grading and 
new construction, and 1.5 acres of impacts are due to 
bridge removal. Approximately, 0.35 acre would be 

uneconomic remnants, which are outside the construction limits and would not be physically 
impacted. Potential impacts to the decurrent false aster also may occur due to future repairs on 
the new bridge. 
 

 

Blooming Decurrent False Aster  
Source: INHS Botanical Survey Report, 

January 2018 
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Mitigation and Commitments: 
Approximately 2.24 acres of decurrent false aster (approximately 6,034 rosettes) would be 
impacted due to land clearing and grading for new construction and demolition of the existing IL 
100/106 River Bridge.  
 
To preserve the decurrent false aster, the following mitigation measures are proposed according 
to the BO (See Appendix C): 

1. Temporary fencing shall be placed alongside the edge of right of way and around the 
uneconomic remnant property to prevent equipment from entering the decurrent false 
aster habitat. The fencing shall run alongside the edge of the right-of-way and the 
uneconomic remnant property between the river’s edge and the levee to prevent 
construction equipment from driving around the fence and thus driving over decurrent false 
aster habitat or any flowering plants. This area is likely to flood, so the type of fencing used 
will be designed to withstand flooding. 

2. Decurrent false aster seeds will be collected in late September or October (depending on 
bloom time, weather, and rainfall) two years and one year preceding initial construction 
activities. For example, if construction activities were scheduled to begin during the spring 
of 2022, seed collection will occur during the autumn of 2020 and/or 2021 depending on 
population numbers. Allowing two years for seed collection will increase the likelihood of 
obtaining enough seed in the event that blooming individuals within the population were 
extremely low or absent for a given year. 

3. The flowering/fruiting heads within the population will be collected during the years 
described in mitigation measure two. A small portion of the fruiting inflorescence of each 
individual (or numerous individuals, depending on population size) will be clipped and 
seeds shaken into a clean bucket. Collecting seeds from individual plants spanning the 
entire population would increase the likelihood of obtaining genetic variation (i.e., seed 
from plants growing in full sun, partial shade, river sediment, gravelly soil, etc.). 

4. After the decurrent false aster seeds are collected they will then be allowed to dry for 5 to 
7 days in a climate-controlled lab (approximately 67° F [19.4° C] and relative humidity 
45%). Seeds will then be divided into lots (depending on the volume of seed obtained) 
and placed in Ziploc bags and stored in a freezer at a constant temperature of 
approximately 20° F (-6.7° C). This storage method will allow the seeds to be stored for 
several years (3 to 7 years, possibly longer). The project will take approximately four years 
to complete from the time the project begins construction to after the existing bridge is 
removed. If seeds were collected two years prior to letting they will be stored for six years 
which is within the safe limits of this storage method. 

5. Seed dispersal will optimally be at the original site where seeds were collected. When all 
construction activities have been completed at the Florence Bridge site, seeds can then 
be removed from cold storage and hand broadcast at the site sometime between late April 
and June. Broadcasting of seed will depend on weather and flood conditions, and 
optimally will take place at the end of the last major flood event.  

6. If unforeseen circumstances arise and the seed has been held for seven growing years 
IDOT will consider whether the seed should continue to be held or dispersed at another 
location. One area where dispersal could occur is an approximately 6-acre floodplain 
prairie/shrub prairie habitat occurring at Ray Norbut Conservation area, which is 5 miles 
north of the project site, on the west side of the river, and is owned and ecologically 
managed by the IDNR. Another area where dispersal could occur is the floodplain habitats 
within Meredosia Lake approximately 20 miles north of the Florence Bridge Site, on the 
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east side of the Illinois River in Morgan County. This site is owned by IDNR. Both of these 
areas have existing populations of decurrent false aster. IDOT will coordinate with USFWS 
and IDNR if this circumstance arises. 

3.7.2.6 Eastern prairie fringed orchid  
 
The eastern prairie fringed orchid (Platanthera leucophaea) is federally threatened and grows in 
a variety of habitats, including mesic to wet prairies and wetlands, such as sedge meadows and 
marsh edges. The Illinois NHD has no records of this species occurring in the project area or the 
vicinity of the project. The INHS conducted botanical surveys in 2017 and 2018 and wetland 
delineations in 2017. No prairies were found, and the eastern prairie fringed orchid was not found 
during any survey. 
 
Impacts: 
The project would have no effect to this species. 
 

3.7.2.7 Gray bat, northern long-eared bat and Indiana bat 
 
Gray bat: 
The gray bat (Myotis grisescens) is federally endangered and lives almost exclusively in caves 
year-round. During the winter they hibernate in deep, vertical caves and in the summer, they roost 
in caves that are scattered along rivers, typically preferring limestone karst areas. There are no 
caves or mines in the project area.  
 
Impacts: 
The project would have no effect to this species. 
 
Northern long-eared bat and Indiana bat: 
The northern long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis) and Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) are federal 
and state threatened and endangered species, respectively. Both species are listed in Pike 
County, while only the Indiana bat is listed in Scott County. Summer habitat for the northern long-

eared bat includes 
underneath bark, in 
cavities or crevices of both 
live and dead trees 
greater than 3 inches 
diameter at breast height. 
Summer habitat for the 
Indiana bat is under loose 
bark on dead trees. Water 
bodies like rivers, streams 
or lakes near forested 
areas are also beneficial. 
The bats hibernate in 
caves or mines during the 
winter. 
 

Impacts: 
The project would require 57 acres of tree removal. Approximately 51.5 acres of forest would be 

impacted due to the construction of the Preferred Alternative and 5.5 acres of forest would be 

 
Indiana Bat (Myotis sodalis) (left) and  

Northern Long-eared Bat (Myotis septentrionalis) (right) 
Source: USFWS, Arkansas Ecological Services Field Office website 
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impacted due to the removal of the existing bridge. The forests that occur in the project footprint 

contain suitable habitat for these bats.  

Per the BO, and given the proposed conservation measures listed below, the USFWS anticipates 
that trees removed between October 1 and March 31 during the initial stages of construction will 
result in take, in the form of harm, of less than 60 adult female bats. This is based on the 
assumption there is one undetected maternity colony present in the areas designated for tree 
removal. This project may affect, is likely to adversely affect the Indiana bat (see Appendix C). 
Adverse effects for the northern long-eared bat would be the same as those described for the 
Indiana bat as a result of tree clearing activities and fall under the USFWS’s BO for the final 4(d) 
rule for the northern long-eared bat dated January 5, 2016. 
 
Mitigation and Commitments: 
As stated in the BO, the following mitigation measures would be implemented to avoid direct 
adverse effects to individual bats: 

1. No tree clearing shall occur between April 1 and September 30 of any given year to protect 
the Indiana bat and northern long-eared bat.  

2. A bat bridge assessment, or bat emergence survey, would be conducted within two years 
of letting. If any bats are found to be roosting in the existing bridge then IDOT would 
determine what species the bats are. If the bats are determined to be Indiana bat, then 
the bridge would be removed between October 1 and March 31 of any given year.  

3. Tree replacement would follow IDOT’s D&E-18 policy which states, “For trees removed 
from forest areas…the intent of replacement plantings should be to provide comparable 
functional replacement. Where comparable functional replacement cannot be achieved 
through replacement plantings within the right-of-way, consideration should be given to 
providing replacement plantings off the right-of-way.” The replacement trees should 
provide suitable bat habitat. Trees that provide suitable habitat are listed in Table 5 of the 
“Indiana Bat (Myotis sodalis) Draft Recovery Plan: First Revision.”  

As stated in the BO, the following mitigation measures will also be implemented: 

4. Removal of trees in the project area that meet the current USFWS definition of potential 
Indiana bat roost trees is prohibited, except as follows: 

o Potential roost trees may only be removed from the project area, before April 1 
and after September 30 of any given year. 

o If removal of a potential roost tree is necessary outside of that timeframe to protect 
human health and safety, the USFWS and the IDNR shall be notified, and 
reasonable effort shall be made to determine if the tree is occupied by one or more 
Indiana bats. If the tree is determined to be occupied, further coordination with the 
USFWS and the IDNR is expected. 

o All surveys should be conducted using the most recent Indiana bat survey protocol 
available from the service. 

o Should exit counts from an identified Indiana bat maternity roost tree exceed 60 
bats, consultation should be reinitiated. 

o The USFWS should be notified upon the capture of an Indiana bat during any 
performed survey and given an opportunity to review the BO for accuracy. If the 
BO and analysis therein are no longer accurate, consultation will be reinitiated. 
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3.8  What surface water resources and would be affected? 
 

3.8.1 What surface water resources are found in the project footprint? 
 
The main waterway within the project footprint is the 
Illinois River. The Illinois River is an important 
navigation link between the Great Lakes and the 
Mississippi River and is used commercially for the 
transport of goods by local and regional businesses. 
Principal cargoes, carried chiefly by barges, are coal, 
petroleum, and grain products. The river underneath 
the bridge is approximately 900 feet wide from bank-
to-bank with forested habitat lining each side. The 
Illinois River supports recreational fishing, hunting, and 
boating near the project. The Ray Norbut Fish and 
Wildlife Area is a 1,140-acre site with bottomlands, 
woodlands, rocky ravines, wetlands, open fields, steep 
hills, and bluffs. It lies 3.5 miles north of Florence. The Calhoun County Rural Water maintains a 
surface intake approximately 34 miles downstream of the Florence Bridge on the west side of the 
Illinois River. The INHS field visit in July and August 2017 identified two tributaries (1W and 4W) 
to the Illinois River and Ferry Lake within the project footprint (INHS 2017). Ferry Lake is 
immediately adjacent to the Illinois River and bordered by wetlands to the east along the levee. 
The existing IL 100/106 River Bridge crosses over the Illinois River, Ferry Lake, and wetlands to 
the east. Figure 3-5 shows the water resources within the project footprint. 

 

View of Illinois River from existing IL 

100/106 River Bridge. 
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Figure 3-5: Water Resources, Floodplain, and Wetland Impacts. 
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3.8.2 What is the water quality of the Illinois River at the existing IL 100/106 River Bridge? 
 
Information on water quality was obtained from the 
Illinois Integrated Water Quality Report and Section 
303(d) List, 2018 by the Illinois EPA. The Illinois EPA 
assessed this section of the Illinois River for several 
designated uses and identified causes of impairment. No 
other streams or lakes within the project footprint were in 
the Section 303(d) List. Table 3-4 summarizes the 
support level of each designated use of the river and the 
causes of any impairment. This section of the Illinois 
River is on the 303(d) list of impaired waters for not 
supporting fish consumption (mercury and PCB) or 
primary contact, recreation (fecal coliform).  
 

There is no Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for this 
section of the Illinois River. Typically, copper, zinc, 
cadmium, and lead are the primary metals detected at 
elevated concentrations in most urban roadway runoff 
locations. The major source of mercury is from natural 
degassing of the earth's crust. Other sources are from 
combustion of fossil fuels and other industrial releases. 
Often mercury from these sources can circulate in the 
global atmosphere for months and finally settle in inland 
rivers, lakes, and streams anywhere. Waterborne 

mercury pollution may originate in sewage, metal refining operations, or most notably, from 
chloralkali plants. 
 
Although road kill or bird droppings from roadways and waterfowl could be considered as sources 
of fecal coliform, primary sources are attributed to either National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permitted (point) sources, such as wastewater discharges, or other nonpoint 
sources from the watershed. The major sources of polychlorinated biphenyls in drinking water are 
runoff from landfills and discharge of waste chemicals. 
 

Table 3-4: Assessed Uses of the Illinois River (Section D-32) and Causes of Impairment, if 
Applicable 

 

Designated Us Use Support Level Causes of Impairment 

Fish Consumption Not Supporting Mercury, Polychlorinated biphenyls 

Aquatic Life Fully Supporting N/A 

Primary Contact, Recreation Not Supporting Fecal Coliform 

Aesthetic Quality  Fully Supporting N/A 

Source: USEPA 303(d) List (2018) 

 

What are the Section 303(d) list of 
impaired waters and TMDLs? 
Under Section 303(d) of the Clean 
Water Act, states are required to 
develop lists of impaired waters. 
These waters are too polluted or 
otherwise degraded to meet certain 
water quality standards. Each state 
must assess the degree to which 
waters (streams and lakes) attain 
beneficial uses, also called designated 
uses. Types of designated uses are 
aquatic life, fish consumption, public 
and food processing water supplies 
(drinking water), primary contact 
(swimming), indigenous aquatic life, 
and aesthetic quality. The law requires 
that Total Maximum Daily Loads 
(TMDLs) be developed for these 
impaired waters. A TMDL determines 
the greatest amount of a given 
pollutant that a water body can receive 
without violating water quality 
standards and designated uses. 
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3.8.3 Would the project affect the surface waters? 
 
The proposed IL 100/106 River Bridge would be wider than the existing bridge to include 
shoulders and accommodate wide farm equipment. Some permanent fill within the Illinois River 
would be required due to the placement of the new bridge piers. However, only 17 piers are 
anticipated for the new IL 100/106 River Bridge compared to existing 37 piers of the existing 
bridge. Existing bridge piers would be removed below the river bottom after demolition of the 
existing IL 100/106 River Bridge.  
 

Construction of the proposed IL 100/106 River Bridge 
and demolition of the existing IL 100/106 River Bridge 
would require work in and adjacent to the Illinois River. 
There would be temporary impacts to the river bottom 
and water column in the immediate work area from the 
construction of temporary causeways and 
cofferdams, drilled shaft construction or pile driving to 
construct the new bridge piers, and mobilization of 
barges. The navigational channel of the river would be open to commercial and recreational traffic 
during construction. Demolition of the existing IL 100/106 River Bridge may also result in 
temporary disturbance of the river bottom and water quality, and is anticipated to utilize a 
combination of explosives, mechanical, and/or hydraulic methods. The construction and 
demolition impacts would be minimized by proper application of the IDOT Standard Specification 
for Road and Bridge Construction. A sedimentation and erosion control plan (SEC) would be 
prepared before construction so that contractors can minimize the effect of storm water runoff to 
the Illinois River. Impacts to water quality and biological components of the water during 
construction and demolition are expected to be minor. The project is not within the source water 
protection area of any surface water intake. The project would not impact public surface water 
supply.  
 

The construction of the proposed IL 100/106 River Bridge and demolition of the existing IL 
100/106 River Bridge would require work in and adjacent to Ferry Lake. Impacts to Ferry Lake 
would be minor, and similar to the impacts described above for the Illinois River. The SEC would 
be followed before, during, and after construction to minimize impacts to Ferry Lake. 
 

Construction of new roadway approaches and the connector road would require work within or 
adjacent to two tributaries to the Illinois River (1W and 4W). Stream 1W will be relocated to the 
north to accommodate the new roadway approach alignment. The stream would be shortened by 
approximately 55 linear feet.  Three new culverts would be installed along 1W. One under IL 
100/106, one under Florence Road, and one under the new roadway alignment. These would 
result in 385 feet of permanent impacts to 1W (Figure 3-6). Minor permanent impacts are expected 
to W4. The highway alignment will shift to the south slightly where the existing crossing of Stream 
W4 meets IL 100/106. The existing culvert would likely be extended to the south (approximately 
10 feet) to accommodate the alignment change, but would perpetuate the existing culvert opening 
size and stream alignment.  Temporary impacts to both streams would occur during construction. 
The SEC would be followed before, during, and after construction to minimize permanent and 
temporary impacts to these water resources. As the project progresses, IDOT will continue to 
minimize the impacts to the streams and add riparian buffers to the streams where possible. 
 

What is a SEC plan?  
An SEC Plan is a project specific plan that 
outlines measures proposed to minimize 
the erosion potential of a site and prevent 
the passage of sediment transported by 
stormwater runoff from the site to nearby 
water resources and wildlife habitat. 
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Figure 3-6: Impacts to Stream W1 (Tributary to Illinois River). 
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With regard to long-term operation and maintenance of the roadways and bridge, the project is 
not expected to result in substantial increases in pollutant loads from storm water runoff and 
maintenance chemicals/applications including deicing salts to treat icy roads and herbicides to 
control noxious/invasive weeds. Storm water would be managed the same as current methods. 
Storm water from the roadways would flow to vegetated roadside ditches draining to tributaries of 
the Illinois River, and storm water collected on the proposed IL 100/106 River Bridge would 
discharge to the river below or Ferry Lake. Proper application of deicing salts to treat icy road 
conditions and herbicides for noxious/invasive weed control by IDOT maintenance personnel 
would minimize chloride and herbicide loading to the river. The project would not contribute to the 
causes of the Illinois River’s impairment. 
 

3.8.4 What commitments would be required to reduce impacts to surface water resources? 
 
Per IDNR’s letter dated October 21, 2019 (see Appendix D), the following commitment would be 

required: “If blasting is incorporated as part of the demolition, IDNR requests continued 

coordination to avoid and minimize impacts to native fish and other wildlife. IDNR 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 be monitored, documented, and promptly reported to 

IDNR.” 

3.8.5 What permits would be required related to the project’s effects on the Illinois River and water 
quality? 
 
Construction of the project is anticipated to result in the disturbance of more than one acre of land 
and would therefore require a NPDES permit. The project would require an Individual Section 404 
permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) because it would include discharge of fill 
material into the Illinois River for the construction of the causeways and bridge piers in the river. 
Along with the Section 404 permit, a Section 10 permit would be required from the USACE and a 
Section 9 permit from the U.S. Coast Guard to obtain authorization for construction of a bridge 
across a navigable waterway. As a condition of the Section 404 permit, a Section 401 water quality 
certification from the Illinois EPA would also be required. A Section 408 Levee Permit would be 
required from the USACE, due to the construction of the levee access as part of the bridge project. 
The project was coordinated with these permitting agencies through the NEPA/404 Merger 
process. Additional coordination for mitigation, if required, and application of permits would occur 
during the design phase (Phase II) of the project. 
 

3.9 Would the project affect groundwater? 
 

3.9.1 Are any aquifer recharge areas, wellhead protection zones, or private and public water 
supply wells located in the project study area? 
 
Aquifer Recharge Areas 
An aquifer recharge area is the place where water is able to seep into the ground and refill an 
aquifer because no confining layer is present. Zone 1 indicates the highest potential for 
groundwater recharge and Zone 7 indicates the lowest potential. The project is located in Zones 
1, 4, and 5 for groundwater recharge potential. Zone 1 is from west of the Illinois River to the 
eastern project boundary (within the floodplain of the Illinois River), Zone 4 is along the bluff west 
of the Illinois River, and Zone 5 is from west of the bluff to the western project limits (Keefer and 
Berg, 1990; Potential for aquifer recharge in Illinois).  
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Wells 
The Illinois Groundwater Protection Act (Chapter 415 ILCS Section 55) establishes setback zones 
around wells for the location of potential sources of pollution. For protections of groundwater, the 
minimum setback zone around a community water supply well is 1,000 feet and it is 200 feet for 
private wells.  According to the Illinois State Geological Survey (ISGS) well records, there are no 
public wells within 1,000 feet of the project study area. The closest private well location is at the 
Cargill grain elevator (Site 3408-56). Other wells in the project area include non-community water 
supply wells at Central Stone Company (Site 3408-19) and at the Riverbank Bar and Grill (Site 
3408-23). Other wells not in the ISGS database may be present near the project area. 
 
Private wells within the proposed right-of-way will be property capped and abandoned in 
accordance with Illinois Department of Health regulations (Illinois Water Well Code 771AC920) 
unless it is demonstrated that the wells are sufficiently deep, properly cased, and not hydraulically 
connected to the surface. If the well is still being used, the water well will be replaced or other 
suitable alternative will be provided to the owner. Because all wells along the project will be 
properly capped and abandoned, the project will not create any potential new “routes” for 
groundwater pollution movement or any new “sources,” as defined in the Illinois Environmental 
Protection Act (415 ILCS 5/3, et seq.). 
 
The project is not expected to result in substantial increases in pollutant loads from roadway runoff 
and other nonpoint sources such as deicing salts. The project will not have any measurable effect 
on the total groundwater supply for the project area. A slight reduction in recharge area will be 
caused by additional bridge and road pavement; however, the effect will not be measurable for 
public or private well operation. 
 
Wellhead Protection Zones 
There are no wellhead protection zones within the project study area. 
 

3.9.2 Will the project impact karst topography? 
 
Karst topography is characterized by numerous caves, sinkholes, fissures, and underground 
streams. According to the ISGS map “Karst Terrains and Carbonate Rocks of Illinois”, the project 
is located in a karst region. ISGS mapping indicates that karst features such as caves or sinkholes 
may be present in the project study area; however, these features were not observed during ISGS 
field investigations for this project. 
 

3.9.3 Will the project impact the Mahomet Sole Source Aquifer? 
 
There are no Sole Source Aquifers, as designated under Section 1424(e) of the Safe Drinking 
Water Act, within the project study area. 
 

3.9.4 How would groundwater quality be protected? 
 
Proposed best management practices (BMPs) to be implemented for erosion control include steel 
sheet piling cofferdams for excavation in the river, temporary erosion control seeding, temporary 
ditch checks, perimeter erosion barrier, inlet and pipe protection, inlet filters, temporary erosion 
control blanket and riprap. These and other appropriate best management practices (BMPs) will 
be implemented before commencing soil disturbing activities in order to filter runoff, remove 
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contaminants, reduce erosion and control sediment and runoff to protect receiving groundwater 
during construction. 
 
Accidental spills of hazardous materials and wastes during construction or operation of the bridge 
require special response measures. Occurrences will be handled in accordance with local 
government response procedures. Refueling, storage of fuels, or maintenance of construction 
equipment will not be allowed within 100 feet of wetlands or water bodies to minimize the potential 
impact accidental spills may have on these resources. 
 
3.10  Would the project affect area flooding? 
 

3.10.1 Would the project affect the Illinois River floodway and floodplain? 
 
According to Flood Insurance Rate Maps prepared by the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA), the 100-year floodplain of the Illinois River in the project footprint spans from the 
west bank of the river to approximately 3.6 miles east of the river (Figure 3-5). Flooding, standing 
water, and saturated soils may be encountered in these areas, particularly during periods of high 
or extended rainfall or spring snowmelt. A regulatory floodway for the project footprint has not 
been officially designated by FEMA.  
 

Replacement of the existing IL 100/106 River Bridge is 
considered a transverse encroachment of the Illinois 
River floodplain, meaning an action within a floodplain 
that is perpendicular to the direction of river flow. The 
project would involve placing fill in the 100-year 
floodplain through the construction of piers and the 
approach roadway embankments for the proposed IL 
100/106 River Bridge. The piers and some roadway 
embankments of the existing IL 100/106 River Bridge 
would be excavated and removed, thereby offsetting 
some of the additional fill in the floodplain of the 
proposed bridge. 
 
A preliminary hydraulics study was prepared to assess 
potential floodplain impacts of the proposed IL 100/106 
River Bridge structure. As the project is on leveed 
sections of the Illinois River, the proposed work would 
not be allowed to create any increases in water surface 
profiles when compared to the existing conditions, 
often termed a “no-rise” condition. The study modeled 
existing conditions of the Florence Bridge and the 
proposed selected bridge type for the new bridge.  
 

The existing conditions model indicated the existing structures would cause little to no increases 
in the river water level upstream of the structures as compared to natural conditions where no 
bridge is assumed at the crossing location.  
 
The results of the proposed model showed that the proposed structure generally does not create 
substantial increases in water surface profile elevations. The peak increase over existing 
conditions was measured to be less than 0.1 foot of the base flood elevation.  

What is the 100-year floodplain and 
why is its protection important?  
The 100-year floodplain is the area 
adjoining a watercourse (stream, river or 
lake) that would be covered by water 
during a flood event having a 1 out of 100 
chance of occurring in any given year. 
Floodplains are beneficial for wildlife by 
creating a variety of habitats for fish and 
other animals. In addition, floodplains are 
important because of storage and 
conveyance, protection of water quality, 
and recharge of groundwater. 
 
What is the regulatory floodway?  
The regulatory floodway is the channel of 

a stream plus any adjacent land that must 

be kept free of obstruction so that the 

100-year flood can flow without 

increasing the base flood elevation more 

than a given amount (in Illinois, the 

increase must be 0.1 foot or less). 



Environmental Assessment 
IL 100/106 Illinois River Crossing, Pike and Scott Counties, Illinois 

 

 

3-33 
 

 
Additional 2-D modeling will be completed for the selected bridge type. The 2-D modeling of the 
proposed bridge piers would assist with the design of the pier foundations. More accurate 
modeling of the complex flow patterns through the existing and proposed bridge will allow for 
more accurate estimation of local pier scour at the proposed piers. 
 
Approximately 1.02 linear roadway miles are located within the floodplain. The project covers 
approximately 43.6 acres of floodplains, of which 16.1 acres are located within the bridge removal 
area and 7.4 acres are within the uneconomic remnants, located outside of the construction limits 
and would not be physically impacted. Impacts are limited to the bridge pier size and placement. 
  

3.10.2 Would a Floodway Construction Permit be required (IDNR)? 
 
The proposed IL 100/106 River Bridge would require floodway construction and public waters 
permits from the IDNR Office of Water Resources (OWR). 
 
3.11  Would the project affect any wetlands? 
 

3.11.1 How were wetlands identified in the study area? 
 
The INHS biologists conducted field investigation to 
determine wetland boundaries and characteristics in 
the project footprint. Methods were according to the 
Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers 
Wetland Delineation Manual: Midwest Region 
(Version 2.0) (USACE 2010). Wetlands are composed 
of three components: water, wet (hydric) soil, and 
water-loving (hydrophytic) vegetation.  
 
The INHS field visit in July and August 2017 identified 
six wetland sites within the project footprint (Figure 3-
5). The wetlands consist of wet floodplain forest, wet 
meadow, and wet forbland. None of the wetlands are 
considered high quality wetland communities, as 
reflected by Floristic Quality Index (FQI) values of less 
than 20.  
 

3.11.2 Would wetlands be affected by the project? 
 
The project would impact six wetlands (Table 3-5) totaling 27.3 acres. Wetland impacts were 
determined by superimposing the project footprint on the outlined wetland boundaries.  
Approximately 15.7 acres of wetlands would be impacted during new construction (14.6 acres of 
wet floodplain forest and 1.1 acres of wet meadow). Approximately 11.6 acres of wetlands would 
be impacted during bridge removal (4.8 acres of wet floodplain forest, 4.7 acres of wet forbland, 
1.9 acres of wet meadow, and 0.2 acre of wetland pond). Approximately 3.8 acres of wet 
floodplain forest would be uneconomic remnants, outside of the construction limits and would not 
be physically impacted. Impact minimization measures will continue to be developed during the 
design and permitting process. 
 

What is a wetland and why is its 
protection important?  
A wetland is an area where water covers 
the soil, or is either at or near the soil 
surface long enough to support 
vegetation that is adapted for saturated 
soil (hydric) conditions; wetlands 
generally include swamps, marshes, wet 
meadows, and floodplain forests. 
Wetlands are protected under the Clean 
Water Act and impacts to wetlands 
should be avoided, if possible. In Illinois, 
wetlands also are protected by the 
Interagency Wetland Policy Act of 1989. 
Wetlands protect and improve water 

quality, provide fish and wildlife habitats, 

store floodwaters, and maintain surface 

water flow during dry periods. 
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Two types of impacts were determined: permanent 
impacts and temporary impacts. Permanent impacts 
include any type of tree clearing within forested 
wetlands and impacts from construction of the 
proposed IL 100/106 River Bridge, bridge piers, and 
the approach roadway. Additionally, there would be 
permanent impacts to any wetlands where the pre-
existing hydrology is altered for more than 12 months. 
Temporary impacts are due to removal of vegetation, 
soil disturbance, and soil compaction from the 
construction of temporary access roads, barges, and 
equipment to facilitate the removal of the existing IL 
100/106 River Bridge and the new bridge 
construction.  
 

 
Table 3-5: Wetland Impacts 

 

Site 
No. 

Wetland 
Community 

Type 

Floristic 
Quality 
Index 
(FQI)* 

Decurrent 
False Aster 
Present? 

Bridge 
Removal 
Impacts 
(acres) – 

Temporary & 
Permanent 

New 
Construction 

Impacts 
(acres) – 

Permanent 

Uneconomic 
Remnant 
(acres) – 

No Impacts 

4 
Wet 

Floodplain 
Forest 

17.6 Yes 
4.8 

(Permanent) 
14.5 3.8 

5 Wet Meadow 8.1 No 
1.9 

(Temporary) 
0 0 

6 
Wet 

Floodplain 
Forest 

14.0 No 0 0.1 0 

7 Wet Forbland 10.7 Yes 
4.7 

(Temporary) 
0 0 

9 
Wetland 

Pond 
6.7 Yes 

0.2 
(Temporary) 

0 0 

11 Wet Meadow 17.2 No 0 1.1 0 

Totals: - - 

 6.8 
(Temporary) / 

4.8 
(Permanent) 

15.7 
(Permanent) 

3.8 

Source: INHS Wetland Determination Report, IL 100/IL 106 (FAP 757) over the Illinois River, 
November 2017. 
* FQI is a measure of the wetland’s natural quality. Wetlands with FQI values of: 
• 0 to 9.9 are considered to be poor quality, 
• 10 to19.9 are considered to be moderate quality, and 
• 20 or greater are considered to be high quality 

 

What is the Floristic Quality Index 
(FQI)?  
An FQI is an indication of the native 
vegetative quality of an area. A list of 
observed plant species in a wetland area 
is generated and each species has an 
assigned rating of native quality. These 
values are used to generate the FQI for a 
site. Generally, an FQI of 1 to19 indicates 
low vegetative quality, 20 to 35 indicates 
high vegetative quality, and above 35 
indicates “Natural Area” quality. Wetlands 
with a FQI of 20 or greater are considered 
high quality aquatic resources. 
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3.11.3 How would roadway de-icing salt and bridge shading affect wetlands? 
 
The wetlands impacted by the project mainly include trees and herbaceous plants. The remaining 
wetlands underneath the proposed IL 100/106 River Bridge would be subjected to roadway 
deicing salt and shielded from direct sunlight (shading effect) which is recognized as permanent 
adverse impact. The entire area of wetlands impacted by the proposed bridge would be fully 
mitigated off-site. 
 
Since the wetlands and wildlife habitat underneath and adjacent to existing IL 100/106 River 
Bridge have been subject to de-icing salt and bridge shading for many years, the proposed IL 
100/106 River Bridge would have comparable impacts as the existing bridge. The proposed 
bridge would not be a barrier to wildlife movement as there is adequate space underneath the 
structure for wildlife to continue to move through the area. The wetlands adjacent to the roadway 
and proposed IL 100/106 River Bridge would be subject to roadway salt spray and splash. The 
salt transport is dependent upon the traffic volumes and speeds as well as wind direction and de-
icing application rates. Given the lower speeds and limited pavement areas (two lanes), no 
substantial effects are anticipated for the wetland community or habitat alongside the roadway or 
the proposed bridge. 
 

3.11.4 How would construction activities affect wetlands? 
 
Construction activities such as a haul road, staging areas, and use of heavy machinery/equipment 
to build the proposed IL 100/106 River Bridge would temporarily or permanently impact wetlands. 
The proposed bridge construction would require removal of trees and herbaceous vegetation for 
haul roads, staging areas, and pier construction; some trees and shrubs may remain between the 
bridge piers (underneath the bridge deck). Haul roads and staging areas would compact wetland 
soils. 

 
Most construction effects are temporary; however, 
permanent impacts would occur from construction 
activities within forested wetlands if tree removal is 
required. Permanent impacts would also result from 
any wetlands where the pre-existing hydrology is 
altered for more than 12 months. Temporary effects 
can result in a short-term loss of wetland functions 
during construction and for up to five years following 
the construction due to removal of herbaceous 
vegetation, residual soil compaction, and time 
required for revegetation. 
 
IDOT would restore temporarily impacted wetlands by 
re-establishing the wetland hydrology, reseeding 
disturbed areas with a wetland seed mix, and allow the 

area to re-vegetate naturally. The temporary impacts are not expected to result in permanent loss 
of wetlands.  
 

 
Wetlands on east side of existing IL 
100/106 Lift Bridge at Florence, 
Illinois. 
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3.11.5 What design measures have been taken to minimize wetland impacts? 
 
The proposed IL 100/106 River Bridge is being designed to provide a 400-foot wide opening for 
a navigational channel in the Illinois River to improve navigation along the Illinois River and better 
accommodate the natural bend in the river. Additionally, it eliminates potential conflicts with the 
existing pier protection cell foundations when compared to the other adjoining alternatives. In 
order to minimize the wetland impacts, the proposed IL 100/106 River Bridge would be extended 
to span over all of Wetland 4 on the east side of the Illinois River and part of Wetland 4 on the 
west side of the river instead of building the proposed roadway on embankments placed in these 
wetland sites. The bridge structure would displace less acreage of wetlands as compared to 
constructing the roadway on embankment.  
 

3.11.6 What Best Management Practices would be implemented to reduce construction impacts? 
 
The USFWS recommends that impacts to wetlands be avoided, and buffers surrounding these 
systems be preserved. Wetlands provide valuable habitat for fish and wildlife resources, and the 
filtering capacity of wetlands helps to improve water quality. Best management practices would 
include but not be limited to the following: 

• Articulated construction mats would be installed to minimize rutting and plant damage 
within wetland sites. 

• Construction activities would protect and preserve adjacent wetlands and wetland buffers 
through use of silt fencing, storm water runoff management, and identification of all 
wetlands on the construction plans. Fencing would clearly mark wetlands to be avoided 
within the project footprint. 

• After construction, the wetland areas would be regraded and disked. A wetland seed mix 
would be used along with a temporary ground cover to aid in reestablishment of the 
wetland. 

3.11.7 How would impacts be mitigated? 
 
The proposed method of mitigation for the project’s wetland impacts is to utilize the LaGrange 
Wetland Bank in Brown County, which is owned and managed by IDOT. The mitigation of wetland 
impacts is being coordinated with the USACE and IDNR. Impacts to Wetland Sites 4, 5, 6, 7, 9, 
and 11 (in addition to the Illinois River and other 
waterways) would require a Section 404 permit from 
the USACE and Section 401 Water Quality 
Certification from the Illinois EPA.  

Compensation of wetland impacts would be mitigated 
in accordance with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
and the Illinois Interagency Wetlands Policy Act 
(IWPA) of 1989. Impacts to Wetland Sites 4 and 7 
would require a mitigation ratio of 5.5 to 1.0 under 
IWPA due to the presence of a state and federally 
listed threatened species. Per IWPA “listed 
plants…shall be deemed “present” if individuals or 
populations occur within the area that is to be 
adversely impacted by a proposed action.”  Impacts to Wetland Site 11 would require a mitigation 
ratio of 4 to 1 because it is considered to be wetland destruction. Destruction under IWPA is 
defined as an adverse impact that causes the alteration of preexisting hydrology or soils of more 

How are wetland banks used to 
mitigate wetland impacts?  
Wetland mitigation banking is a form of 
environmental market trading where 
wetlands are developed to create 
marketable wetland credits. These credits 
are sold to others as compensation for 
unavoidable wetland impacts.  
 
For Illinois highway projects, IDOT has 
created several wetland mitigation bank 
sites across Illinois for compensation of 
unavoidable wetland impacts. 
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than 0.5 acres of a wetland for more than 12 months. This includes, but is not limited to, the 
placement of dredge or fill material into a wetland, the drainage of a wetland, filling in of a wetland 
through sedimentation, etc.  

The project is not on existing or contiguous alignment. Thus, it does not qualify as a Programmatic 
Review Action and must be processed as a Standard Review Action under IWPA. 
 
3.12  Would the project involve any sites affected by Recognized Environmental 
Conditions? 
 

3.12.1 How were Recognized Environmental Conditions identified? 
 
A Preliminary Environmental Site Assessment (PESA) 
#3408 (dated 05/15/2018) was completed by the 
Illinois Geological Survey to identify sites in or adjacent 
to the project footprint that are potentially impacted with 
releases of hazardous substances. The presence or 
likely presence of contamination to soil or water from 
petroleum or other toxic substance releases is called a 
Recognized Environmental Condition (REC). A de 
minimis condition is one that does not present a threat 
to human health or environment (e.g. pesticide and 
herbicide use, transformers, lead paint) and generally 
would not be the subject of an enforcement action if 
brought to the attention of appropriate governmental 

agencies.  

3.12.2 Would the project affect any REC sites? 
 
Two sites were identified as being impacted by the project. These include a river spill in 1987 and 
potential chemical/asbestos contamination of the existing IL 100/106 River Bridge.  
 
IDOT would make an avoidance determination at a future date pertaining to the identified RECs. 
If the project cannot avoid the identified RECs, then further evaluation of the RECs would be 
required. In some cases, the portion of the project involving the REC(s) can be risk managed and 
not require additional assessment. If the affected property containing a REC is a full take, then 
the property is ineligible to be risk managed. If risk managing is not possible, further environmental 
study is required, specifically, a Preliminary Site Investigation (PSI), to determine the nature and 
extent of possible contamination. A PSI would be conducted before acquisition of any 
contaminated parcel. Special waste issues encountered during construction would be managed 
in accordance with the IDOT “Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction and 
Supplemental Specifications and Recurring Special Provisions.”   
 
3.13  Would the project affect any parks, wildlife areas, recreational areas, or other 
special lands? 
 

3.13.1 How were parks, wildlife areas, recreational areas, and special lands identified? 
 
Parks, wildlife areas, recreational sites, and special lands were reviewed using Pike County and 
Scott County parcel information in GIS and was subsequently field verified on April 25, 2017. This 
topic was also discussed at a December 7, 2017 public meeting and at CAG meetings on April 

What is a REC?  
Standing for recognized environmental 
conditions, the term means the presence 
or likely presence of any regulated 
substances on a property under 
conditions that indicate an existing 
release, a past release, or a material 
threat of a release of any regulated 
substances into structures on the 
property or into the ground, groundwater, 
or surface water of the property. The 
term includes regulated substances even 
under conditions in compliance with 
laws. 
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25, 2017 and March 8, 2018. As a result, the only site identified near the project was the Pike 
County Boat Launch (Figure 3-2). The boat launch is a single, rectangular parcel approximately 
4.0 acres in size owned by Pike County. It is located on the west side of the river and is 
approximately 550 feet south of the existing IL 100/106 River Bridge. This recreational area 
provides residents with direct access to the river, parking, and an informal picnic area. No other 
parks, wildlife areas, or recreational areas were found near the project. 
 

3.13.2 How would these resources be affected as a result of the project? 
 
No parks, wildlife areas, recreational area or other special lands would be adversely affected by 
the project. The project would not adversely affect the boat launch as this site was avoided during 
development of the alternatives. The proposed IL 100/106 River Bridge right-of-way is located 
approximately 40 feet north of the Pike County Boat Launch. The project would improve access 
to this recreational area as the proposed IL 100/106 River Bridge would accommodate both 
bicycle and pedestrian use. 
 
3.14 Mitigation and Commitments 
 
The following mitigation measures and commitments would be implemented: 

1. Advanced notice of river traffic travel restrictions would be given in accordance with the 
U.S. Coast Guard permit. 

2. To minimize noise exposure and potential annoyance to the adjacent residences, the 
contractor will be required to comply with IDOT’s Standard Specifications for Road and 
Bridge Construction (IDOT, 2016). 

3. Dust and airborne dirt generated by construction activities will be controlled through dust 
control procedures or a specific dust control plan, when warranted. 

4. Mitigation measures from the Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for the 
bridge removal include Historic Illinois Engineering Record (HIER) documentation of the 
bridge before its demolition and video documentation summarizing the history of lift 
bridges over the Illinois River, which would be disseminated to the public and historic 
bridge enthusiasts. 

5. IDOT would complete an additional mussel relocation prior to construction since 
relocations are only good for two years. 

6. Temporary fencing shall be placed alongside the edge of right of way and around the 
uneconomic remnant property to prevent equipment from entering the decurrent false 
aster habitat. The fencing shall run alongside the edge of the right-of-way and the 
uneconomic remnant property between the river’s edge and the levee to prevent 
construction equipment from driving around the fence and thus driving over decurrent false 
aster habitat or any flowering plants. This area is likely to flood, so the type of fencing used 
will be designed to withstand flooding. 

7. Decurrent false aster seeds will be collected in late September or October (depending on 
bloom time, weather, and rainfall) two years and one year preceding initial construction 
activities. For example, if construction activities were scheduled to begin during the spring 
of 2022, seed collection will occur during the autumn of 2020 and/or 2021 depending on 
population numbers. Allowing two years for seed collection will increase the likelihood of 
obtaining enough seed in the event that blooming individuals within the population were 
extremely low or absent for a given year. 
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8. The flowering/fruiting heads within the population will be collected during the years 
described in mitigation measure nine. A small portion of the fruiting inflorescence of each 
individual (or numerous individuals, depending on population size) will be clipped and 
seeds shaken into a clean bucket. Collecting seeds from individual plants spanning the 
entire population will increase the likelihood of obtaining genetic variation (i.e., seed from 
plants growing in full sun, partial shade, river sediment, gravelly soil, etc.). 

9. After the decurrent false aster seeds are collected they will then be allowed to dry for 5 to 
7 days in a climate-controlled lab (approximately 67° F [19.4° C] and relative humidity 
45%). Seeds will then be divided into lots (depending on the volume of seed obtained) 
and placed in Ziploc bags and stored in a freezer at a constant temperature of 
approximately 20° F (-6.7° C). This storage method will allow the seeds to be stored for 
several years (3 to 7 years, possibly longer). The project will take approximately four years 
to complete from the time the project begins construction to after the existing bridge is 
removed. If seeds were collected two years prior to letting they will be stored for six years 
which is within the safe limits of this storage method. 

10. Decurrent false aster seed dispersal will optimally be at the original site where seeds were 
collected. When all construction activities have been completed at the Florence Bridge 
site, seeds can then be removed from cold storage and hand broadcast at the site 
sometime between late April and June. Broadcasting of seed will depend on weather and 
flood conditions, and optimally will take place at the end of the last major flood event.  

11. If unforeseen circumstances arise and the decurrent false aster seed has been held for 
seven growing years, IDOT will consider whether the seed should continue to be held or 
dispersed at another location. One area where dispersal could occur is an approximately 
6-acre floodplain prairie/shrub prairie habitat occurring at Ray Norbut Conservation area, 
which is 5 miles north of the project site, on the west side of the river, and is owned and 
ecologically managed by the IDNR. Another area where dispersal could occur is the 
floodplain habitats within Meredosia Lake approximately 20 miles north of the Florence 
Bridge Site, on the east side of the Illinois River in Morgan County. This site is owned by 
IDNR. Both of these areas have existing populations of decurrent false aster. IDOT will 
coordinate with USFWS and IDNR if this circumstance arises. 

12. No tree clearing shall occur between April 1 and September 30 of any given year to protect 
the Indiana bat and northern long-eared bat.  

13. A bat bridge assessment, or bat emergence survey, will be conducted within two years of 
letting. If any bats are found to be roosting in the existing bridge then IDOT will determine 
what species the bats are present. If the bats are determined to be Indiana bat, then the 
bridge will be removed between October 1 and March 31 of any given year.  

14. Tree replacement will follow IDOT’s D&E-18 policy which states, “For trees removed from 
forest areas…the intent of replacement plantings should be to provide comparable 
functional replacement. Where comparable functional replacement cannot be achieved 
through replacement plantings within the right-of-way, consideration should be given to 
providing replacement plantings off the right-of-way.” The replacement trees should 
provide suitable bat habitat. Trees that provide suitable habitat are listed in Table 5 of the 
“Indiana Bat (Myotis sodalis) Draft Recovery Plan: First Revision.”  

15. Removal of trees in the project area that meet the current USFWS definition of potential 
Indiana bat roost trees is prohibited, except as follows: 

a. Potential roost trees may only be removed from the project area, before April 1 
and after September 30 of any given year. 
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b. If removal of a potential roost tree is necessary outside of that timeframe to protect 
human health and safety, the USFWS and the IDNR shall be notified, and 
reasonable effort shall be made to determine if the tree is occupied by one or more 
Indiana bats. If the tree is determined to be occupied, further coordination with the 
USFWS and the IDNR is expected. 

c. All surveys should be conducted using the most recent Indiana bat survey protocol 
available from the service. 

d. Should exit counts from an identified Indiana bat maternity roost tree exceed 60 
bats, consultation should be reinitiated.  

e. The USFWS should be notified upon the capture of an Indiana bat during any 
performed survey and given an opportunity to review the BO for accuracy. If the 
BO and analysis therein are no longer accurate, consultation will be reinitiated. 

16. All practical measures will be used to reduce impacts to wetlands and surface waters 
during construction. IDOT will protect and preserve wetlands within the study area through 
various ways. The most important way is to identify wetland areas to prevent construction 
workers from accidentally entering a site with equipment. Identification can be 
accomplished by fencing off wetlands that are not proposed to be impacted. In addition, 
wetland areas will be illustrated on plan sheets that the construction contractors use in the 
field. If the construction contractor wants to construct a temporary causeway to use during 
construction, they will need to follow the permitting process with USACE and IDNR. IDOT 
will add riparian buffers to the streams where possible. 

17. Impacts to wetlands will utilize the LaGrange Wetland Bank in Brown County, which is 
owned and managed by IDOT. Impacts to Wetlands 4 and 7 will require a mitigation ratio 
of 5.5:1.0 under IWPA due to the presence of a state and federally listed threatened 
species. Impacts to Wetland 11 will require a mitigation ratio of 4:1 because it is 
considered to be destruction. 

18. Prior to the acquisition of property or a temporary or permanent easement, and prior to 
construction, a Preliminary Site Investigation (PSI) will be performed at each affected 
property containing a REC to determine the nature and extent of the waste present. The 
PSI will include assessment for lead-based paint and asbestos containing materials.  

19. Special waste issues encountered during construction, and not otherwise identified in a 
special provision, will be managed in accordance with the IDOT “Standard Specifications 
for Road and Bridge Construction and Supplemental Specifications and Recurring Special 
Provisions.”  

20. All water wells that are within the project footprint will be properly capped and abandoned 
in accordance with Illinois Department of Public Health requirements. 
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4 AGENCY COORDINATION AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
 
4.1 What coordination has occurred with local, state, and federal agencies? 
 

4.1.1 What coordination has happened under the NEPA/404 Merger Process? 
 
The project has been presented at four NEPA/404 

Merger meetings (meeting summaries in Appendix D). 

• In September 2016, the IL 100/106 River 
Crossing Project was introduced to the various 
agencies.  

• In February 2017, concurrence was received 
on the project’s Purpose and Need.  

• In June 2018, concurrence was received on 
four build alternatives to be carried forward for 
detailed study (Alternatives 4A, 4C, 4C/D and 
5B). 

• In September 2019, concurrence was received 
on Alternative 4C/D as the Preferred 
Alternative. 

4.1.2 What other issues were coordinated with 
individual agencies? 
 
The IL 100/106 River Crossing Project has been coordinated at individual agency meetings as 
described below (meeting summaries in Appendix D). 

• In May 2017, IDOT, the U.S. Coast Guard, and the Illinois River Carriers met by 
teleconference. Planning guidelines for horizontal and vertical clearance of a proposed 
new river crossing were discussed by U.S. Coast Guard, with a 400-foot horizontal 
navigation opening being acceptable for planning purposes and vertical navigation 
clearance based on “2 percent flowline” information to be provided by U.S. Coast Guard.  

• In July 2018, IDOT, U.S. Coast Guard, and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
met at USACE’s St. Louis office. Both U.S. Coast Guard and USACE stated their 
preference for removing the existing IL 100/106 River Bridge due to its narrow opening 
width being a hazard to navigation. The various permits and mitigation needs for a new 
river crossing were discussed. The methodology of studying the river characteristics 
(hydraulics) as well as the availability of existing river channel and flood information were 
discussed. IDOT showed preliminary details of the anticipated bridge type. The U.S. Coast 
Guard reiterated their earlier horizontal and vertical clearance guidance from the May 
2017 meeting. Two methods of accessing the Big Swan levee from a proposed IL 100/106 
River Bridge (direct access from the IL 100/106 roadway or 15-foot clearance of IL 100/106 
over the levee) were discussed.  

• In July 2018, IDOT and the Big Swan Drainage and Levee District (BSDLD) met in 
Winchester. The various alternatives were shown to BSDLD which indicated an initial 
preference for a 15-foot clearance of IL 100/106 over the levee with access to be provided 
at an existing site away from the bridge but requested additional information before they 

What is the NEPA/404 Merger 
process? 
Per an interagency statewide agreement, 

the NEPA/404 Merger process 

streamlines interagency coordination and 

expedites project decision-making for 

project reviews under the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and 

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. For 

applicable proposed projects, FHWA and 

IDOT provide federal and state 

environmental resource agencies an 

opportunity to review, comment, and 

concur on three key decision points: 

Purpose and Need, Alternatives to be 

Carried Forward for Further Study, and 

Preferred Alternative.  
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would formally respond. BSDLD gave information on past flooding at the levee. The 
method of levee access will be resolved after further studies and coordination. 

• In August 2018, IDOT and the Illinois Department of Natural Resources Office of Water 
Resources (IDNR-OWR) met at IDNR’s Springfield office. Permit requirements for a 
proposed IL 100/106 River Bridge as well as temporary construction items were 
discussed. The proposed IL 100/106 River Bridge and its impacts on the floodway were 
discussed. The methodology of studying the river characteristics (hydraulics) was 
discussed, with consideration of both the existing and proposed IL 100/106 River Bridges 
being in place during construction. IDNR gave information on existing available river data. 
Impacts and mitigation of various resources were discussed. 

• In September 2019, IDOT and FHWA met with the USACE, U.S. Coast Guard, IDNR, IL 
Department of Agriculture, and the US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) at the 
FHWA Illinois Division office in Springfield. 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 
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. 

4.2 How would the study address community concerns and issues? 
 
As part of IDOT’s overall mission to provide safe, cost-
effective transportation for Illinois, while enhancing the 
quality of life, promoting economic prosperity, and 
demonstrating respect for our environment, IDOT 
elected to implement the principles of Context 
Sensitive Solutions (CSS) into the overall project study 
process. CSS requires early coordination with 
stakeholders to better understand the concerns and 
needs of the community. One of the means to foster 
coordination with stakeholders is to organize an 
advisory committee of representatives from local 
governments, businesses, industries, and citizens that 
would provide direct and focused input in the 
development of the study.  
 
To aid with the CSS efforts, a Community Advisory 

Group (CAG) was formed that periodically met with the project’s study group to review the project 
and provide input regarding the community’s views and concerns about the project. Throughout 
the planning and design phase of this project, CAG members were invited to participate in a 
number of meetings that included workshop-style exercises developed to solicit input and garner 
consensus on project milestones. 
 
4.3 How has the public been involved with the IL 100/106 River Crossing Project? 
 

4.3.1 What is the Community Advisory Group, and how has it informed the study process? 
 
The purpose of the CAG is to provide input on the development of the Purpose and Need 

statement and the alternatives to be carried forward for evaluation. The CAG group consisted of 

What is CSS? 
CSS is an interdisciplinary approach that 
seeks effective, multimodal 
transportation solutions by working with 
stakeholders to develop, build, and 
maintain cost-effective transportation 
facilities which fit into and reflect the 
project’s surroundings (its “context”) 
while maintaining safety and mobility. 
 
Who is a stakeholder? 
A "stakeholder" is someone whom the 
project may affect - stakeholders can be 
local businesses, schools, elected 
officials, public agencies, land owners, or 
the general public. 
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county and municipal officials, representatives of businesses, agriculture and organizations, and 

other citizens with an interest in the project. The responsibilities of this group include providing 

input to the study process and reaching a consensus at key project milestones. For further 

information on IDOT’s CSS approach, visit http://www.idot.illinois.gov/transportation-

system/transportation-management/context-sensitive-solutions/index. 

Five CAG meetings were held in Winchester (meeting materials and summary in Appendix D). 

• November 2016 – To establish the purpose, rules, and expectations of the CAG, to 
perform a Community Context Audit, to review the previous feasibility study, to review the 
draft project Purpose and Need, and to conduct a workshop to brainstorm the initial range 
of alternatives. 

• April 2017 – To introduce the CAG alternatives, to present impacts, to discuss 
performance and cost of the alternatives, to conduct a group discussion of the alternatives, 
and to recommend preliminary Alternatives to be Carried Forward. 

• March 2018 – To review the regional study area, to discuss environmental resources 
present, to discuss the range of alternatives considered, to provide comment on 
Alternatives to be Carried Forward including features, costs and impacts, and to review 
comments from Public Meeting #2. 

• October 2018 – To review Alternatives Carried Forward, to present a recommendation of 
a Preferred Alternative (Alternative 4C), to discuss agency coordination, and to convey 
the status of bridge repairs and rehabilitation. 

• August 2019 – To recommend Alternative C/D as the Preferred Alternative; upcoming 
repairs to the existing Florence Bridge including planned closures; and funding status 
update for the new bridge. 

4.3.2 What other public involvement opportunities have taken place? 
 
A project website was established in 2016 to inform the public of project developments and events 
and to receive public comments and inquiries. It can be accessed at 
www.florencebridgestudy.com. Two public meetings were held in Winchester (meeting materials 
and summary in Appendix D). 

• September 2016 – To introduce the Phase I Study for the IL 100/106 Illinois River crossing 
at Florence, and to solicit membership in a Community’s Advisory Group. Forty people 
attended the meeting, 6 comments were received by the comment deadline, and 18 
individuals expressed an interest in joining the CAG.  

• December 2017 - To present the alternatives being considered for the replacement of the 
existing IL 100/106 River Bridge, and to solicit public feedback on the alternatives. Fifty-
four people attended the meeting, and 23 comments were received by the comment 
deadline. Alternative 4C was the most preferred alternative, followed by Alternatives 4A, 
4C/D and 5B. 

A public notice was issued in January and March of 2019 making the historic existing IL 100/106 
River Bridge (Florence Bridge) available for donation to any interested qualifying State, Local, or 
responsible private entity, with stipulations that the bridge would be relocated away from the 
current site, that the new owner would assume all future legal and financial responsibility, and 
that the new owner would maintain the bridge’s historic features in perpetuity. IDOT received no 
responses of interest to the public advertisement. 

http://www.idot.illinois.gov/transportation-system/transportation-management/context-sensitive-solutions/index
http://www.idot.illinois.gov/transportation-system/transportation-management/context-sensitive-solutions/index
http://www.florencebridgestudy.com/
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4.4 As a result of coordination, what permits and certifications would be needed for the 

construction of the project? 
 

4.4.1 Section 404 Permit 
 
An Individual Section 404 Permit would be obtained from the USACE prior to the construction 
letting of the project. This permit regulates the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of 
the U.S., including wetlands. An individual permit is required for projects impacting more than 
one-acre of wetlands. 
 

4.4.2 Section 10 Permit 
 
A Section 10 Permit would be obtained from the USACE prior to the construction letting of the 
project. This permit ensures regulated activities conducted below the Ordinary High Water (OHW) 
elevation of navigable waters of the U.S. are approved/permitted by the USACE. Regulated 
activities include: placement/removal of structures, work involving dredging, disposal of dredge 
material, filling, excavation, or any other disturbance of soils/sediment or modification of navigable 
waterway. A navigable water of the U.S. is defined as those waters that are subject to the ebb 
and flow of the tide shoreward to the mean high-water mark and/or are presently used, or have 
been used in the past or may be susceptible to use to transport interstate or foreign commerce. 
Tributaries and backwater areas associated with navigable waters of the U.S. and located below 
the OHW elevation of the adjacent navigable waterway, are also regulated under Section 10. 
 

4.4.3 Section 9 Permit 
 
A Section 9 Permit would be obtained from the U.S. Coast Guard prior to the construction letting 

of the project. This ensures the Coast Guard approves the location, plans, and navigational 

clearances of bridges through a permit issuance or bridge permit amendments. Federal law 

prohibits the construction or modification of any bridge across navigable waters of the U.S. unless 

first authorized by the Coast Guard. 

4.4.4 Section 401 Certification 
 
A Section 401 Water Quality Certification would be obtained from the Illinois EPA prior to the 
construction letting of the project. Any person applying for a federal permit, which may result in a 
discharge of pollutants into waters of the United States, must obtain a state water quality 
certification that the activity complies with all applicable water quality standards, limitations, and 
restrictions. 
 

4.4.5 Section 402 NPDES Construction Permit 
 
A Section 402 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Construction Permit 
would be obtained from the Illinois EPA prior to the construction letting of the project. This permit 
is required for discharges from construction activities that disturb one or more acres. 
 

4.4.6 Section 408 Levee Permit 
 
A Section 408 Levee Permit would be obtained from the USACE prior to the construction letting 
of the project. This permit allows USACE to review the project to ensure the Congressionally-
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authorized benefits of a USACE project are not undermined by an alteration made by others, and 
to ensure the alteration is not injurious to the public interest. 
 

4.4.7 IDNR OWR Floodway Construction Permit 
 
A Floodway Construction Permit would be obtained from IDNR-OWR prior to the construction 
letting of the project. All construction activities in the floodways of streams in rural areas where 
the stream drainage is ten square miles or more must be permitted prior to construction. 
 


