
 
 

 

 

 

 

PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING #3 
AUGUST 18, 2011 



NOTICE 

EAST SIDE HIGHWAY ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING 

 

Notice is hereby given that the East Side Highway Steering Committee will hold a 

Public Information Meeting on Thursday, August 18, 2011 at the Normal 

Community High School Auditorium at 3900 East Raab Road in Normal, Illinois. 

The meeting will be held from 6:00 PM to 8:00 PM. The purpose of the meeting is 

to update the public on the alternative and evaluation process to date, and to 

present preliminary corridors that are currently being studied. A brief presentation 

will be made at 6:15 PM and again at 7:15 PM. The presentations will be 

identical. The remainder of the meeting will be open-house format with 

opportunity to review exhibits.  Project team staff will be available for discussion 

and questions. 

 
A map of the remaining corridors will be available on the project website 

(http://www.eastsidehighway.com) prior to the meeting.  Persons with disability 

requiring special accommodations should contact Clark Dietz, Inc. (217-373-

8900) to advise of planned attendance and needed accommodations. 
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The McLean County population/employment forecast is
multi faceted:

• Based on numerous information sources and historical
trends (densities, access, job centers).

• Done in conjunction with local regional planning
information and insights.

• Fortunate in having access to the most recent, detailed
U.S. Census.

• Aided by GIS and advanced aerial observation.

SOCIO ECONOMIC UPDATE

The Socio Economic forecast is:

• An independent forecast by ACG, with input from
MCRPC.

• Is corroborated by Woods & Poole for the County
forecast total.

• W&P is the primary source for State of Illinois and U.S.
forecasts at the county level.

• As such, it is a locally generated forecast with national
factors to permit comparisons.

SOCIO ECONOMIC UPDATE



ACG continues to monitor various sources to temper or
corroborate its forecasts:

• A recent IHS Global Insight study estimates return to
pre recession growth.

• State of Illinois Employment Security (monthly data
shows relative strength).

SOCIO ECONOMIC UPDATE

McLean County Population Change 
5-Year and 10-Year Growth 

Year Population Change % 

1990 129,178          -            - 

1995 140,495 11,317 8.8 

2000 150,433 9,938 7.1 

1990 – 2000        - 21,255 16.5 
2005 159,013 8,580 5.4 

2010 169,572 10,559 6.6 

2000 - 2010        - 19,139 12.7 
 

Source: U.S. Census: 2000 and 2010 Redistricting Files

POPULATION CHANGE



Population Change by TAZ
Decrease 1,200+
Decrease 600 - 1,200
Decrease 300 -    600
Decrease 150 -    300
Decrease   75 -    150
No Change +/- 75
Increase   75 -    150
Increase 150 -    300
Increase 300 -    600
Increase 600 - 1,200
Increase 1,200+

2010 Census Blocks
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Population Change
2000 - 2010

Prepared by
ACG: The al Chalabi Group, Ltd.

in association with Clark Dietz, Inc.

August 2011

POPULATION CHANGE 2000 2010

• McLean County employment has grown at a healthy pace.

• Between 1985 and 2000, it grew from 65,709 to 108,806
jobs – a 65.6 percent growth.

• Growth continued, to 115,179 jobs in 2005, (and grew
through 2007).

• The recession caused a loss of jobs, to 109,900, in 2010.

• National forecasters expect McLean County to rebound
quickly.

EMPLOYMENT CHANGE



Source: IHS Global Insight, U.S. Metro Economies: GMP and Employment Forecasts,
Prepared for U.S. Conference of Mayors and The Council for the New American City, June 2011

SOCIO ECONOMIC UPDATE

Metropolitan Areas; Illinois Detail

Detail from IHS Global Insight, OpCit.

SOCIO ECONOMIC UPDATE
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2010 Actual 2006 Study EA 2011 Difference

Population 169,572           234,280           216,314           (17,966)            

Employment 109,900           191,550           169,765           (21,785)            

2035 Forecasts

SOCIO ECONOMIC UPDATE

Population Change by TAZ
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POPULATION CHANGE 2010 2035



SOCIO ECONOMIC UPDATE
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ALTERNATIVES

Transportation 
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No-Build 
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TSM/TDM ALTERNATIVE

Transportation Systems Management (TSM)
– Minor improvements to the existing system

– Make existing facilities more efficient

– Do not add capacity

Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
– Policy changes or actions

– Influence travel behavior, reduce demand

– May already be in use OR may be planned for future



TSM/TDM ALTERNATIVE

TSM Strategy Examples:
Spot Geometric Changes to Streets and
Intersections

Signal Timing Adjustments

Expanded Transit Routes/Ease of Transfer

Bicycle Lanes

TSM/TDM ALTERNATIVE

TDM Strategy Examples:
Integrated Land Use and Transportation Planning

Alternative Work Times

Parking Regulations

Route Coordination Among Agencies

Appropriate strategies are currently under development
& consideration. Can be part of corridor solutions.
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TRANSIT ALTERNATIVE

Existing Service

• 11 fixed local bus routes

• SHOW BUS

• 5,000 riders/day

• Limited east side service

• Intercity bus (Greyhound, Burlington
Trailways & Peoria Charter Coach)

• Passenger rail (Amtrak)

• Less than 1% of all trips is by transit



TRANSIT ALTERNATIVE

Future Plans

• Normal Multimodal Transportation
Center UNDER CONSTRUCTION

• Expansion of local bus system

• High speed rail (Chicago to St. Louis)

• Potential commuter rail service
between Peoria and Bloomington
Normal

TRANSIT ALTERNATIVE

Analysis

2035 Unmet Demand

50,000 local trips in Study Area = 10 Times Existing Transit Ridership

Regional Transit Vision

Multi Modal Corridors (e.g., Main Street)

Expanded Local Bus System

Serve Existing/Future Development Patterns

Lower densities on east side

Premium Transit (Light Rail, Commuter Rail) Not Viable



TRANSIT ALTERNATIVE

Conclusions
• Transit alone won’t meet Purpose and Need

• Transit alone is not the solution, but could be part of a multi modal
corridor

• Enhanced Bus in corridor may be viable
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INITIAL SCREENING CRITERIA

1. Does the alternative directly impact State/Federally
protected areas?

2. Does the alternative meet the horizontal and vertical
clear zone requirements for the Central Illinois
Regional Airport?

3. Does the alternative divide or isolate a neighborhood
or community? (follows IDOT Community Impact
Assessment)
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Is/does the alternative:
• compatible with adopted land use plans?
• restrict/reduce opportunities for uncontrolled,

sporadic, or leapfrog development?
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Mobility
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• provide N S connectivity?
• provide E W connectivity?
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Does the alternative:
• reduce congestion in the study area?
• improve N S travel efficiencies?
• improve E W travel efficiencies?

Mobility

Does the alternative:
• improve travel efficiency to the interstate system?
• provide N S connectivity?
• provide E W connectivity?

Access
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% Decrease of
Congested Roadways

Volume To
Capacity Ratio

(v/c)

Area between 2035 Land
Use Plan and Alternative

Accommodate
Managed Growth

TRAFFIC CAPACITY
What do volume to capacity (v/c) ratios look like?

v/c < 0.8
Roadway section is under capacity

0.8 v/c < 1.0
Roadway section is near capacity

1.0 v/c 1.2
Roadway section is slightly over capacity

v/c > 1.2
Roadway section is substantially

over capacity



Does the alternative:
• improve travel efficiency to the interstate system?
• provide N S connectivity?
• provide E W connectivity?

Access
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Travel Time
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(to/from Travel
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State Farm
Corporate
South

CIRA

St. Joseph
Medical
Center

Uptown
Normal

Multimodal
Transportation

Center

Illinois
State

University

Country
Companies

73 to 137 vehicle
hours saved per

day



TRAVEL TIME SAVINGS

Cumulative: 200 to 600 vehicle hours saved per day

Network Wide: 3,000 to 5,000 vehicle hours saved per day

Vehicle hours vary based on alternative
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Macro Analysis Screening
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CONTACT US

Website: www.eastsidehighway.com

E mail address: ESHEA@clarkdietz.com

Phone: (217) 373 8901



WELCOME!
Purpose

The purpose of the 
meeting is to present the 
alternative development 
and evaluation process 
to date.

An identical, brief 
presentation will be given 
at the following times:

6:15 p.m.

7:15 p.m.

DATE Thursday, August 18, 2011

AGENDA
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Macro Analysis Tables 
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Macro Analysis Tables 



                                         Representative Options Build Option 2 Build Option 2 Build Option 2 Build Option 2 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5
                                                               Alternatives 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

T1 T5 T1 T5 T1 T5 T1 T5 T1 T5 T1 T5 T1 T6 T1 T6 T1 T6 T1 T6 T1 T6     T1 T6 T1 T6 T13 T1 T6 T13 T1 T6 T13 T1 T6 T13 T1 T6 T13 T1 T6 T13 

BN1   BN1 BN1 BN1 BN1 BN1 BN2 BN2 BN2 BN2 BN2 BN2 BN3   BN3 BN3 BN3 BN3 BN3  EAST SIDE HIGHWAY EA:  EVALUATION     Segments BN1 BN1 BN1 BN1 BN1 BN1 BN2 BN2 BN2 BN2 BN2 BN2 BN3 BN3 BN3 BN3 BN3 BN3

D11 D1   D11 D4     D12 D8 D2    D12 D8 D3    D12 D9 D5    D12 D9 D6    D10 D1     D10 D4     D13 D8 D2    D13 D8 D3    D13 D9 D5 D13 D9 D6    D10 D1  D10 D4    D13 D8 D2   D13 D8 D3   D13 D9 D5   D13 D9 D6   

Evaluation #1:  Initial Screening of Alternatives

Does the Alternative directly impact state or federally protected areas? 
1 NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO

 EAST SIDE HIGHWAY EA:  EVALUATION     Segments

C 1

Do the segments in the Alternative meet the horizontal and vertical 
clear zone requirements for the Central Illinois Regional Airport? 2

YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES

Does the Alternative divide or isolate a neighborhood or community?
(i.e. Is the neighborhood or community divided into two or more MAYBE MAYBE MAYBE MAYBE YES YES NO NO NO NO YES YES NO NO NO NO YES YES

C
R
I
T
E
R
I
A

(i.e. Is the neighborhood or community divided into two or more 
sections? Are any sections isolated from community services?) 3

MAYBE MAYBE MAYBE MAYBE YES YES NO NO NO NO YES YES NO NO NO NO YES YES

Evaluation #2:  Purpose & Need Screening of Alternatives

Average % Change in Accessibility (compared to No Build baseline) 2.22% 2.22% 2.22% 2.22% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43%

Area between the alternative and planning boundary between I 55 and

A

Area between the alternative and planning boundary between I-55 and
I-74 (sq miles)4 1.72 3.09 2.61 2.94 2.78 4.15 3.68 4.02 3.86 5.23 4.76 5.09

Decrease in congested road miles
(v/c>0.8) 48 48 48 48 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 58

% change in v/c >0.8
(% decrease of roadways with v/c>0.8) 3.19% 3.19% 3.19% 3.19% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05%

Travel time savings from 2 n/s pairs5
1 30 1 30 1 30 1 30 1 35 1 35 1 35 1 35 1 35 1 35 1 35 1 35

C
R
I Travel time savings from 2 n/s pairs

(minutes saved)
1.30 1.30 1.30 1.30 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35

Travel time savings from 2 e/w pairs6

(minutes saved)
-2.91 -2.91 -2.91 -2.91 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44

Cumulative travel time savings to/from major generator (vehicle hours 
per day)7 323 323 323 323 558 558 558 558 558 558 558 558

T
E
R
I
A

% increase in area with travel within 5 minutes to the interstate (sq miles) 26% 26% 26% 26% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27%

Network Wide Travel time savings 
(number of hours saved) 3,245 3,245 3,245 3,245 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806

                                         Representative Options Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 4 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 4 Build Option 2 Build Option 2 Build Option 2 Build Option 2
                                                               Alternatives 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36

T1 T6 T14 T15 T1 T6 T14 T15 T1 T6 T14 T15 T1 T6 T14 T15 T1 T6 T14 T15 T1 T6 T14 T15 T1 T6 T14 T15 T1 T6 T14 T16 T1 T6 T14 T16 T1 T6 T14 T16 T1 T6 T14 T16 T1 T6 T14 T16 T1 T6 T14 T16 T1 T6 T14 T16 T2 T7 T2 T7 T2 T7 T2 T7 

BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN1 BN1 BN1 BN1 

D16 D14 D10 D1 D16 D14 D10 D4 D16 D14 D13 D8 
D2

D16 D14 D13 D8 
D3

D16 D14 D13 D9 
D5

D16 D14 D13 D9 
D6 D17 D7   D15 D14 D10 D1 D15 D14 D10 D4 D15 D14 D13 D8 

D2
D15 D14 D13 D8 

D3
D15 D14 D13 D9 

D5
D15 D14 D13 D9 

D6 D18 D7   D11 D1     D11 D4     D12 D8 D2    D12 D8 D3    

Evaluation #1:  Initial Screening of Alternatives

 EAST SIDE HIGHWAY EA:  EVALUATION     Segments

Does the Alternative directly impact state or federally protected areas? 
1 NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO

Do the segments in the Alternative meet the horizontal and vertical 
clear zone requirements for the Central Illinois Regional Airport? 2

YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES

Does the Alternative divide or isolate a neighborhood or community?

C
R
I
T
E
R Does the Alternative divide or isolate a neighborhood or community?

(i.e. Is the neighborhood or community divided into two or more 
sections? Are any sections isolated from community services?) 3

MAYBE MAYBE MAYBE MAYBE YES YES NO NO NO NO NO YES YES NO MAYBE MAYBE MAYBE MAYBE

Evaluation #2:  Purpose & Need Screening of Alternatives

Average % Change in Accessibility (compared to No Build baseline) 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 1.82% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 1.82% 2.22% 2.22% 2.22% 2.22%

I
A

Average % Change in Accessibility (compared to No Build baseline) 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 1.82% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 1.82% 2.22% 2.22% 2.22% 2.22%

Area between the alternative and planning boundary between I-55 and
I-74 (sq miles)4 6.83 8.20 7.73 8.06 19.76 9.04 10.41 9.94 10.28 22.03 1.93 3.30 2.82 3.15

Decrease in congested road miles
(v/c>0.8) 58 58 58 58 41 58 58 58 58 41 48 48 48 48

% change in v/c >0.8
(% decrease of roadways with v/c>0 8) 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 3.12% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 3.12% 3.19% 3.19% 3.19% 3.19%

C
R (% decrease of roadways with v/c>0.8)

Travel time savings from 2 n/s pairs5

(minutes saved)
1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 0.16 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 0.16 1.30 1.30 1.30 1.30

Travel time savings from 2 e/w pairs6

(minutes saved)
0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 -0.04 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 -0.04 -2.91 -2.91 -2.91 -2.91

Cumulative travel time savings to/from major generator (vehicle hours 
d )7 558 558 558 558 210 558 558 558 558 210 323 323 323 323

R
I
T
E
R
I
A

per day)7 558 558 558 558 210 558 558 558 558 210 323 323 323 323

% increase in area with travel within 5 minutes to the interstate (sq miles) 27% 27% 27% 27% 23% 27% 27% 27% 27% 23% 26% 26% 26% 26%

Network Wide Travel time savings 
(number of hours saved) 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 2,737 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 2,737 3,245 3,245 3,245 3,245

Most Consistent 1 Illinois�Natural�Area�Inventory�Sites,�Illinois�Nature�Preserves,�State�or�Federal�Sites�
Neutral 2 Clear�zone�requirements�in�accordance�with�expansion/operational�initiatives�presented�in�CIRA's�master�plan.�
Less Consistent 3
Least Consistent
Options - Alternatives Modeled for Traffic Operations
Alternatives Eliminated in Screening #1
Alternatives Eliminated in Screening #2 4 Acres � 5 � Good 5 < Acres � 10 � Medium 10 < Acres � 15 � High 15 < Acres � Highest

According�to�the�IDOT�Community�Impact�Assessment�Manual,�the�FHWA�has�identified�a�community�as�a�"distinctive,�homogeneous,�stable,�self�contained�unit�of�a�larger�spatial�area�defined�by�geographic�boundaries,�ethnic,�or�
cultural�characteristics�of�the�inhabitants;�a�psychological�unity�among�the�residents;�and�the�concentrated�use�of�the�area's�facilities.��A�community�is�an�entity�with�economic,�social�and�perhaps�political�functions.��It�usually�has�a�name�
identify�and�number�of�community�service�facilities�such�as�business�districts,�religious�institutions,�schools,�health�centers,�and�fire�and�police�stations.��By�contrast,�a�neighborhood�is�a�small�social�unit�based�on�face�to�face�contacts,"��
The�guidelines�for�determining�neighborhood�and�community�boundaries�contained�in�the�Manual�will�be�consulted�for�this�criterion.��

Alternatives Eliminated in Screening #2 4 Acres���5���Good 5�<�Acres���10���Medium 10�<�Acres���15���High 15�<�Acres���Highest
5 N/S�Pairs:�State�Farm�Insurance�S�Campus�(TAZ�170)�and�TAZ�11,�Uptown�Normal�Multi�Modal�(TAZ�73)�and�TAZ�168
6 E/W�Pairs:�Uptown�Normal�Multi�Modal�(TAZ�73)�and�TAZ�353,�St.�Joseph�Medical�Center�(TAZ�114)�and�TAZ�353
7 Major�Travel�Generators:�Mitsubishi�Motors�(TAZ�57),�Uptown�Normal�Multi�Modal�(TAZ�73),�Country�Insurance�(TAZ�83),�St.�Joseph�Medical�Center�(TAZ�114),�Central�Illinois�Regional�Airport�(TAZ�117),�Bloomington�CBD�(TAZ�129),�State�Farm�Insurance�S�Campus�(TAZ�170)



                                         Representative Options Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5
                                                               Alternatives 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54

T2 T7 T2 T7 T2 T8 T2 T8 T2 T8  T2 T8 T2 T8 T2 T8 T2 T8 T13 T2 T8 T13 T2 T8 T13 T2 T8 T13 T2 T8 T13 T2 T8 T13 T2 T8 T14 T15 T2 T8 T14 T15 T2 T8 T14 T15 T2 T8 T14 T15

BN1 BN1 BN2 BN2 BN2 BN2 BN2 BN2 BN3 BN3 BN3 BN3 BN3 BN3 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 EAST SIDE HIGHWAY EA:  EVALUATION     Segments BN1 BN1 BN2 BN2 BN2 BN2 BN2 BN2 BN3 BN3 BN3 BN3 BN3 BN3 BN4 BN4 BN4  BN4 

D12 D9 D5    D12 D9 D6    D10 D1     D10 D4     D13 D8 D2   D13 D8 D3    D13 D9 D5    D13 D9 D6    D10 D1    D10 D4    D13 D8 D2   D13 D8 D3   D13 D9 D5   D13 D9 D6   D16 D14 D10 D1 D16 D14 D10 D4 D16 D14 D13 D8 
D2

D16 D14 D13 D8 
D3

Evaluation #1:  Initial Screening of Alternatives

Does the Alternative directly impact state or federally protected areas? 
1 NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO

 EAST SIDE HIGHWAY EA:  EVALUATION     Segments

C 1

Do the segments in the Alternative meet the horizontal and vertical 
clear zone requirements for the Central Illinois Regional Airport? 2

YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES

Does the Alternative divide or isolate a neighborhood or community?
(i.e. Is the neighborhood or community divided into two or more YES YES NO NO NO NO YES YES NO NO NO NO YES YES MAYBE MAYBE MAYBE MAYBE

C
R
I
T
E
R
I
A

(i.e. Is the neighborhood or community divided into two or more 
sections? Are any sections isolated from community services?) 3

YES YES NO NO NO NO YES YES NO NO NO NO YES YES MAYBE MAYBE MAYBE MAYBE

Evaluation #2:  Purpose & Need Screening of Alternatives

Average % Change in Accessibility (compared to No Build baseline) 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43%

Area between the alternative and planning boundary between I 55 and

A

Area between the alternative and planning boundary between I-55 and
I-74 (sq miles)4 2.98 4.35 3.87 4.21 4.05 5.42 5.42 5.29 7.02 8.39 7.92 8.26

Decrease in congested road miles
(v/c>0.8) 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 58

% change in v/c >0.8
(% decrease of roadways with v/c>0.8) 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05%

Travel time savings from 2 n/s pairs5
1 35 1 35 1 35 1 35 1 35 1 35 1 35 1 35 1 35 1 35 1 35 1 35

C
R
I Travel time savings from 2 n/s pairs

(minutes saved)
1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35

Travel time savings from 2 e/w pairs6

(minutes saved)
0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44

Cumulative travel time savings to/from major generator (vehicle hours 
per day)7 558 558 558 558 558 558 558 558 558 558 558 558

T
E
R
I
A

% increase in area with travel within 5 minutes to the interstate (sq miles) 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27%

Network Wide Travel time savings 
(number of hours saved) 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806

                                         Representative Options Build Option 4 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 4 Build Option 2 Build Option 2 Build Option 2 Build Option 2 Build Option 5 Build Option 5
                                                               Alternatives 55 56 57 58 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69 70 71 72

T2 T8 T14 T15 T2 T8 T14 T15 T2 T8 T14 T15 T2 T8 T14 T16 T2 T8 T14 T16 T2 T8 T14 T16 T2 T8 T14 T16 T2 T8 T14 T16 T2 T8 T14 T16 T2 T8 T14 T16 T3 T9 T3 T9 T3 T9 T3 T9 T3 T9 T3 T9 T3 T10 T3 T10

BN4 BN4 BN4 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN1  BN1 BN1 BN1 BN1 BN1  BN2  BN2 
D16 D14 D13 D9 

D5
D16 D14 D13 D9 

D6 D17 D7   D15 D14 D10 D1 D15 D14 D10 D4 D15 D14 D13 D8 
D2

D15 D14 D13 D8 
D3

D15 D14 D13 D9 
D5

D15 D14 D13 D9 
D6 D18 D7   D11 D1     D11 D4     D12 D8 D2    D12 D8 D3    D12 D9 D5    D12 D9 D6    D10 D1     D10 D4     

Evaluation #1:  Initial Screening of Alternatives

 EAST SIDE HIGHWAY EA:  EVALUATION     Segments

Does the Alternative directly impact state or federally protected areas? 
1 NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO

Do the segments in the Alternative meet the horizontal and vertical 
clear zone requirements for the Central Illinois Regional Airport? 2

YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES

Does the Alternative divide or isolate a neighborhood or community?

C
R
I
T
E
R Does the Alternative divide or isolate a neighborhood or community?

(i.e. Is the neighborhood or community divided into two or more 
sections? Are any sections isolated from community services?) 3

YES YES NO NO NO NO NO YES YES NO MAYBE MAYBE MAYBE MAYBE YES YES NO NO

Evaluation #2:  Purpose & Need Screening of Alternatives

Average % Change in Accessibility (compared to No Build baseline) 1.82% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 1.82% 2.22% 2.22% 2.22% 2.22% 3.43% 3.43%

I
A

Average % Change in Accessibility (compared to No Build baseline) 1.82% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 1.82% 2.22% 2.22% 2.22% 2.22% 3.43% 3.43%

Area between the alternative and planning boundary between I-55 and
I-74 (sq miles)4 19.95 923.71% 10.61 10.13 10.47 22.22 2.44 3.81 3.33 3.67 3.44 4.81

Decrease in congested road miles
(v/c>0.8) 41 58 58 58 58 41 48 48 48 48 58 58

% change in v/c >0.8
(% decrease of roadways with v/c>0 8) 3.12% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 3.12% 3.19% 3.19% 3.19% 3.19% 4.05% 4.05%

C
R (% decrease of roadways with v/c>0.8)

Travel time savings from 2 n/s pairs5

(minutes saved)
0.16 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 0.16 1.30 1.30 1.30 1.30 1.35 1.35

Travel time savings from 2 e/w pairs6

(minutes saved)
-0.04 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 -0.04 -2.91 -2.91 -2.91 -2.91 0.44 0.44

Cumulative travel time savings to/from major generator (vehicle hours 
d )7 210 558 558 558 558 210 323 323 323 323 558 558

R
I
T
E
R
I
A

per day)7 210 558 558 558 558 210 323 323 323 323 558 558

% increase in area with travel within 5 minutes to the interstate (sq miles) 23% 27% 27% 27% 27% 23% 26% 26% 26% 26% 27% 27%

Network Wide Travel time savings 
(number of hours saved) 2,737 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 2,737 3,245 3,245 3,245 3,245 4,806 4,806

Most Consistent 1 Illinois�Natural�Area�Inventory�Sites,�Illinois�Nature�Preserves,�State�or�Federal�Sites�
Neutral 2 Clear�zone�requirements�in�accordance�with�expansion/operational�initiatives�presented�in�CIRA's�master�plan.�
Less Consistent 3
Least Consistent
Options - Alternatives Modeled for Traffic Operations
Alternatives Eliminated in Screening #1
Alternatives Eliminated in Screening #2 4 Acres � 5 � Good 5 < Acres � 10 � Medium 10 < Acres � 15 � High 15 < Acres � Highest

According�to�the�IDOT�Community�Impact�Assessment�Manual,�the�FHWA�has�identified�a�community�as�a�"distinctive,�homogeneous,�stable,�self�contained�unit�of�a�larger�spatial�area�defined�by�geographic�boundaries,�ethnic,�or�
cultural�characteristics�of�the�inhabitants;�a�psychological�unity�among�the�residents;�and�the�concentrated�use�of�the�area's�facilities.��A�community�is�an�entity�with�economic,�social�and�perhaps�political�functions.��It�usually�has�a�name�
identify�and�number�of�community�service�facilities�such�as�business�districts,�religious�institutions,�schools,�health�centers,�and�fire�and�police�stations.��By�contrast,�a�neighborhood�is�a�small�social�unit�based�on�face�to�face�contacts,"��
The�guidelines�for�determining�neighborhood�and�community�boundaries�contained�in�the�Manual�will�be�consulted�for�this�criterion.��

Alternatives Eliminated in Screening #2 4 Acres���5���Good 5�<�Acres���10���Medium 10�<�Acres���15���High 15�<�Acres���Highest
5 N/S�Pairs:�State�Farm�Insurance�S�Campus�(TAZ�170)�and�TAZ�11,�Uptown�Normal�Multi�Modal�(TAZ�73)�and�TAZ�168
6 E/W�Pairs:�Uptown�Normal�Multi�Modal�(TAZ�73)�and�TAZ�353,�St.�Joseph�Medical�Center�(TAZ�114)�and�TAZ�353
7 Major�Travel�Generators:�Mitsubishi�Motors�(TAZ�57),�Uptown�Normal�Multi�Modal�(TAZ�73),�Country�Insurance�(TAZ�83),�St.�Joseph�Medical�Center�(TAZ�114),�Central�Illinois�Regional�Airport�(TAZ�117),�Bloomington�CBD�(TAZ�129),�State�Farm�Insurance�S�Campus�(TAZ�170)



                                         Representative Options Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 4 Build Option 5
                                                               Alternatives 73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 81 82 83 84 85 86 87 88 89 90

T3 T10 T3 T10 T3 T10 T3 T10 T3 T10 T13 T3 T10 T13 T3 T10 T13 T3 T10 T13 T3 T10 T13 T3 T10 T13 T3 T10 T14 T15 T3 T10 T14 T15 T3 T10 T14 T15 T3 T10 T14 T15 T3 T10 T14 T15 T3 T10 T14 T15 T3 T10 T14 T15 T3 T10 T14 T16 

BN2 BN2 BN2 BN2  BN3 BN3 BN3 BN3 BN3 BN3 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN5  EAST SIDE HIGHWAY EA:  EVALUATION     Segments BN2 BN2 BN2 BN2  BN3 BN3 BN3 BN3  BN3 BN3 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN5

D13 D8 D2     D13 D8 D3    D13 D9 D5     D13 D9 D6    D10 D1    D10 D4    D13 D8 D2   D13 D8 D3   D13 D9 D5   D13 D9 D6   D16 D14 D10 D1 D16 D14 D10 D4 D16 D14 D13 D8 
D2

D16 D14 D13 D8 
D3

D16 D14 D13 D9 
D5

D16 D14 D13 D9 
D6 D17 D7   D15 D14 D10 D1 

Evaluation #1:  Initial Screening of Alternatives

Does the Alternative directly impact state or federally protected areas? 
1 NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO

 EAST SIDE HIGHWAY EA:  EVALUATION     Segments

C 1

Do the segments in the Alternative meet the horizontal and vertical 
clear zone requirements for the Central Illinois Regional Airport? 2

YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES

Does the Alternative divide or isolate a neighborhood or community?
(i.e. Is the neighborhood or community divided into two or more NO NO YES YES NO NO NO NO YES YES MAYBE MAYBE MAYBE MAYBE YES YES NO NO

C
R
I
T
E
R
I
A

(i.e. Is the neighborhood or community divided into two or more 
sections? Are any sections isolated from community services?) 3

NO NO YES YES NO NO NO NO YES YES MAYBE MAYBE MAYBE MAYBE YES YES NO NO

Evaluation #2:  Purpose & Need Screening of Alternatives

Average % Change in Accessibility (compared to No Build baseline) 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 1.82% 3.43%

Area between the alternative and planning boundary between I 55 and

A

Area between the alternative and planning boundary between I-55 and
I-74 (sq miles)4 4.34 4.68 4.52 5.89 5.42 5.75 7.49 8.86 8.39 8.72 20.42 9.70

Decrease in congested road miles
(v/c>0.8) 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 41 58

% change in v/c >0.8
(% decrease of roadways with v/c>0.8) 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 3.12% 4.05%

Travel time savings from 2 n/s pairs5
1 35 1 35 1 35 1 35 1 35 1 35 1 35 1 35 1 35 1 35 0 16 1 35

C
R
I Travel time savings from 2 n/s pairs

(minutes saved)
1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 0.16 1.35

Travel time savings from 2 e/w pairs6

(minutes saved)
0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 -0.04 0.44

Cumulative travel time savings to/from major generator (vehicle hours 
per day)7 558 558 558 558 558 558 558 558 558 558 210 558

T
E
R
I
A

% increase in area with travel within 5 minutes to the interstate (sq miles) 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 23% 27%

Network Wide Travel time savings 
(number of hours saved) 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 2,737 4,806

                                         Representative Options Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 4 Build Option 3 Build Option 3 Build Option 3 Build Option 3 Build Option 3 Build Option 3 Build Option 3 Build Option 3
                                                               Alternatives 91 92 93 94 95 96 97 98 99 100 101 102 103 104 105 106 107 108

T3 T10 T14 T16 T3 T10 T14 T16 T3 T10 T14 T16 T3 T10 T14 T16 T3 T10 T14 T16 T3 T10 T14 T16 T4 T11 T4 T11 T4 T11 T4 T11 T4 T11 T4 T11 T4 T12 T17 T4 T12 T17 T4 T12 T17 T4 T12 T17 T4 T12 T17 T4 T12 T17 

BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN3 BN3 BN3 BN3 BN3 BN3 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 

D15 D14 D10 D4  D15 D14 D13 D8 
D2

D15 D14 D13 D8 
D3

D15 D14 D13 D9 
D5

D15 D14 D13 D9 
D6 D18 D7   D10 D1     D10 D4      D13 D8 D2    D13 D8 D3    D13 D9 D5    D13 D9 D6    D16 D14 D10 D1  D16 D14 D10 D4  D16 D14 D13 D8 

D2
D16 D14 D13 D8 

D3
D16 D14 D13 D9 

D5
D16 D14 D13 D9 

D6

Evaluation #1:  Initial Screening of Alternatives

 EAST SIDE HIGHWAY EA:  EVALUATION     Segments

Does the Alternative directly impact state or federally protected areas? 
1 NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO

Do the segments in the Alternative meet the horizontal and vertical 
clear zone requirements for the Central Illinois Regional Airport? 2

YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES

Does the Alternative divide or isolate a neighborhood or community?

C
R
I
T
E
R Does the Alternative divide or isolate a neighborhood or community?

(i.e. Is the neighborhood or community divided into two or more 
sections? Are any sections isolated from community services?) 3

NO NO NO YES YES NO NO NO NO NO YES YES MAYBE MAYBE MAYBE MAYBE YES YES

Evaluation #2:  Purpose & Need Screening of Alternatives

Average % Change in Accessibility (compared to No Build baseline) 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 1.82% 2.41% 2.41% 2.41% 2.41% 2.41% 2.41% 2.41% 2.41%

I
A

Average % Change in Accessibility (compared to No Build baseline) 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 1.82% 2.41% 2.41% 2.41% 2.41% 2.41% 2.41% 2.41% 2.41%

Area between the alternative and planning boundary between I-55 and
I-74 (sq miles)4 11.07 10.60 10.94 22.69 9.27 10.64 10.17 10.51 16.30 17.67 17.20 17.53

Decrease in congested road miles
(v/c>0.8) 58 58 58 41 73 73 73 73 73 73 73 73

% change in v/c >0.8
(% decrease of roadways with v/c>0 8) 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 3.12% 5.09% 5.09% 5.09% 5.09% 5.09% 5.09% 5.09% 5.09%

C
R (% decrease of roadways with v/c>0.8)

Travel time savings from 2 n/s pairs5

(minutes saved)
1.35 1.35 1.35 0.16 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04

Travel time savings from 2 e/w pairs6

(minutes saved)
0.44 0.44 0.44 -0.04 -0.09 -0.09 -0.09 -0.09 -0.09 -0.09 -0.09 -0.09

Cumulative travel time savings to/from major generator (vehicle hours 
d )7 558 558 558 210 513 513 513 513 513 513 513 513

R
I
T
E
R
I
A

per day)7 558 558 558 210 513 513 513 513 513 513 513 513

% increase in area with travel within 5 minutes to the interstate (sq miles) 27% 27% 27% 23% 26% 26% 26% 26% 26% 26% 26% 26%

Network Wide Travel time savings 
(number of hours saved) 4,806 4,806 4,806 2,737 5,348 5,348 5,348 5,348 5,348 5,348 5,348 5,348

Most Consistent 1 Illinois�Natural�Area�Inventory�Sites,�Illinois�Nature�Preserves,�State�or�Federal�Sites�
Neutral 2 Clear�zone�requirements�in�accordance�with�expansion/operational�initiatives�presented�in�CIRA's�master�plan.�
Less Consistent 3
Least Consistent
Options - Alternatives Modeled for Traffic Operations
Alternatives Eliminated in Screening #1
Alternatives Eliminated in Screening #2 4 Acres � 5 � Good 5 < Acres � 10 � Medium 10 < Acres � 15 � High 15 < Acres � Highest

According�to�the�IDOT�Community�Impact�Assessment�Manual,�the�FHWA�has�identified�a�community�as�a�"distinctive,�homogeneous,�stable,�self�contained�unit�of�a�larger�spatial�area�defined�by�geographic�boundaries,�ethnic,�or�
cultural�characteristics�of�the�inhabitants;�a�psychological�unity�among�the�residents;�and�the�concentrated�use�of�the�area's�facilities.��A�community�is�an�entity�with�economic,�social�and�perhaps�political�functions.��It�usually�has�a�name�
identify�and�number�of�community�service�facilities�such�as�business�districts,�religious�institutions,�schools,�health�centers,�and�fire�and�police�stations.��By�contrast,�a�neighborhood�is�a�small�social�unit�based�on�face�to�face�contacts,"��
The�guidelines�for�determining�neighborhood�and�community�boundaries�contained�in�the�Manual�will�be�consulted�for�this�criterion.��

Alternatives Eliminated in Screening #2 4 Acres���5���Good 5�<�Acres���10���Medium 10�<�Acres���15���High 15�<�Acres���Highest
5 N/S�Pairs:�State�Farm�Insurance�S�Campus�(TAZ�170)�and�TAZ�11,�Uptown�Normal�Multi�Modal�(TAZ�73)�and�TAZ�168
6 E/W�Pairs:�Uptown�Normal�Multi�Modal�(TAZ�73)�and�TAZ�353,�St.�Joseph�Medical�Center�(TAZ�114)�and�TAZ�353
7 Major�Travel�Generators:�Mitsubishi�Motors�(TAZ�57),�Uptown�Normal�Multi�Modal�(TAZ�73),�Country�Insurance�(TAZ�83),�St.�Joseph�Medical�Center�(TAZ�114),�Central�Illinois�Regional�Airport�(TAZ�117),�Bloomington�CBD�(TAZ�129),�State�Farm�Insurance�S�Campus�(TAZ�170)



                                         Representative Options Build Option 1 Build Option 3 Build Option 3 Build Option 3 Build Option 3 Build Option 1
                                                               Alternatives 109 110 111 112 113 114 115 116

T4 T12 T17 T4 T12 T18 T4 T12 T18 T4 T12 T18 T4 T12 T18 T4 T12 T18 T4 T12 T18 T4 T12 T18 Transit
Alternative E-W Alternative 

BN4 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5 US 150, Ireland  EAST SIDE HIGHWAY EA:  EVALUATION     Segments BN4 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5

D17 D7    D15 D14 D10 D1  D15 D14 D10 D4  D15 D14 D13 D8 
D2

D15 D14 D13 D8 
D3

D15 D14 D13 D9 
D5

D15 D14 D13 D9 
D6 D18 D7

Evaluation #1:  Initial Screening of Alternatives

Does the Alternative directly impact state or federally protected areas? 
1 NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO

,
Grove, Empire, 

GE, US 66

 EAST SIDE HIGHWAY EA:  EVALUATION     Segments

C 1

Do the segments in the Alternative meet the horizontal and vertical 
clear zone requirements for the Central Illinois Regional Airport? 2

YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES

Does the Alternative divide or isolate a neighborhood or community?
(i.e. Is the neighborhood or community divided into two or more NO NO NO NO NO YES YES NO NO NO

C
R
I
T
E
R
I
A

(i.e. Is the neighborhood or community divided into two or more 
sections? Are any sections isolated from community services?) 3

NO NO NO NO NO YES YES NO NO NO

Evaluation #2:  Purpose & Need Screening of Alternatives

Average % Change in Accessibility (compared to No Build baseline) 1.29% 2.41% 2.41% 2.41% 2.41% 1.29% N/A

Area between the alternative and planning boundary between I 55 and

A

Area between the alternative and planning boundary between I-55 and
I-74 (sq miles)4 29.23 19.10 20.47 20.00 20.33 32.09 11.47

Decrease in congested road miles
(v/c>0.8) 29 73 73 73 73 29 51

% change in v/c >0.8
(% decrease of roadways with v/c>0.8) 2.55% 5.09% 5.09% 5.09% 5.09% 2.55% 3.38%

Travel time savings from 2 n/s pairs5
0 18 1 04 1 04 1 04 1 04 0 18

C
R
I Travel time savings from 2 n/s pairs

(minutes saved)
0.18 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04 0.18

Travel time savings from 2 e/w pairs6

(minutes saved)
-0.20 -0.09 -0.09 -0.09 -0.09 -0.20

Cumulative travel time savings to/from major generator (vehicle hours 
per day)7 367 513 513 513 513 367 315

T
E
R
I
A

% increase in area with travel within 5 minutes to the interstate (sq miles) 31% 26% 26% 26% 26% 31% N/A

Network Wide Travel time savings 
(number of hours saved) 4,350 5,348 5,348 5,348 5,348 4,350 1,815

Most Consistent 1 Illinois�Natural�Area�Inventory�Sites,�Illinois�Nature�Preserves,�State�or�Federal�Sites�
Neutral 2 Clear�zone�requirements�in�accordance�with�expansion/operational�initiatives�presented�in�CIRA's�master�plan.�
Less Consistent 3
Least Consistent
Options - Alternatives Modeled for Traffic Operations
Alternatives Eliminated in Screening #1
Alternatives Eliminated in Screening #2 4 Acres � 5 � Good 5 < Acres � 10 � Medium 10 < Acres � 15 � High 15 < Acres � Highest

According�to�the�IDOT�Community�Impact�Assessment�Manual,�the�FHWA�has�identified�a�community�as�a�"distinctive,�homogeneous,�stable,�self�contained�unit�of�a�larger�spatial�area�defined�by�geographic�boundaries,�ethnic,�or�
cultural�characteristics�of�the�inhabitants;�a�psychological�unity�among�the�residents;�and�the�concentrated�use�of�the�area's�facilities.��A�community�is�an�entity�with�economic,�social�and�perhaps�political�functions.��It�usually�has�a�name�
identify�and�number�of�community�service�facilities�such�as�business�districts,�religious�institutions,�schools,�health�centers,�and�fire�and�police�stations.��By�contrast,�a�neighborhood�is�a�small�social�unit�based�on�face�to�face�contacts,"��
The�guidelines�for�determining�neighborhood�and�community�boundaries�contained�in�the�Manual�will�be�consulted�for�this�criterion.��

Alternatives Eliminated in Screening #2 4 Acres���5���Good 5�<�Acres���10���Medium 10�<�Acres���15���High 15�<�Acres���Highest
5 N/S�Pairs:�State�Farm�Insurance�S�Campus�(TAZ�170)�and�TAZ�11,�Uptown�Normal�Multi�Modal�(TAZ�73)�and�TAZ�168
6 E/W�Pairs:�Uptown�Normal�Multi�Modal�(TAZ�73)�and�TAZ�353,�St.�Joseph�Medical�Center�(TAZ�114)�and�TAZ�353
7 Major�Travel�Generators:�Mitsubishi�Motors�(TAZ�57),�Uptown�Normal�Multi�Modal�(TAZ�73),�Country�Insurance�(TAZ�83),�St.�Joseph�Medical�Center�(TAZ�114),�Central�Illinois�Regional�Airport�(TAZ�117),�Bloomington�CBD�(TAZ�129),�State�Farm�Insurance�S�Campus�(TAZ�170)



                                         Representative Options Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5
                                                               Alternatives 117 118 119 120 121 122

T19 T19 T19 T19 T1 T6 T14 T15 T2 T8 T14 T15

BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4  EAST SIDE HIGHWAY EA:  EVALUATION     Segments BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4

D16 D14 D10 D1 D16 D14 D10 D4 D16 D14 D13 D8 
D2 D19 D2 D19 D2 D19 D2

Evaluation #1:  Initial Screening of Alternatives

Does the Alternative directly impact state or federally protected areas? 
1 NO NO NO NO NO NO

 EAST SIDE HIGHWAY EA:  EVALUATION     Segments

C 1

Do the segments in the Alternative meet the horizontal and vertical 
clear zone requirements for the Central Illinois Regional Airport? 2

YES YES YES YES YES YES

Does the Alternative divide or isolate a neighborhood or community?
(i.e. Is the neighborhood or community divided into two or more Maybe Maybe Maybe Maybe Maybe Maybe

C
R
I
T
E
R
I
A

(i.e. Is the neighborhood or community divided into two or more 
sections? Are any sections isolated from community services?) 3

Maybe Maybe Maybe Maybe Maybe Maybe

Evaluation #2:  Purpose & Need Screening of Alternatives

Average % Change in Accessibility (compared to No Build baseline) 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43%

Area between the alternative and planning boundary between I 55 and

A

Area between the alternative and planning boundary between I-55 and
I-74 (sq miles)4 8.10 9.09 8.61 9.21 8.32 8.52

Decrease in congested road miles
(v/c>0.8) 58 58 58 58 58 58

% change in v/c >0.8
(% decrease of roadways with v/c>0.8) 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05%

Travel time savings from 2 n/s pairs5
1 35 1 35 1 35 1 35 1 35 1 35

C
R
I Travel time savings from 2 n/s pairs

(minutes saved)
1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35

Travel time savings from 2 e/w pairs6

(minutes saved)
0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44

Cumulative travel time savings to/from major generator (vehicle hours 
per day)7 558 558 558 558 558 558

T
E
R
I
A

% increase in area with travel within 5 minutes to the interstate (sq miles) 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27%

Network Wide Travel time savings 
(number of hours saved) 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806

Most Consistent 1 Illinois�Natural�Area�Inventory�Sites,�Illinois�Nature�Preserves,�State�or�Federal�Sites�
Neutral 2 Clear�zone�requirements�in�accordance�with�expansion/operational�initiatives�presented�in�CIRA's�master�plan.�
Less Consistent 3
Least Consistent
Options - Alternatives Modeled for Traffic Operations
Alternatives Eliminated in Screening #1
Alternatives Eliminated in Screening #2 4 Acres � 5 � Good 5 < Acres � 10 � Medium 10 < Acres � 15 � High 15 < Acres � Highest

According�to�the�IDOT�Community�Impact�Assessment�Manual,�the�FHWA�has�identified�a�community�as�a�"distinctive,�homogeneous,�stable,�self�contained�unit�of�a�larger�spatial�area�defined�by�geographic�boundaries,�ethnic,�or�
cultural�characteristics�of�the�inhabitants;�a�psychological�unity�among�the�residents;�and�the�concentrated�use�of�the�area's�facilities.��A�community�is�an�entity�with�economic,�social�and�perhaps�political�functions.��It�usually�has�a�name�
identify�and�number�of�community�service�facilities�such�as�business�districts,�religious�institutions,�schools,�health�centers,�and�fire�and�police�stations.��By�contrast,�a�neighborhood�is�a�small�social�unit�based�on�face�to�face�contacts,"��
The�guidelines�for�determining�neighborhood�and�community�boundaries�contained�in�the�Manual�will�be�consulted�for�this�criterion.��

Alternatives Eliminated in Screening #2 4 Acres���5���Good 5�<�Acres���10���Medium 10�<�Acres���15���High 15�<�Acres���Highest
5 N/S�Pairs:�State�Farm�Insurance�S�Campus�(TAZ�170)�and�TAZ�11,�Uptown�Normal�Multi�Modal�(TAZ�73)�and�TAZ�168
6 E/W�Pairs:�Uptown�Normal�Multi�Modal�(TAZ�73)�and�TAZ�353,�St.�Joseph�Medical�Center�(TAZ�114)�and�TAZ�353
7 Major�Travel�Generators:�Mitsubishi�Motors�(TAZ�57),�Uptown�Normal�Multi�Modal�(TAZ�73),�Country�Insurance�(TAZ�83),�St.�Joseph�Medical�Center�(TAZ�114),�Central�Illinois�Regional�Airport�(TAZ�117),�Bloomington�CBD�(TAZ�129),�State�Farm�Insurance�S�Campus�(TAZ�170)



August 18, 2011

EAst sidE HigHwAy   EnvironmEntAl AssEssmEnt

McLean County, the Illinois Department of Transportation (IDOT), 
the City of Bloomington, and the Town of Normal welcome you to 
the August 18, 2011, public information meeting for the East Side 
Highway (ESH) Environmental Assessment (EA). 

The ESH alternatives will be narrowed down through a five-step 
evaluation process.  The first three levels of analysis have been 
completed and will be presented at tonight’s meeting. You are 
invited to browse exhibits on display and visit with personnel from 
the County, IDOT, Bloomington, Normal, and their consultants 
who are in attendance.  Information presented will be made 
available on the project website following the meeting.

WELCOME!

visit   www.EAstsidEHigHwAy.com

Purpose
The purpose of the meeting is to present the alternative 
development and evaluation process to date. 

AgEndA An identical, brief presentation will be 
given at the following times:

6:15 p.m.

7:15 p.m.
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We are here.



visit   www.EAstsidEHigHwAy.com

Map of Alternatives
The map above shows the alternatives remaining after the Macro Analysis Evaluation. These alternatives will be carried forward 
for further evaluation. In addition to these alternatives, the No-Build Alternative will remain under consideration.
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COMMENT FORM 

 

Public Information Meeting 
August 18 

 
Please use this comment form to provide input on the information presented tonight. Please discuss elements that you support as well as 
elements on which you may disagree. Your comments and opinions are an important part of this project and you are encouraged to provide 
them in writing today or soon after this meeting.  Comments can be returned via mail (see reverse side of sheet), email 
(ESHEA@clarkdietz.com), or fax (217-373-8923).  Comments must be received by September 1, 2011 to become part of the official meeting 
record. 
 
Name:   Phone:   ( )  
 First name Last name 

Address:   Email:   
 Number and street Apt. No. 

   
 City State ZIP code 

 
 
 
Please provide your comments on the alternative evaluation process and remaining alternatives under consideration as 
presented at tonight’s meeting. 
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 

 Please check here if additional comments 
are listed on reverse side. 



 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

Clark Dietz, Inc. 
Attn: Mr. Jerry Payonk, P.E. 
125 West Church Street 
Champaign, IL 61820 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

Comments: 
  

  

  

  

  

  

Fold Back Second 

Fold Back First 
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PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING #4 
JANUARY 11, 2012 



NOTICE 

EAST SIDE HIGHWAY ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING 

 

Notice is hereby given that the East Side Highway Steering Committee will hold a 

Public Information Meeting on Wednesday, January 11, 2012 at the Normal 

Community High School Auditorium at 3900 East Raab Road in Normal, Illinois. 

The meeting will be held from 6:00 PM to 8:00 PM. The purpose of the meeting is 

to update the public on the alternative evaluation process to date, identify the 

remaining alignments to be studied in detail, and discuss roadway facility type. A 

presentation will be made at 6:10 PM and again at 7:10 PM. The presentations 

will be identical. The remainder of the meeting will be open-house format with 

opportunity to review exhibits.  Project team staff will be available for discussion 

and questions. 

 
A map of the remaining corridors will be available on the project website 

(http://www.eastsidehighway.com) prior to the meeting.  Persons with disability 

requiring special accommodations should contact Clark Dietz, Inc. (217-373-

8900) to advise of planned attendance and needed accommodations. 

 



East Side Highway Environmental Assessment
Public Meeting Announcement

A presentation will be given at 6:10 p.m. and 7:10 p.m. The content at each presentation will 
be identical. The presentation will include an overview of the alternative evaluation process, 
identification of the remaining alignments, and a discussion of roadway facility type. The remainder 
of the meeting will be open-house format with opportunity to browse exhibits. Staff will be available 
for discussion and questions. Comments will be taken at the meeting, and by mail, email, or fax after 
the meeting. For more information, visit the website at www.eastsidehighway.com.

Persons with disabilities requiring special accommodations should contact Mr. Jerry Payonk of 
Clark Dietz at (217) 373-8900 to advise of planned attendance and needed accommodations.

DATE Wednesday, January 11, 2012

You are invited to attend an East Side Highway Public Information Meeting to be held on:

Purpose
The purpose of the meeting is to 
present the alternative evaluation 
process to date, and identify the 
remaining alignments. 

TIME 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. 

PLACE Normal Community High School 
3900 East Raab Road
Normal, Illinois



PLACE
POSTAGE 

HERE

East Side Highway Environmental Assessment
125 West Church Street
Champaign, IL 61820

VISIT   WWW.EASTSIDEHIGHWAY.COM



TIMELINE 
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Public Information Meeting (PIM)

Public Hearing

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Project
Intro

Purpose 
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Finding of 
No Significant 

Impact (FONSI)
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SOCIO-ECONOMIC UPDATE 
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ALTERNATIVES 

Transportation 
Systems 

Management/ 
Travel Demand 
Management 

 

Transit 
Alternative 

 

East-West 
Alternative 

 

No-Build 
Alternative 

 

TSM/TDM ALTERNATIVE 

Transportation Systems Management (TSM) 
– Minor improvements to the existing system  

– Make existing facilities more efficient 

– Do not add capacity 

 

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
– Policy changes or actions 

– Influence travel behavior, reduce demand 

– May already be in use OR may be planned for future 

 



TRANSIT ALTERNATIVE  

Existing Service 
 

• 11 fixed local bus routes  

•  SHOW BUS 

• 5,000 riders/day 

• Limited east side service 

• Intercity bus (Greyhound, Burlington 
Trailways & Peoria Charter Coach) 

• Passenger rail (Amtrak)  

• Less than 1% of all trips is by transit 

 

GENERAL ELECTRIC RD 

EMPIRE ST 

IRELAND GROVE RD 



INITIAL SCREENING CRITERIA  

    

1. Does the alternative directly impact State/Federally 
protected areas? 

2. Does the alternative meet the horizontal and vertical 
clear zone requirements for the Central Illinois 
Regional Airport? 

3. Does the alternative divide or isolate a neighborhood 
or community? (follows IDOT Community Impact 
Assessment) 
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Is/does the alternative: 
compatible with adopted land use plans?  
restrict/reduce opportunities for uncontrolled, 
sporadic, or leapfrog development?  

Accommodate 
Managed Growth 

Does the alternative: 
reduce congestion in the study area?  
improve N-S travel efficiencies? 
improve E-W travel efficiencies? 

Mobility 

Does the alternative: 
improve travel efficiency to the interstate system?  
provide N-S connectivity? 
provide E-W connectivity? 

Access 

PURPOSE & NEED SCREENING 

M
ET

RI
CS

 
Area between 2035 Land 
Use Plan and Alternative 

Accommodate  
Managed Growth 





Does the alternative: 
reduce congestion in the study area?  
improve N-S travel efficiencies? 
improve E-W travel efficiencies? 

Mobility 

Does the alternative: 
improve travel efficiency to the interstate system?  
provide N-S connectivity? 
provide E-W connectivity? 

Access 

PURPOSE & NEED SCREENING 

M
ET

RI
CS

 

% Decrease of  
Congested Roadways  

Volume To 
Capacity Ratio 

(v/c) 

Area between 2035 Land 
Use Plan and Alternative 

Accommodate  
Managed Growth 

TRAFFIC CAPACITY 
What do volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratios look like? 

v/c < 0.8 
Roadway section is under capacity 

0.8  v/c < 1.0 
Roadway section is near capacity 

1.0  v/c  1.2  
Roadway section is slightly over capacity 

v/c > 1.2 
Roadway section is substantially 

over capacity  



Does the alternative: 
improve travel efficiency to the interstate system?  
provide N-S connectivity? 
provide E-W connectivity? 

Access 

PURPOSE & NEED SCREENING 

M
ET

RI
CS

 

• Travel Pairs 
• Cumulative/Network 

Travel Time 
Savings  

(to/from Travel 
Generator) 

% Decrease of  
Congested Roadways  

Volume To 
Capacity Ratio 

(v/c) 

Area between 2035 Land 
Use Plan and Alternative 

Accommodate  
Managed Growth 

State Farm  
Corporate 

South 

CIRA 

St. Joseph 
Medical 
Center 

Uptown 
Normal 

Multimodal 
Transportation 

Center 

Illinois 
State 

University 

Country 
Companies 

73 to 137 vehicle 
hours saved per 

day  



TRAVEL TIME SAVINGS 

Cumulative: 200 to 600 vehicle hours saved per day 
 

Network-Wide: 3,000 to 5,000 vehicle hours saved per day 
 
Vehicle hours vary based on alternative 
 
 
 



STEP 1 
STEP 2 

STEP 3 

STEP 5 
STEP 4 
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Macro
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Environmental 
Assessment

ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION PROCESS 

93 129 
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MACRO ANALYSIS CRITERIA 

Floodways 

Floodplain 

Streams 

Biologically 
Significant/Class I 

Streams 

Drinking Water – 
Surface Water 

Wetlands 

Community and 
Economic 

Residences 

Public Facilities 

Parklands 

Utilities 

Noise Receptors 

Prime and 
Important 
Farmland 

Farm Out Buildings 

Farm Severances 

Centennial/Sesqui-
centennial Farms 

Right-of-Way 
Acquisition 

Length of Roadway Businesses 

Farms 

Historic Sites 

Cemeteries Special Waste 

Archaeological 
Sites 

Threatened & 
Endangered Species 

Forested Areas 

Environmental Design and Traffic Agricultural and 
Cultural 

Safety Analysis 
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Floodways 

Floodplain 

Streams 

Biologically 
Significant /Class 

I Streams 

Drinking Water – 
Surface Water 

Wetlands 

Residences 

Public Facilities 

Parklands 

Utilities 

Noise Receptors 

Prime & 
Important 
Farmland 

Farm Out 
Buildings 

Farm Severances 

Centennial/ 
Sesqui-

centennial Farms 

Right-of-Way 
Acquisition 

Termini 
Connections Businesses 

Farms Otherwise 
Affected 

Historic Sites 

Cemeteries Special Waste 

Environmental Community and 
Economic 

Agricultural and 
Cultural 

Design and 
Traffic 

Threatened & 
Endangered 

Species 

Forested Areas Archaeological 
Sites 

Area of Total 
Pavement 

Constructability 

Area of New 
Pavement 

Primary 
Agricultural Land 

within ROW 

Sustainability 

Tracts b/w 
Alignment & 

2035 Land Use 

ROW within 
Watershed 

Riparian Areas 

Highly Erodible 
Soils 

Proximity to 
Existing 

Bike/Ped  Path 

Safety Analysis 

Utility 
Infrastructure 

Agriculture b/w 
Alignment & 

2035 Land Use 



• Design and Traffic 

• Termini Connections 

• Engineering Constructability 

• Environmental Resources 

• Residential  

• Agricultural  

• Sustainability 

 

Ramp Length 
• Collector Distributor   

System Miles 

• Auxiliary Lane Miles 

 

Total # of Bridges 
• # on skew 

• # on curve 

 

Total # of Conflict Points 
• # merging from ramp 

• # at intersections 

 
Complexity Rating 
• Low 

• Medium 

• High 

Collector-Distributor Road 
 

Auxiliary Lane 
 



T1 Interchange 
(Alts 7-21, 121) 

Multiple Flyover 
Ramps 

NORTHTOWN RD 

CR 1800 E 

TO
W

AN
DA BARN

ES RD
 

LAMPLIGHTER 
SUBDIVISION 

I-55 & I-39 
Interchange 



T1 Interchange 
(Alts 7-21, 121) 

Multiple Flyover 
Ramps 

Close Interchange 
Proximity at T-B Rd 

Need for Auxiliary 
Lanes 

NORTHTOWN RD 

CR 1800 E 

TO
W

AN
DA BARN

ES RD
 

LAMPLIGHTER 
SUBDIVISION 

T2 Interchange 
(Alts 39-53, 122) 

Multiple Flyover 
Ramps 

Close Interchange 
Proximity at T-B Rd 

Need for Auxiliary 
Lanes 

ZIEBARTHRD 

CR 1800 E 

TO
W

AN
DA BARN

ES RD
 

LAMPLIGHTER 
SUBDIVISION 

TOWANDA 



T19 Interchange 
(Alts 117-120) 

Proximity to 
Lamplighter 
Subdivision 

C-D System 

Limited Access 

Multiple Structures 
on Curve & Skew 

LAMPLIGHTER 
SUBDIVISION 

NORTHTOWN RD 

CR 1950 N 

T3 & T19 Interchanges 
Eliminated 

  

# Alignments 
40      24  



• Skewed crossing at Towanda Barnes Road and 
US 150 

 

# Alignments 
24      12  
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Threshold Value 
(17 Homes) 
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# Alignments 
12      6  



Floodways 

Floodplain 

Streams 

Biologically 
Significant /Class 

I Streams 

Drinking Water – 
Surface Water 

Wetlands 

Residences 

Public Facilities 

Parklands 

Utilities 

Noise Receptors 

Prime & 
Important 
Farmland 

Farm Out 
Buildings 

Farm Severances 

Centennial/ 
Sesqui-

centennial Farms 

Right-of-Way 
Acquisition 

Termini 
Connections Businesses 

Farms Otherwise 
Affected 

Historic Sites 

Cemeteries Special Waste 

Environmental Community and 
Economic 

Agricultural and 
Cultural 

Design and 
Traffic 

Threatened & 
Endangered 

Species 

Forested Areas Archaeological 
Sites 

Area of Total 
Pavement 

Constructability 

Area of New 
Pavement 

Primary 
Agricultural Land 

within ROW 

Sustainability 

 Tracts b/w  
Alignment & 

2035 Land Use 

ROW within 
Watershed 

Riparian Areas 

Highly Erodible 
Soils 

Proximity to 
Existing 

Bike/Ped  Path 

Safety Analysis 

Utility 
Infrastructure 

Agriculture b/w 
Alignment & 

2035 Land Use  
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Floodways 

Floodplain 

Streams 

Biologically 
Significant /Class 

I Streams 

Drinking Water – 
Surface Water 

Wetlands 

Residences 

Public Facilities 

Parklands 

Utilities 

Noise Receptors 

Prime & 
Important 
Farmland 

Farm Out 
Buildings 

Farm Severances 

Centennial/ 
Sesqui-

centennial Farms 

Right-of-Way 
Acquisition 

Termini 
Connections Businesses 

Farms Otherwise 
Affected 

Historic Sites 

Cemeteries Special Waste 

Environmental Community and 
Economic 

Agricultural and 
Cultural 

Design and 
Traffic 

Threatened & 
Endangered 

Species 

Forested Areas Archaeological 
Sites 

Area of Total 
Pavement 

Constructability 

Area of New 
Pavement 

Primary 
Agricultural Land 

within ROW  

Sustainability 

Tracts b/w 
Alignment & 

2035 Land Use 

ROW within 
Watershed 

Riparian Areas 

Highly Erodible 
Soils 

Proximity to 
Existing 

Bike/Ped  Path 

Safety Analysis 

Utility 
Infrastructure 

Agriculture b/w 
Alignment & 

2035 Land Use 
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# Alignments 
6      4  

Remaining 
Alignments 

NORTHTOWN RD 

TO
W

AN
D

A BARN
ES RD

 

ZIEBARTH RD 

VETERAN
’S PARKW

AY 

IRELAND GROVE RD 

CR 1300 N 

CR 2000 E 

FORT JESSE RD 

GENERAL ELECTRIC RD 



Arterial Freeway Expressway 

Arterial Expressway Freeway 

Arterial

Arterial

Two Principal Needs: 

• Accommodate Managed Growth 

• Provide Improved Mobility and Access 

– North-South and East-West Mobility (Local 
Access) 

– Interstate System (I-55 & I-74)(Regional Access) 

– Central Illinois Regional Airport (Regional Access) 

 



• Fort Jesse Road 

• General Electric Road 

• Empire Street 

• Ireland Grove Road 

• US 150 

Volume to Capacity Key

0.8-0.99
1.0-1.2
1.2+

Volume to Capacity Ratio Projected V/C 
(2035 No-Build)

Roadway Volume Location V/C
Fort Jesse Road West of Towanda Barnes Road 0.7

General Electric Road West of Towanda Barnes Road 0.9

Empire Street (IL 9) West of Towanda Barnes Road 1.1

Ireland Grove Road West of Towanda Barnes Road 1.0

US Rte. 150 East of 2000 East Road 1.4

US Rte. 150 West of Towanda Barnes Road 1.1

Access to Towanda Interchange I-55 1.7

Access to Downs Interchange I-74 1.1

I-55 West of new interchange varies

I-74 West of new interchange varies

• Fort Jesse Road 

• General Electric Road 

• Empire Street 

• Ireland Grove Road 

• US 150 

Volume to Capacity Key

0.8-0.99
1.0-1.2
1.2+

Volume to Capacity Ratio Projected V/C 
(2035 No-Build) Arterial Option

Roadway Volume Location V/C V/C
Fort Jesse Road West of Towanda Barnes Road 0.7 0.7

General Electric Road West of Towanda Barnes Road 0.9 0.9

Empire Street (IL 9) West of Towanda Barnes Road 1.1 1.1

Ireland Grove Road West of Towanda Barnes Road 1.0 1.0

US Rte. 150 East of 2000 East Road 1.4 0.9

US Rte. 150 West of Towanda Barnes Road 1.1 0.9

Access to Towanda Interchange I-55 1.7 0.1

Access to Downs Interchange I-74 1.1 0.4

I-55 West of new interchange varies 0.9 nb; 1.1 build

I-74 West of new interchange varies 0.7 nb; 0.6 build



• Fort Jesse Road 

• General Electric Road 

• Empire Street 

• Ireland Grove Road 

• US 150 

Volume to Capacity Key

0.8-0.99
1.0-1.2
1.2+

Volume to Capacity Ratio Projected V/C 
(2035 No-Build) Arterial Option Expressway and 

Freeway Option
Roadway Volume Location V/C V/C V/C

Fort Jesse Road West of Towanda Barnes Road 0.7 0.7 0.7

General Electric Road West of Towanda Barnes Road 0.9 0.9 0.9

Empire Street (IL 9) West of Towanda Barnes Road 1.1 1.1 1.2

Ireland Grove Road West of Towanda Barnes Road 1.0 1.0 1.0

US Rte. 150 East of 2000 East Road 1.4 0.9 0.9

US Rte. 150 West of Towanda Barnes Road 1.1 0.9 0.9

Access to Towanda Interchange I-55 1.7 0.1 1.1

Access to Downs Interchange I-74 1.1 0.4 0.4

I-55 West of new interchange varies 0.9 nb; 1.1 build 0.9 nb; 1 build

I-74 West of new interchange varies 0.7 nb; 0.6 build 0.9 nb; 0.7 build

 
Towanda Barnes Road is the Major  
Existing North-South Roadway 

 
 
 

Volume to Capacity Ratio Projected V/C 
(2035 No-Build)

Roadway Volume Location V/C
Towanda Barnes Road South of Empire Street (IL 9) 1.2

Towanda Barnes Road North of ESH 0.2

Towanda Barnes Road North of Raab Road 0.5

Towanda Barnes Road Empire to Ft. Jesse 1.1

Towanda Barnes Road North of Ireland Grove Road 1.0

Towanda Barnes Road South of US150 1.4

ESH new facility

ESH North of Towanda Barnes (north)

ESH North of Fort Jesse Road

ESH South of Empire Street (IL 9)

ESH North of Ireland Grove Road

ESH NE of Towanda Barnes (south)

ESH South of US150

Max V/C on Build Option:

Volume to Capacity Key

0.8-0.99
1.0-1.2
1.2+



 
Towanda Barnes Road is the Major  
Existing North-South Roadway 

 
 
 

Volume to Capacity Ratio Projected V/C 
(2035 No-Build) Arterial Option

Roadway Volume Location V/C V/C
Towanda Barnes Road South of Empire Street (IL 9) 1.2 1.0

Towanda Barnes Road North of ESH 0.2 0.1

Towanda Barnes Road North of Raab Road 0.5 0.4

Towanda Barnes Road Empire to Ft. Jesse 1.1 0.8

Towanda Barnes Road North of Ireland Grove Road 1.0 0.8

Towanda Barnes Road South of US150 1.4 1.0

ESH new facility

ESH North of Towanda Barnes (north) 0.6

ESH North of Fort Jesse Road 0.6

ESH South of Empire Street (IL 9) 0.8

ESH North of Ireland Grove Road 0.6

ESH NE of Towanda Barnes (south) 0.5

ESH South of US150 1.1

Max V/C on Build Option: 1.1

Volume to Capacity Key

0.8-0.99
1.0-1.2
1.2+

 
Towanda Barnes Road is the Major  
Existing North-South Roadway 

 
 
 

Volume to Capacity Ratio Projected V/C 
(2035 No-Build) Arterial Option Expressway and 

Freeway Option
Roadway Volume Location V/C V/C V/C

Towanda Barnes Road South of Empire Street (IL 9) 1.2 1.0 0.9

Towanda Barnes Road North of ESH 0.2 0.1 0.1

Towanda Barnes Road North of Raab Road 0.5 0.4 0.2

Towanda Barnes Road Empire to Ft. Jesse 1.1 0.8 0.8

Towanda Barnes Road North of Ireland Grove Road 1.0 0.8 0.6

Towanda Barnes Road South of US150 1.4 1.0 1.0

ESH new facility

ESH North of Towanda Barnes (north) 0.6 0.4

ESH North of Fort Jesse Road 0.6 0.5

ESH South of Empire Street (IL 9) 0.8 0.7

ESH North of Ireland Grove Road 0.6 0.5

ESH NE of Towanda Barnes (south) 0.5 0.5

ESH South of US150 1.1 0.7

Max V/C on Build Option: 1.1 0.7

Volume to Capacity Key

0.8-0.99
1.0-1.2
1.2+



 
Towanda Barnes Road is the Major 
Existing North-South Roadway 

 
 
 

Expressway 
and Freeway Arterial 

Less Traffic 
Volume  

on TB-Road 

Less Congestion  
on TB-Road 

Better Traffic 
Flow on ESH 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Arterial Option Expressway and 
Freeway Option 

2035 Travel Time on ESH Between 
I-55 and I-74 

18 minutes 12 minutes 

V/C 1.1 0.7 

The Expressway and Freeway Options include 
interchanges at both Empire Street and Ireland Grove 
Road, providing efficient  access to Central Illinois 
Regional Airport for both local and regional travelers. 

Based on the Analysis  
Expressway or Freeway is 
Recommended Over the 

Arterial Option 



Expressway: 
 

• If signals are needed within 9 years of  construction, 
then an interchange should be built at the start of the 
project 

 
• If signals are needed within 10-20 years of 

construction, then an interchange should be planned 
for at the start of the project 

 
      (per IDOT Design Manual) 
 
 
 
 

Freeway: 
Full Access Control with Interchanges and Grade 
Separations 

 

 

 

 

 



Facility Type Option

Crossroad Arterial Expressway Freeway

Towanda Barnes Rd. (N) Signal Interchange Interchange

Fort Jesse Rd. Signal Interchange Interchange

General Electric Rd. Signal
Interchange/Grade 

Separation 
Interchange/Grade 

Separation 

Empire St. Signal Interchange Interchange

1300 N./Bentown Rd. 2-way stop Grade Separation Grade separation

Ireland Grove Rd. Signal Interchange Interchange

Cheney’s Grove Rd. 2-way stop Grade Separation Grade separation

Towanda Barnes Rd. (S) Signal Interchange Interchange

US 150 Signal Interchange Interchange

Results of Analysis: 
 

• Freeway and Expressway have identical access at 
crossroads for this analysis 

• Expressway could still have one or two driveway 
entrances between crossroads, but may create 
complicated access issues in the future. 

• Freeway is safer because it only allows access at 
interchanges. Expressway may have driveways 
that would create conflict points and increase risk 
of crashes.  
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Remaining 
Alignments 
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Project
Intro
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& Need

Reasonable 
Range of 

Alternatives
Preferred 

Alternative

Finding of 
No Significant 

Impact (FONSI)



FOCUS WORKING GROUPS (FWG) 

 

• Form of advisory group with specific interests 
and knowledge 

• Review specific planning and design materials 
and advise Project Study Group at key 
milestones 

• FWG member selection will occur in a fair and 
transparent manner 

 

 

FOCUS WORKING GROUPS 

• Land Use and Access Management 

• Sustainability 

• Alternative Modes of Transportation 

We encourage you to sign up for one of the three 
Focus Working Groups: 



CONTACT US 

Website: www.eastsidehighway.com 

E-mail address: ESHEA@clarkdietz.com 

Phone: (217) 373-8901 



WELCOME!
Purpose

The purpose of the 
meeting is to present the 
alternative evaluation 
process to date, and 
identify the remaining 
alignments. 

An identical, brief 
presentation will be given 
at the following times:

6:10 p.m.

7:10 p.m.

DATE Wednesday, January 11, 2012

AGENDA
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Inc re a se  3 0 0  -    6 0 0
Inc re a se  6 0 0  - 1 ,2 0 0
Inc re a se  1 ,2 0 0 +

20 1 0  C en su s  B loc ks

1 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Miles

P r ep a r e d  b y
A C G : T h e  a l C h a la b i  G r ou p , L td .

in  as s o c ia ti on  w it h  C la r k  D ie tz ,  I nc .

August 2011

POPULATION CHANGE 2000-2010 POPULATION CHANGE 2000-2010 



Population Change by TAZ
Decrease 1,200+
Decrease 600 - 1,200
Decrease 300 -    600
Decrease 150 -    300
Decrease   75 -    150
No Change +/-  75
Increase   75 -     150
Increase 150 -     300
Increase 300 -     600
Increase 600 -  1,200
Increase 1,200+

2010 Census Blocks

1 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Miles

Prepared by
ACG: The al Chalabi Group , Ltd.

in association with Clark Dietz, Inc.

August 2011

Population Change
2010 - 2035 

2011 (EA) Preliminary
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INITIAL SCREENING EVALUATION  
SUMMARY TABLES 

T1 T5 T1 T5 T1 T5 T1 T5 T1 T5 T1 T5 T1 T6 T1 T6 T1 T6 T1 T6 T1 T6     T1 T6 T1 T6 T13 T1 T6 T13 T1 T6 T13 T1 T6 T13 T1 T6 T13 T1 T6 T13 

BN1   BN1 BN1 BN1 BN1 BN1 BN2 BN2 BN2 BN2 BN2 BN2 BN3   BN3 BN3 BN3 BN3 BN3 

D11 D1   D11 D4     D12 D8 D2    D12 D8 D3    D12 D9 D5    D12 D9 D6    D10 D1     D10 D4     D13 D8 D2    D13 D8 D3    D13 D9 D5 D13 D9 D6    D10 D1  D10 D4    D13 D8 D2   D13 D8 D3   D13 D9 D5   D13 D9 D6   

                                                                             1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

1. Does the Alternative directly impact state or federally protected areas? 1 NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO

2. Do the sections in the Alternative meet the horizontal and vertical clear 
zone requirements for the Central Illinois Regional Airport? 2

YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES

3. Does the Alternative divide or isolate a neighborhood or community?  (i.e. 
Is the neighborhood or community divided into two or more sections? Are 
any sections isolated from community services?) 3

NO NO NO NO YES YES NO NO NO NO YES YES NO NO NO NO YES YES

Alternatives

Criteria

Se
ct

io
ns

T1 T6 T14 T15 T1 T6 T14 T15 T1 T6 T14 T15 T1 T6 T14 T15 T1 T6 T14 T15 T1 T6 T14 T15 T1 T6 T14 T15 T1 T6 T14 T16 T1 T6 T14 T16 T1 T6 T14 T16 T1 T6 T14 T16 T1 T6 T14 T16 T1 T6 T14 T16 T1 T6 T14 T16 T2 T7 T2 T7 T2 T7 T2 T7 

BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN1 BN1 BN1 BN1 

D16 D14 D10 D1 D16 D14 D10 D4 D16 D14 D13 D8 D2 D16 D14 D13 D8 D3 D16 D14 D13 D9 D5 D16 D14 D13 D9 D6 D17 D7   D15 D14 D10 D1 D15 D14 D10 D4 D15 D14 D13 D8 D2 D15 D14 D13 D8 D3 D15 D14 D13 D9 D5 D15 D14 D13 D9 D6 D18 D7   D11 D1     D11 D4     D12 D8 D2    D12 D8 D3    

19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36

1. Does the Alternative directly impact state or federally protected areas? 1 NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO

2. Do the sections in the Alternative meet the horizontal and vertical clear 
zone requirements for the Central Illinois Regional Airport? 2

YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES

3. Does the Alternative divide or isolate a neighborhood or community?  (i.e. 
Is the neighborhood or community divided into two or more sections? Are 
any sections isolated from community services?) 3

NO NO NO NO YES YES NO NO NO NO NO YES YES NO NO NO NO NO

Alternatives

Criteria

Se
ct

io
ns

T2 T7 T2 T7 T2 T8 T2 T8 T2 T8  T2 T8 T2 T8 T2 T8 T2 T8 T13 T2 T8 T13 T2 T8 T13 T2 T8 T13 T2 T8 T13 T2 T8 T13 T2 T8 T14 T15 T2 T8 T14 T15 T2 T8 T14 T15 T2 T8 T14 T15

BN1 BN1 BN2 BN2 BN2 BN2 BN2 BN2 BN3 BN3 BN3 BN3 BN3 BN3 BN4 BN4 BN4  BN4 

D12 D9 D5    D12 D9 D6    D10 D1     D10 D4     D13 D8 D2   D13 D8 D3    D13 D9 D5    D13 D9 D6    D10 D1    D10 D4    D13 D8 D2   D13 D8 D3   D13 D9 D5   D13 D9 D6   D16 D14 D10 D1 D16 D14 D10 D4 D16 D14 D13 D8 D2 D16 D14 D13 D8 D3

37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54

1. Does the Alternative directly impact state or federally protected areas? 1 NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO

2. Do the sections in the Alternative meet the horizontal and vertical clear 
zone requirements for the Central Illinois Regional Airport? 2

YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES

3. Does the Alternative divide or isolate a neighborhood or community?  (i.e. 
Is the neighborhood or community divided into two or more sections? Are 
any sections isolated from community services?) 3

YES YES NO NO NO NO YES YES NO NO NO NO YES YES NO NO NO NO

Alternatives

Criteria

Se
ct

io
ns

#

T2 T8 T14 T15 T2 T8 T14 T15 T2 T8 T14 T15 T2 T8 T14 T16 T2 T8 T14 T16 T2 T8 T14 T16 T2 T8 T14 T16 T2 T8 T14 T16 T2 T8 T14 T16 T2 T8 T14 T16 T3 T9 T3 T9 T3 T9 T3 T9 T3 T9 T3 T9 T3 T10 T3 T10

BN4 BN4 BN4 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN1  BN1 BN1 BN1 BN1 BN1  BN2  BN2 

D16 D14 D13 D9 D5 D16 D14 D13 D9 D6 D17 D7   D15 D14 D10 D1 D15 D14 D10 D4 D15 D14 D13 D8 D2 D15 D14 D13 D8 D3 D15 D14 D13 D9 D5 D15 D14 D13 D9 D6 D18 D7   D11 D1     D11 D4     D12 D8 D2    D12 D8 D3    D12 D9 D5    D12 D9 D6    D10 D1     D10 D4     

55 56 57 58 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69 70 71 72

1. Does the Alternative directly impact state or federally protected areas? 1 NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO

2. Do the sections in the Alternative meet the horizontal and vertical clear 
zone requirements for the Central Illinois Regional Airport? 2

YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES

3. Does the Alternative divide or isolate a neighborhood or community?  (i.e. 
Is the neighborhood or community divided into two or more sections? Are 
any sections isolated from community services?) 3

YES YES NO NO NO NO NO YES YES NO NO NO NO NO YES YES NO NO

Criteria

#

Se
ct

io
ns

2 
 

2 
 

2 
 

2 
 



INITIAL SCREENING EVALUATION  
SUMMARY TABLES 

Alternative containing Section BN1

Alternative containing Section BN2

Alternative containing Section BN3

Alternative containing Section BN4

Alternative containing Section BN5

T3 T10 T3 T10 T3 T10 T3 T10 T3 T10 T13 T3 T10 T13 T3 T10 T13 T3 T10 T13 T3 T10 T13 T3 T10 T13 T3 T10 T14 T15 T3 T10 T14 T15 T3 T10 T14 T15 T3 T10 T14 T15 T3 T10 T14 T15 T3 T10 T14 T15 T3 T10 T14 T15 T3 T10 T14 T16 

BN2 BN2 BN2 BN2  BN3 BN3 BN3 BN3  BN3 BN3 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN5 

D13 D8 D2     D13 D8 D3    D13 D9 D5     D13 D9 D6    D10 D1    D10 D4    D13 D8 D2   D13 D8 D3   D13 D9 D5   D13 D9 D6   D16 D14 D10 D1 D16 D14 D10 D4 D16 D14 D13 D8 D2 D16 D14 D13 D8 D3 D16 D14 D13 D9 D5 D16 D14 D13 D9 D6 D17 D7   D15 D14 D10 D1 

73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 81 82 83 84 85 86 87 88 89 90

1. Does the Alternative directly impact state or federally protected areas? 1 NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO

2. Do the sections in the Alternative meet the horizontal and vertical clear 
zone requirements for the Central Illinois Regional Airport? 2

YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES

3. Does the Alternative divide or isolate a neighborhood or community?  (i.e. 
Is the neighborhood or community divided into two or more sections? Are 
any sections isolated from community services?) 3

NO NO YES YES NO NO NO NO YES YES NO NO NO NO YES YES NO NO

Alternatives

Criteria

Se
ct

io
ns

T3 T10 T14 T16 T3 T10 T14 T16 T3 T10 T14 T16 T3 T10 T14 T16 T3 T10 T14 T16 T3 T10 T14 T16 T4 T11 T4 T11 T4 T11 T4 T11 T4 T11 T4 T11 T4 T12 T17 T4 T12 T17 T4 T12 T17 T4 T12 T17 T4 T12 T17 T4 T12 T17 

BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN3 BN3 BN3 BN3 BN3 BN3 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 

D15 D14 D10 D4  D15 D14 D13 D8 D2 D15 D14 D13 D8 D3 D15 D14 D13 D9 D5 D15 D14 D13 D9 D6 D18 D7   D10 D1     D10 D4      D13 D8 D2    D13 D8 D3    D13 D9 D5    D13 D9 D6    D16 D14 D10 D1  D16 D14 D10 D4  D16 D14 D13 D8 D2 D16 D14 D13 D8 D3 D16 D14 D13 D9 D5 D16 D14 D13 D9 D6 

91 92 93 94 95 96 97 98 99 100 101 102 103 104 105 106 107 108

1. Does the Alternative directly impact state or federally protected areas? 1 NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO

2. Do the sections in the Alternative meet the horizontal and vertical clear 
zone requirements for the Central Illinois Regional Airport? 2

YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES

3. Does the Alternative divide or isolate a neighborhood or community?  (i.e. 
Is the neighborhood or community divided into two or more sections? Are 
any sections isolated from community services?) 3

NO NO NO YES YES NO NO NO NO NO YES YES NO NO NO NO YES YES

Criteria

Alternatives

Se
ct

io
ns

T4 T12 T17 T4 T12 T18 T4 T12 T18 T4 T12 T18 T4 T12 T18 T4 T12 T18 T4 T12 T18 T4 T12 T18 T19 T19 T19 T19 T1 T6 T14 T15 T2 T8 T14 T15 T3 T10 T14 T15 T1 T6 T1 T6 T13 T2 T8

BN4 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN2 BN3 BN2

D17 D7    D15 D14 D10 D1  D15 D14 D10 D4  D15 D14 D13 D8 D2 D15 D14 D13 D8 D3 D15 D14 D13 D9 D5 D15 D14 D13 D9 D6 D18 D7    D16 D14 D10 D1 D16 D14 D10 D4 D16 D14 D13 D8 D2 D19 D2 D19 D2 D19 D2 D19 D2 D20 D2 D21 D2 D20 D2

109 110 111 112 113 114 115 116 117 118 119 120 121 122 123 124 125 126

1. Does the Alternative directly impact state or federally protected areas? 1 NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO

2. Do the sections in the Alternative meet the horizontal and vertical clear 
zone requirements for the Central Illinois Regional Airport? 2

YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES

3. Does the Alternative divide or isolate a neighborhood or community?  (i.e. 
Is the neighborhood or community divided into two or more sections? Are 
any sections isolated from community services?) 3

NO NO NO NO NO YES YES NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO

Criteria

Se
ct

io
ns

T2 T8 T13 T3 T10 T3 T10 T13 E-W Alternative 
TSM/TDM 

Alternative 
Transit Alternative 

BN3 BN2 BN3

D21 D2 D20 D2 D21 D2

127 128 129

1. Does the Alternative directly impact state or federally protected areas? 1 NO NO NO NO NO NO

2. Do the sections in the Alternative meet the horizontal and vertical clear 
zone requirements for the Central Illinois Regional Airport? 2

YES YES YES YES YES YES

3. Does the Alternative divide or isolate a neighborhood or community?  (i.e. 
Is the neighborhood or community divided into two or more sections? Are 
any sections isolated from community services?) 3

NO NO NO NO NO NO

Alternatives

US 150, Ireland 
Grove, Empire, GE, 

US 66

Criteria

Se
ct

io
ns

Legend and Notes 

Alternatives with at least one red criteria did not pass the Initial Screening Evaluation 
 
1 Illinois Natural Area Inventory Sites, Illinois Nature Preserves, State  Federal Sites 
2 Clear zone requirements in accordance with  expansion/operational initiatives      
  presented in CIRA’s Master Plan 
3 Per IDOT Community Impact Assessment Manual: A community is a "distinctive,    
  homogenous, stable, self-contained unit of a larger spatial area defined by geographic  
  boundaries, ethnic, or cultural characteristics of the inhabitants; a psychological unity among  
  the residents; and the concentrated use of the area's facilities. “ A community is “an entity  
  with economic, social and perhaps political functions. It usually has a name identity and  
  number of community service facilities such as business districts, religious institutions,  
  schools, health centers and fire and police stations." 

2 
 

2 
 

2 
 

2 
 



PURPOSE AND NEED SCREENING  
SUMMARY TABLES 

Build Option 2 Build Option 2 Build Option 2 Build Option 2 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5

T1 T5 T1 T5 T1 T5 T1 T5 T1 T6 T1 T6 T1 T6 T1 T6 T1 T6 T13 T1 T6 T13 T1 T6 T13 T1 T6 T13 T1 T6 T14 T15 T1 T6 T14 T15 T1 T6 T14 T15 

BN1   BN1 BN1 BN1 BN2 BN2 BN2 BN2 BN3   BN3 BN3 BN3 BN4 BN4 BN4 

D11 D1   D11 D4     D12 D8 D2    D12 D8 D3    D10 D1     D10 D4     D13 D8 D2    D13 D8 D3    D10 D1  D10 D4    D13 D8 D2   D13 D8 D3   D16 D14 D10 D1 D16 D14 D10 D4 D16 D14 D13 D8 D2

1 2 3 4 7 8 9 10 13 14 15 16 19 20 21

1. Average % Change in Accessibility (compared to No Build baseline) 2.22% 2.22% 2.22% 2.22% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43%

2. Area between the alternative and planning boundary between I-55 and I-74 
(sq miles)

1.72 3.09 2.61 2.94 2.78 4.15 3.68 4.02 3.86 5.23 4.76 5.09 6.83 8.20 7.73

3a. Decrease in congested road miles
(v/c>0.8)

48 48 48 48 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 58

3b. % change in v/c >0.8
(% decrease of roadways with v/c>0.8)

3.19% 3.19% 3.19% 3.19% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05%

4. Travel time savings from 2 n/s pairs1 

(minutes saved)
1.30 1.30 1.30 1.30 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35

5. Travel time savings from 2 e/w pairs2 

(minutes saved)
-2.91 -2.91 -2.91 -2.91 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44

6. % increase in area with travel within 5 minutes to the interstate (sq miles) 26% 26% 26% 26% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27%

7. Cumulative travel time savings to/from major generator (vehicle hours per 
day)3 323 323 323 323 558 558 558 558 558 558 558 558 558 558 558

8. Network Wide Travel time savings 
(number of hours saved) 

3,245 3,245 3,245 3,245 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806

                             Representative  TDM Build Option

Criteria

Se
ct

io
ns

#

Build Option 5 Build Option 4 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 4 Build Option 2 Build Option 2 Build Option 2 Build Option 2 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5

T1 T6 T14 T15 T1 T6 T14 T15 T1 T6 T14 T16 T1 T6 T14 T16 T1 T6 T14 T16 T1 T6 T14 T16 T1 T6 T14 T16 T2 T7 T2 T7 T2 T7 T2 T7 T2 T8 T2 T8 T2 T8  T2 T8 

BN4 BN4 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN1 BN1 BN1 BN1 BN2 BN2 BN2 BN2 

D16 D14 D13 D8 D3 D17 D7   D15 D14 D10 D1 D15 D14 D10 D4 D15 D14 D13 D8 D2 D15 D14 D13 D8 D3 D18 D7   D11 D1     D11 D4     D12 D8 D2    D12 D8 D3    D10 D1     D10 D4     D13 D8 D2   D13 D8 D3    

22 25 26 27 28 29 32 33 34 35 36 39 40 41 42

1. Average % Change in Accessibility (compared to No Build baseline) 3.43% 1.82% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 1.82% 2.22% 2.22% 2.22% 2.22% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43%

2. Area between the alternative and planning boundary between I-55 and I-74 
(sq miles)

8.06 19.76 9.04 10.41 9.94 10.28 22.03 1.93 3.30 2.82 3.15 2.98 4.35 3.87 4.21

3a. Decrease in congested road miles
(v/c>0.8)

58 41 58 58 58 58 41 48 48 48 48 58 58 58 58

3b. % change in v/c >0.8
(% decrease of roadways with v/c>0.8)

4.05% 3.12% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 3.12% 3.19% 3.19% 3.19% 3.19% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05%

4. Travel time savings from 2 n/s pairs1 

(minutes saved)
1.35 0.16 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 0.16 1.30 1.30 1.30 1.30 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35

5. Travel time savings from 2 e/w pairs2 

(minutes saved)
0.44 -0.04 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 -0.04 -2.91 -2.91 -2.91 -2.91 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44

6. % increase in area with travel within 5 minutes to the interstate (sq miles) 27% 23% 27% 27% 27% 27% 23% 26% 26% 26% 26% 27% 27% 27% 27%

7. Cumulative travel time savings to/from major generator (vehicle hours per 
day)3 558 210 558 558 558 558 210 323 323 323 323 558 558 558 558

8. Network Wide Travel time savings 
(number of hours saved) 

4,806 2,737 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 2,737 3,245 3,245 3,245 3,245 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806

                             Representative  TDM Build Option

Criteria

Se
ct

io
ns

#



PURPOSE AND NEED SCREENING  
SUMMARY TABLES 

Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 4 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 4 Build Option 2

T2 T8 T13 T2 T8 T13 T2 T8 T13 T2 T8 T13 T2 T8 T14 T15 T2 T8 T14 T15 T2 T8 T14 T15 T2 T8 T14 T15 T2 T8 T14 T15 T2 T8 T14 T16 T2 T8 T14 T16 T2 T8 T14 T16 T2 T8 T14 T16 T2 T8 T14 T16 T3 T9 

BN3 BN3 BN3 BN3 BN4 BN4 BN4  BN4 BN4 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN1 

D10 D1    D10 D4    D13 D8 D2   D13 D8 D3   D16 D14 D10 D1 D16 D14 D10 D4 D16 D14 D13 D8 D2 D16 D14 D13 D8 D3 D17 D7   D15 D14 D10 D1 D15 D14 D10 D4 D15 D14 D13 D8 D2 D15 D14 D13 D8 D3 D18 D7   D11 D1     

45 46 47 48 51 52 53 54 57 58 59 60 61 64 65

1. Average % Change in Accessibility (compared to No Build baseline) 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 1.82% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 1.82% 2.22%

2. Area between the alternative and planning boundary between I-55 and I-74 
(sq miles)

4.05 5.42 5.42 5.29 7.02 8.39 7.92 8.26 19.95 9.24 10.61 10.13 10.47 22.22 2.44

3a. Decrease in congested road miles
(v/c>0.8)

58 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 41 58 58 58 58 41 48

3b. % change in v/c >0.8
(% decrease of roadways with v/c>0.8)

4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 3.12% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 3.12% 3.19%

4. Travel time savings from 2 n/s pairs1 

(minutes saved)
1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 0.16 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 0.16 1.30

5. Travel time savings from 2 e/w pairs2 

(minutes saved)
0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 -0.04 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 -0.04 -2.91

6. % increase in area with travel within 5 minutes to the interstate (sq miles) 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 23% 27% 27% 27% 27% 23% 26%

7. Cumulative travel time savings to/from major generator (vehicle hours per 
day)3 558 558 558 558 558 558 558 558 210 558 558 558 558 210 323

8. Network Wide Travel time savings 
(number of hours saved) 

4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 2,737 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 2,737 3,245

Criteria

                             Representative  TDM Build Option

Se
ct

io
ns

#

Build Option 2 Build Option 2 Build Option 2 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5

T3 T9 T3 T9 T3 T9 T3 T10 T3 T10 T3 T10 T3 T10 T3 T10 T13 T3 T10 T13 T3 T10 T13 T3 T10 T13 T3 T10 T14 T15 T3 T10 T14 T15 T3 T10 T14 T15 T3 T10 T14 T15 

 BN1 BN1 BN1  BN2  BN2 BN2 BN2  BN3 BN3 BN3 BN3 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 

D11 D4     D12 D8 D2    D12 D8 D3    D10 D1     D10 D4     D13 D8 D2     D13 D8 D3    D10 D1    D10 D4    D13 D8 D2   D13 D8 D3   D16 D14 D10 D1 D16 D14 D10 D4 D16 D14 D13 D8 D2 D16 D14 D13 D8 D3

66 67 68 71 72 73 74 77 78 79 80 83 84 85 86

1. Average % Change in Accessibility (compared to No Build baseline) 2.22% 2.22% 2.22% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43%

2. Area between the alternative and planning boundary between I-55 and I-74 
(sq miles)

3.81 3.33 3.67 3.44 4.81 4.34 4.68 4.52 5.89 5.42 5.75 7.49 8.86 8.39 8.72

3a. Decrease in congested road miles
(v/c>0.8)

48 48 48 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 58

3b. % change in v/c >0.8
(% decrease of roadways with v/c>0.8)

3.19% 3.19% 3.19% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05%

4. Travel time savings from 2 n/s pairs1 

(minutes saved)
1.30 1.30 1.30 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35

5. Travel time savings from 2 e/w pairs2 

(minutes saved)
-2.91 -2.91 -2.91 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44

6. % increase in area with travel within 5 minutes to the interstate (sq miles) 26% 26% 26% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27%

7. Cumulative travel time savings to/from major generator (vehicle hours per 
day)3 323 323 323 558 558 558 558 558 558 558 558 558 558 558 558

8. Network Wide Travel time savings 
(number of hours saved) 

3,245 3,245 3,245 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806

Criteria

                             Representative  TDM Build Option

Se
ct

io
ns

#



PURPOSE AND NEED SCREENING  
SUMMARY TABLES 

Build Option 4 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 4 Build Option 3 Build Option 3 Build Option 3 Build Option 3 Build Option 3 Build Option 3 Build Option 3 Build Option 3 Build Option 1

T3 T10 T14 T15 T3 T10 T14 T16 T3 T10 T14 T16 T3 T10 T14 T16 T3 T10 T14 T16 T3 T10 T14 T16 T4 T11 T4 T11 T4 T11 T4 T11 T4 T12 T17 T4 T12 T17 T4 T12 T17 T4 T12 T17 T4 T12 T17 

BN4 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN3 BN3 BN3 BN3 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 

D17 D7   D15 D14 D10 D1 D15 D14 D10 D4  D15 D14 D13 D8 D2 D15 D14 D13 D8 D3 D18 D7   D10 D1     D10 D4      D13 D8 D2    D13 D8 D3    D16 D14 D10 D1  D16 D14 D10 D4  D16 D14 D13 D8 D2 D16 D14 D13 D8 D3 D17 D7    

89 90 91 92 93 96 97 98 99 100 103 104 105 106 109

1. Average % Change in Accessibility (compared to No Build baseline) 1.82% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 1.82% 2.41% 2.41% 2.41% 2.41% 2.41% 2.41% 2.41% 2.41% 1.29%

2. Area between the alternative and planning boundary between I-55 and I-74 
(sq miles)

20.42 9.70 11.07 10.60 10.94 22.69 9.27 10.64 10.17 10.51 16.30 17.67 17.20 17.53 29.23

3a. Decrease in congested road miles
(v/c>0.8)

41 58 58 58 58 41 73 73 73 73 73 73 73 73 29

3b. % change in v/c >0.8
(% decrease of roadways with v/c>0.8)

3.12% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 3.12% 5.09% 5.09% 5.09% 5.09% 5.09% 5.09% 5.09% 5.09% 2.55%

4. Travel time savings from 2 n/s pairs1 

(minutes saved)
0.16 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 0.16 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04 0.18

5. Travel time savings from 2 e/w pairs2 

(minutes saved)
-0.04 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 -0.04 -0.09 -0.09 -0.09 -0.09 -0.09 -0.09 -0.09 -0.09 -0.20

6. % increase in area with travel within 5 minutes to the interstate (sq miles) 23% 27% 27% 27% 27% 23% 26% 26% 26% 26% 26% 26% 26% 26% 31%

7. Cumulative travel time savings to/from major generator (vehicle hours per 
day)3 210 558 558 558 558 210 513 513 513 513 513 513 513 513 367

8. Network Wide Travel time savings 
(number of hours saved) 

2,737 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 2,737 5,348 5,348 5,348 5,348 5,348 5,348 5,348 5,348 4,350

Criteria

                             Representative  TDM Build Option

Se
ct

io
ns

#

Build Option 3 Build Option 3 Build Option 3 Build Option 3 Build Option 1 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5

T4 T12 T18 T4 T12 T18 T4 T12 T18 T4 T12 T18 T4 T12 T18 T19 T19 T19 T19 T1 T6 T14 T15 T2 T8 T14 T15 T3 T10 T14 T15 T1 T6 T1 T6 T13 T2 T8

BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN5 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN4 BN2 BN3 BN2

D15 D14 D10 D1  D15 D14 D10 D4  D15 D14 D13 D8 D2 D15 D14 D13 D8 D3 D18 D7    D16 D14 D10 D1 D16 D14 D10 D4 D16 D14 D13 D8 D2 D19 D2 D19 D2 D19 D2 D19 D2 D20 D2 D21 D2 D20 D2

110 111 112 113 116 117 118 119 120 121 122 123 124 125 126

1. Average % Change in Accessibility (compared to No Build baseline) 2.41% 2.41% 2.41% 2.41% 1.29% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% 3.43%

2. Area between the alternative and planning boundary between I-55 and I-74 
(sq miles)

19.10 20.47 20.00 20.33 32.09 8.10 9.09 8.61 9.21 8.32 8.52 8.98 4.01 5.14 4.21

3a. Decrease in congested road miles
(v/c>0.8)

73 73 73 73 29 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 58

3b. % change in v/c >0.8
(% decrease of roadways with v/c>0.8)

5.09% 5.09% 5.09% 5.09% 2.55% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 4.05%

4. Travel time savings from 2 n/s pairs1 

(minutes saved)
1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04 0.18 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35

5. Travel time savings from 2 e/w pairs2 

(minutes saved)
-0.09 -0.09 -0.09 -0.09 -0.20 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44

6. % increase in area with travel within 5 minutes to the interstate (sq miles) 26% 26% 26% 26% 31% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27%

7. Cumulative travel time savings to/from major generator (vehicle hours per 
day)3 513 513 513 513 367 558 558 558 558 558 558 558 558 558 558

8. Network Wide Travel time savings 
(number of hours saved) 

5,348 5,348 5,348 5,348 4,350 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806 4,806

Criteria

                             Representative  TDM Build Option

Se
ct

io
ns

#



PURPOSE AND NEED SCREENING  
SUMMARY TABLES 

Build Option 5 Build Option 5 Build Option 5

T2 T8 T13 T3 T10 T3 T10 T13 E-W Alternative 
TSM/TDM 

Alternative
Transit Alternative 

BN3 BN2 BN3

D21 D2 D20 D2 D21 D2

127 128 129

1. Average % Change in Accessibility (compared to No Build baseline) 3.43% 3.43% 3.43% N/A

2. Area between the alternative and planning boundary between I-55 and I-74 
(sq miles)

5.34 4.67 5.80 11.47

3a. Decrease in congested road miles
(v/c>0.8)

58 58 58 51

3b. % change in v/c >0.8
(% decrease of roadways with v/c>0.8)

4.05% 4.05% 4.05% 3.38%

4. Travel time savings from 2 n/s pairs1 

(minutes saved)
1.35 1.35 1.35 N/A

5. Travel time savings from 2 e/w pairs2 

(minutes saved)
0.44 0.44 0.44 N/A

6. % increase in area with travel within 5 minutes to the interstate (sq miles) 27% 27% 27% N/A

7. Cumulative travel time savings to/from major generator (vehicle hours per 
day)3 558 558 558 315

8. Network Wide Travel time savings 
(number of hours saved) 

4,806 4,806 4,806 1,815

N/AN/A

                             Representative  TDM Build Option

Criteria

Se
ct

io
ns

#

Alternative containing Section BN1

Alternative containing Section BN2

Alternative containing Section BN3

Alternative containing Section BN4

Alternative containing Section BN5

Legend and Notes 

Alternatives with two or more red criteria did not pass the 
Purpose and Need Screening 
 
1 N/S Pairs: State Farm Insurance S Campus (TAZ 170) and TAZ 11, Uptown 
Normal Multi-Modal (TAZ 73) and TAZ 168 
2 E/W Pairs: Uptown Normal Multi-Modal (TAZ 73) and TAZ 353, St. 
Joseph Medical Center (TAZ 114) and TAZ 353 
3 Major Travel Generators: Mitsubishi Motors (TAZ 57), Uptown Normal 
Multi-Modal (TAZ 73), Country Insurance (TAZ 83), St. Joseph Medical 
Center (TAZ 114), Central Illinois Regional Airport (TAZ 117), Bloomington 
CBD (TAZ 129), State Farm Insurance S Campus (TAZ 170)

Least 
Consistent

Less 
Consistent Neutral

Most 
Consistent

1
% Change 
Accessibil ity 0 - 1.5% 1.5-2.0% 2.0-3.0% 3.0%+

2

Sq. Mile between Alt 
& Planning 
Boundary 15.1+ 10.1-15 5.1-10  ≤ 5 

3a

Decrese in 
congested road 
miles <30 31-50 51-70 71+

3b

% decrease of 
roadways with 
v/c>0.8 <3% 3-4% 4-5% 5+%

4
Minutes saved 
between N/S pairs

less than 
0.5 0.5-1 1-1.3 1.3+

5
Minutes saved 
between E/W pairs -1 to -3  -1 to 0 0-0.1 0.1+

6

% increase access 
to interstate w/in 5 
min (sq miles)

less than 
10% 10-20% 20-30% 30%  +

7

TT Savings between 
travel generators 
(hrs/day) 100-200 200-300 300-400 400+

8
Full network TT 
savings (hrs/day)

2,000-
3,000

3,000-
4,000

4,000-
5,000 5,000+

Consistency with Purpose and Need

Criteria



MACRO ANALYSIS CRITERIA 

Floodways 

Floodplain 

Streams 

Biologically 
Significant/Class I 

Streams 

Drinking Water – 
Surface Water 

Wetlands 

Community and 
Economic 

Residences 

Public Facilities 

Parklands 

Utilities 

Noise Receptors 

Prime and 
Important 
Farmland 

Farm Out Buildings 

Farm Severances 

Centennial/Sesqui-
centennial Farms 

Right-of-Way 
Acquisition 

Length of Roadway Businesses 

Farms 

Historic Sites 

CemeteriesSpecial Waste 

Archaeological 
Sites 

Threatened & 
Endangered 

Species 

Forested Areas 

Environmental Design and Traffic Agricultural and 
Cultural 

Safety Analysis 

MACRO ANALYSIS CRITERIA 



MACRO ANALYSIS SUMMARY TABLES 

Se
ct

io
ns T1 T5 

BN1      
D11 D1    

T1 T5 
BN1      

D11 D4    

T1 T5 
BN1      

D12 D8 
D2    

T1 T5 
BN1      

D12 D8 
D3    

T1 T6 
BN2      

D10 D1    

T1 T6 
BN2      

D10 D4    

T1 T6 
BN2      

D13 D8 
D2    

T1 T6 
BN2      

D13 D8 
D3    

T1 T6 T13  
BN3      

D10 D1    

T1 T6 T13 
BN3      

D10 D4    

T1 T6 T13  
BN3      

D13 D8 
D2   

T1 T6 T13  
BN3      

D13 D8 
D3   

T1 T6 T14 
T15      
BN4      

D16 D14 
D10 D1 

T1 T6 T14 
T15      
BN4      

D16 D14 
D10 D4 

T1 T6 T14 
T15      
BN4      

D16 D14 
D13 D8 

D2

T1 T6 T14 
T15      
BN4      

D16 D14 
D13 D8 

D3

T1 T6 T14 
T16      
BN5      

D15 D14 
D10 D1 

T1 T6 T14 
T16      
BN5      

D15 D14 
D10 D4 

T1 T6 T14 
T16      
BN5      

D15 D14 
D13 D8 

D2

# 1 2 3 4 7 8 9 10 13 14 15 16 19 20 21 22 26 27 28

Environmental
Water Quality/Water Resources Floodplain (acres affected) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9 9 9 8 8 8

Floodways (acres affected) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Biologically Significant Streams (number of crossings) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Class I Streams (number of crossings) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Streams (number of crossings) 3 3 4 3 2 2 3 2 2 2 3 2 4 4 5 4 4 4 5

Drinking Water Supplies - Surface Water (number affected) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Wetlands Wetland Areas (acres affected) 1.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 1.5 1.3 0.5 0.5 1.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.9 0.0

Wetland Areas (number affected) 1 1 0 0 2 2 1 1 1 1 0 0 2 2 1 1 1 1 0

Special Waste CERCLIS, LUST, RCRA Sites (number affected) 4 4 4 4 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Forested Area Forested Area (acre affected) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

T&E Species Threatened and Endangered Species (number affected) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Community and Economic
Residences Homes, including Farm Homes (number displaced) 42 40 39 39 15 13 10 10 11 9 6 6 13 11 8 8 9 7 4

Business Commercial Buildings (number displaced) 7 7 7 7 5 5 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1

Public Facilities Public Facilities (number displaced) 5 5 5 5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Public Facilities with Access Change  (number affected) 6 6 6 6 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 1 1 1

Section 4(f) Impacts Parklands (acres affected) 11.0 11.0 11.0 11.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Parklands (number affected) 2 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Utilities Utilities Crossings (number of conflicts) 7 7 7 7 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 6 6 6 6 5 5 5

Utility Infrastructure (number affected) 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Noise Noise Receptors (number wtihin 500 feet of corridor) 263 252 255 253 44 33 37 35 40 29 33 31 37 26 30 28 22 11 15

Agricultural
Prime and Important Farmland Prime and Important Farmland (acres affected) 574 588 602 578 703 716 731 707 720 734 748 724 806 819 834 810 869 882 897

Farmsteads Farm Outbuildings (number affected) 21 22 33 32 32 33 34 33 13 14 15 14 19 20 21 20 14 15 16

Tracts Tract Severances (number affected) 8 8 13 10 15 15 20 17 20 20 25 22 22 22 27 24 26 26 31

Tracts with Access Change (number affected) 24 21 30 26 17 14 19 15 26 23 28 24 31 28 33 29 30 27 32

Farms Centennial/Sesquicentennial  Farms (number affected) 3 3 3 3 8 8 8 8 7 7 7 7 8 8 8 8 8 8 8

Farms Otherwise Affected (number affected) 57 56 60 57 59 58 60 57 58 57 59 56 64 63 65 62 69 68 70

Cultural
Cultural Historic Sites (number affected) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Cemeteries (number affected) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

High Probability Archaeological Sites (acres affected) 0 0 0 0 19 19 19 19 30 30 30 30 75 75 75 75 61 61 61

Design
Right-of-Way Right-of-Way Acquisition (acres) 627 639 659 636 714 727 744 720 717 730 746 723 793 805 822 798 875 888 905

Length of Roadway Length in Miles 11.4 11.6 12.1 11.7 12.1 12.3 12.7 12.2 12.3 12.5 12.9 12.5 13.9 14.1 14.5 14.0 14.8 15.0 15.4

Traffic
Safety Analysis Percent Change in Total Crashes -53.8% -53.8% -53.8% -53.8% -43.3% -43.3% -43.3% -43.3% -43.3% -43.3% -43.3% -43.3% -43.3% -43.3% -43.3% -43.3% -43.3% -43.3% -43.3%

R R R R - - - O - - - O - - - P P P PType of Elimination

Criteria Unit of Measure

Corridors 

T1 T6 T14 
T16      
BN5      

D15 D14 
D13 D8 

D3

T2 T7     
BN1      

D11 D1    

T2 T7 
BN1      

D11 D4    

T2 T7 
BN1      

D12 D8 
D2    

29 33 34 35

8 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

4 3 3 4

0 0 0 0

0.0 1.0 0.9 0.0

0 1 1 0

1 4 4 4

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0 0 0 0

4 42 40 39

1 7 7 7

1 4 4 4

1 5 5 5

0.0 11.0 11.0 11.0

0 2 2 2

5 7 7 7

0 1 1 1

13 264 253 256

873 588 602 616

15 22 23 34

28 12 12 17

28 28 25 34

8 3 3 3

67 53 52 56

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

61 6 6 6

881 645 658 678

14.9 11.6 11.8 12.3

-43.3% -53.8% -53.8% -53.8%

P R R R1 



MACRO ANALYSIS SUMMARY TABLES 

Se
ct

io
ns

#

Environmental
Water Quality/Water Resources Floodplain (acres affected)

Floodways (acres affected)

Biologically Significant Streams (number of crossings)

Class I Streams (number of crossings)

Streams (number of crossings)

Drinking Water Supplies - Surface Water (number affected)
Wetlands Wetland Areas (acres affected)

Wetland Areas (number affected)

Special Waste CERCLIS, LUST, RCRA Sites (number affected)

Forested Area Forested Area (acre affected) 

T&E Species Threatened and Endangered Species (number affected)

Community and Economic
Residences Homes, including Farm Homes (number displaced)

Business Commercial Buildings (number displaced)

Public Facilities Public Facilities (number displaced)

Public Facilities with Access Change  (number affected)

Section 4(f) Impacts Parklands (acres affected)

Parklands (number affected)

Utilities Utilities Crossings (number of conflicts)

Utility Infrastructure (number affected)

Noise Noise Receptors (number wtihin 500 feet of corridor)

Agricultural
Prime and Important Farmland Prime and Important Farmland (acres affected)

Farmsteads Farm Outbuildings (number affected)

Tracts Tract Severances (number affected)

Tracts with Access Change (number affected)

Farms Centennial/Sesquicentennial  Farms (number affected)

Farms Otherwise Affected (number affected)

Cultural
Cultural Historic Sites (number affected)

Cemeteries (number affected)

High Probability Archaeological Sites (acres affected)

Design
Right-of-Way Right-of-Way Acquisition (acres)

Length of Roadway Length in Miles

Traffic
Safety Analysis Percent Change in Total Crashes

Type of Elimination

Criteria Unit of Measure
T2 T7 
BN1      

D12 D8 
D3    

T2 T8 
BN2      

D10 D1    

T2 T8 
BN2      

D10 D4    

T2 T8 
BN2      

D13 D8 
D2    

T2 T8 
BN2      

D13 D8 
D3    

T2 T8 T13  
BN3      

D10 D1    

T2 T8 T13  
BN3      

D10 D4    

T2 T8 T13  
BN3      

D13 D8 
D2   

T2 T8 T13  
BN3      

D13 D8 
D3   

T2 T8 T14 
T15      
BN4      

D16 D14 
D10 D1 

T2 T8 T14 
T15      
BN4      

D16 D14 
D10 D4 

T2 T8 T14 
T15      
BN4      

D16 D14 
D13 D8 

D2

T2 T8 T14 
T15      
BN4      

D16 D14 
D13 D8 

D3

T2 T8 T14 
T16      
BN5      

D15 D14 
D10 D1 

T2 T8 T14 
T16      
BN5      

D15 D14 
D10 D4 

36 39 40 41 42 45 46 47 48 51 52 53 54 58 59

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9 9 9 8 8

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3 2 2 3 2 2 2 3 2 4 4 5 4 4 4

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0.0 1.5 1.3 0.5 0.5 1.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.9

0 2 2 1 1 1 1 0 0 2 2 1 1 1 1

4 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

39 15 13 10 10 11 9 6 6 13 11 8 8 9 7

7 5 5 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0

11.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 6 6 6 6 5 5

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

254 45 34 38 36 41 30 34 32 38 27 31 29 23 12

592 710 724 738 714 728 741 756 732 813 826 841 817 876 890

33 33 34 35 34 14 15 16 15 20 21 22 21 15 16

14 19 19 24 21 24 24 29 26 26 26 31 28 30 30

30 17 14 19 15 26 23 28 24 31 28 33 29 30 27

3 8 8 8 8 7 7 7 7 8 8 8 8 8 8

53 56 55 57 54 55 54 56 53 61 60 62 59 66 65

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6 20 20 20 20 31 31 31 31 76 76 76 76 63 63

655 729 741 758 734 731 744 761 737 807 820 837 813 889 902

11.8 12.1 12.3 12.7 12.2 12.3 12.5 12.9 12.5 13.9 14.1 14.5 14.1 14.8 15.0

-53.8% -43.3% -43.3% -43.3% -43.3% -43.3% -43.3% -43.3% -43.3% -43.3% -43.3% -43.3% -43.3% -43.3% -43.3%

R - - - O - - - O - - - P P P

Corridors

T2 T8 T14 
T16      
BN5      

D15 D14 
D13 D8 

D2

T2 T8 T14 
T16      
BN5      

D15 D14 
D13 D8 

D3

T3 T9 
BN1      

D11 D1    

T3 T9 
BN1      

D11 D4    

T3 T9 
BN1      

D12 D8 
D2    

T3 T9 
BN1      

D12 D8 
D3    

T3 T10 
BN2      

D10 D1    

T3 T10 
BN2      

D10 D4    

60 61 65 66 67 68 71 72

8 8 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5 4 3 3 4 3 2 2

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0.0 0.0 1.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 1.5 1.3

0 0 1 1 0 0 2 2

1 1 6 6 6 6 4 4

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4 4 55 53 52 52 27 25

1 1 11 11 11 11 9 9

0 0 5 5 5 5 1 1

0 0 6 6 6 6 1 1

0.0 0.0 11.0 11.0 11.0 11.0 0.0 0.0

0 0 2 2 2 2 0 0

5 5 6 6 6 6 4 4

0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0

16 14 299 288 291 289 80 69

905 880 534 548 562 537 651 665

17 16 20 21 32 31 31 32

35 32 7 7 12 9 16 16

32 28 28 25 34 30 17 14

8 8 4 4 4 4 8 8

67 64 55 54 58 55 53 52

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

63 63 23 23 23 23 22 22

919 895 599 612 632 609 678 690

15.4 14.9 11.0 11.2 11.6 11.2 11.3 11.5

-43.3% -43.3% -53.8% -53.8% -53.8% -53.8% -43.3% -43.3%

P P R R R R - -1 



MACRO ANALYSIS SUMMARY TABLES 

Se
ct

io
ns

#

Environmental
Water Quality/Water Resources Floodplain (acres affected)

Floodways (acres affected)

Biologically Significant Streams (number of crossings)

Class I Streams (number of crossings)

Streams (number of crossings)

Drinking Water Supplies - Surface Water (number affected)
Wetlands Wetland Areas (acres affected)

Wetland Areas (number affected)

Special Waste CERCLIS, LUST, RCRA Sites (number affected)

Forested Area Forested Area (acre affected) 

T&E Species Threatened and Endangered Species (number affected)

Community and Economic
Residences Homes, including Farm Homes (number displaced)

Business Commercial Buildings (number displaced)

Public Facilities Public Facilities (number displaced)

Public Facilities with Access Change  (number affected)

Section 4(f) Impacts Parklands (acres affected)

Parklands (number affected)

Utilities Utilities Crossings (number of conflicts)

Utility Infrastructure (number affected)

Noise Noise Receptors (number wtihin 500 feet of corridor)

Agricultural
Prime and Important Farmland Prime and Important Farmland (acres affected)

Farmsteads Farm Outbuildings (number affected)

Tracts Tract Severances (number affected)

Tracts with Access Change (number affected)

Farms Centennial/Sesquicentennial  Farms (number affected)

Farms Otherwise Affected (number affected)

Cultural
Cultural Historic Sites (number affected)

Cemeteries (number affected)

High Probability Archaeological Sites (acres affected)

Design
Right-of-Way Right-of-Way Acquisition (acres)

Length of Roadway Length in Miles

Traffic
Safety Analysis Percent Change in Total Crashes

Type of Elimination

Criteria Unit of Measure
T3 T10 

BN2      
D13 D8 

D2    

T3 T10 
BN2      

D13 D8 
D3    

T3 T10 
T13      
BN3      

D10 D1    

T3 T10 
T13     
BN3     

D10 D4    

T3 T10 
T13    
BN3    

D13 D8 
D2   

T3 T10 
T13    
BN3    

D13 D8 
D3   

T3 T10 
T14 T15 

BN4    
D16 D14 
D10 D1 

T3 T10 
T14 T15 

BN4    
D16 D14 
D10 D4 

T3 T10 
T14 T15 

BN4    
D16 D14 
D13 D8 

D2

T3 T10 
T14 T15 

BN4    
D16 D14 
D13 D8 

D3

T3 T10 
T14 T16 

BN5    
D15 D14 
D10 D1 

73 74 77 78 79 80 83 84 85 86 90

0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9 9 9 8

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3 2 2 2 3 2 4 4 5 4 4

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0.5 0.5 1.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 1.0

1 1 1 1 0 0 2 2 1 1 1

4 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

22 22 23 21 18 18 25 23 20 20 21

9 9 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 5

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 1

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4 4 4 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 4

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

73 71 76 65 69 67 73 62 66 64 58

680 655 669 682 697 673 754 768 782 758 818

33 32 12 13 14 13 18 19 20 19 13

21 18 21 21 26 23 23 23 28 25 27

19 15 26 23 28 24 31 28 33 29 30

8 8 7 7 7 7 8 8 8 8 8

54 51 52 51 53 50 58 57 59 56 63

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

22 22 33 33 33 33 78 78 78 78 65

707 684 680 693 710 686 756 769 786 762 839

11.9 11.5 11.6 11.8 12.2 11.8 13.1 13.3 13.7 13.3 14.0

-43.3% -43.3% -43.3% -43.3% -43.3% -43.3% -43.3% -43.3% -43.3% -43.3% -43.3%

- O - - - O - - - O P

Corridors

T3 T10 
T14 T16 

BN5    
D15 D14 
D10 D4 

T3 T10 
T14 T16 

BN5    
D15 D14 
D13 D8 

D2

T3 T10 
T14 T16 

BN5    
D15 D14 
D13 D8 

D3

T4 T11 
BN3    

D10 D1    

T4 T11 
BN3    

D10 D4    

T4 T11 
BN3    

D13 D8 
D2    

T4 T11 
BN3    

D13 D8 
D3    

T4 T12 
T17    
BN4    

D16 D14 
D10 D1  

T4 T12 
T17   BN4  
D16 D14 
D10 D4  

T4 T12 
T17   BN4  
D16 D14 
D13 D8 

D2 

T4 T12 
T17    
BN4   

D16 D14 
D13 D8 

D3 

T4 T12 
T18    
BN5    

D15 D14 
D10 D1  

91 92 93 97 98 99 100 103 104 105 106 110

8 8 8 7 7 7 7 14 14 14 14 13

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4 5 4 3 3 4 3 4 4 5 4 4

0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

0.9 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 1.0

1 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 2 1 1 1

3 3 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

19 16 16 15 13 10 10 19 17 14 14 14

5 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 5

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

47 51 49 46 35 39 37 44 33 37 35 28

831 846 822 800 814 829 805 822 836 850 826 872

14 15 14 30 31 32 31 42 43 44 43 35

27 32 29 23 23 28 25 19 19 24 21 18

27 32 28 40 37 42 38 35 32 37 33 29

8 8 8 11 11 11 11 10 10 10 10 10

62 64 61 68 67 69 66 70 69 71 68 77

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

65 65 65 37 37 37 37 100 100 100 100 98

851 868 844 798 811 828 804 815 827 844 821 885

14.2 14.6 14.2 13.8 14.0 14.4 14.0 14.3 14.5 14.9 14.5 14.9

-43.3% -43.3% -43.3% -42.9% -42.9% -42.9% -42.9% -42.9% -42.9% -42.9% -42.9% -42.9%

P P P P P P P P P P P P

Corridors

1 



MACRO ANALYSIS SUMMARY TABLES 

Se
ct

io
ns

#

Environmental
Water Quality/Water Resources Floodplain (acres affected)

Floodways (acres affected)

Biologically Significant Streams (number of crossings)

Class I Streams (number of crossings)

Streams (number of crossings)

Drinking Water Supplies - Surface Water (number affected)
Wetlands Wetland Areas (acres affected)

Wetland Areas (number affected)

Special Waste CERCLIS, LUST, RCRA Sites (number affected)

Forested Area Forested Area (acre affected) 

T&E Species Threatened and Endangered Species (number affected)

Community and Economic
Residences Homes, including Farm Homes (number displaced)

Business Commercial Buildings (number displaced)

Public Facilities Public Facilities (number displaced)

Public Facilities with Access Change  (number affected)

Section 4(f) Impacts Parklands (acres affected)

Parklands (number affected)

Utilities Utilities Crossings (number of conflicts)

Utility Infrastructure (number affected)

Noise Noise Receptors (number wtihin 500 feet of corridor)

Agricultural
Prime and Important Farmland Prime and Important Farmland (acres affected)

Farmsteads Farm Outbuildings (number affected)

Tracts Tract Severances (number affected)

Tracts with Access Change (number affected)

Farms Centennial/Sesquicentennial  Farms (number affected)

Farms Otherwise Affected (number affected)

Cultural
Cultural Historic Sites (number affected)

Cemeteries (number affected)

High Probability Archaeological Sites (acres affected)

Design
Right-of-Way Right-of-Way Acquisition (acres)

Length of Roadway Length in Miles

Traffic
Safety Analysis Percent Change in Total Crashes

Type of Elimination

Criteria Unit of Measure

T4 T12 
T18    
BN5    

D15 D14 
D10 D4  

T4 T12 
T18    
BN5    

D15 D14 
D13 D8 

D2 

T4 T12 
T18    
BN5    

D15 D14 
D13 D8 

D3 

T19      
BN4    

D16 D14 
D10 D1 

T19    
BN4    

D16 D14 
D10 D4 

T19       
BN4      

D16 D14 
D13 D8 

D2

T19     
BN4    

D19 D2

111 112 113 117 118 119 120

13 13 13 9 9 9 9

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4 5 4 4 4 5 6

1 1 1 0 0 0 0

0.9 0.0 0.0 1 1 0 0

1 0 0 2 2 1 1

2 2 2 0 0 0 0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12 9 9 22 20 17 15

1 1 1 4 4 4 4

0 0 0 1 1 1 1

0 0 0 2 2 2 2

0.0 0.0 0.0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5 5 5 4 4 4 4

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

17 21 19 73 62 66 62

885 900 876 750 764 778 768

36 37 36 18 19 20 10

18 23 20 19 19 24 18

26 31 27 29 26 31 29

10 10 10 7 7 7 7

76 78 75 58 57 59 58

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

98 98 98 76 76 76 76

898 915 891 751 764 781 764

15.1 15.5 15.1 13.0 13.2 13.6 13.3

-42.9% -42.9% -42.9% -43.3% -43.3% -43.3% -43.3%

P P P - - - -

T1 T6 T14 
T15       
BN4       

D19 D2

T2 T8 T14 
T15       
BN4       

D19 D2

T3 T10 
T14 T15   

BN4       
D19 D2

T1 T6 
BN2      

D20 D2   

T1 T6 T13  
BN3      

D21 D2    

T2 T8 
BN2      

D20 D2   

T2 T8 T13  
BN3      

D21 D2    

T3 T10 
BN2      

D20 D2    

T3 T10 
T13     
BN3      

D21 D2    

E-W 
Only Alt

121 122 123 124 125 126 127 128 129 E-W 

9 9 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 13

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6 6 6 3 3 3 3 3 3 8

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 3

1 1 3 2 1 2 1 4 3 19

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0

6 6 18 8 4 8 4 16 12 106

0 0 4 5 0 5 0 9 4 14

1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0

2 1 2 1 1 0 0 1 1 8

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

6 6 5 5 5 5 5 4 4 5

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

26 27 62 35 27 37 29 73 65 1345

824 831 772 745 762 753 771 694 712 105

11 12 10 24 5 25 6 23 4 1

21 25 22 18 28 21 32 18 28 0

31 31 31 14 30 13 29 12 28 0

8 8 8 8 7 8 7 8 7 5

64 61 58 52 42 49 39 48 38 63

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

74 75 77 19 30 20 31 22 33 34

805 820 769 750 754 763 767 714 717 225

14.1 14.2 13.4 12.7 13.0 12.8 13.0 12.0 12.3 14.1

-43.3% -43.3% -43.3% -43.3% -43.3% -43.3% -43.3% -43.3% -43.3% -

- - - - - - - - - R

Corridors

Alternative containing Section BN1

Alternative containing Section BN2

Alternative containing Section BN3

Alternative containing Section BN4

Alternative containing Section BN5

Legend and Notes 

Criteria used as differentiating 
criteria are highlighted 
 
1 Type of Elimination:  
    R = Residential Impacts 
    P = Prime and Important       
           Farmland Impacts 
   O = Other Considerations 
   (-) = Carried Forward 

1 



ALIGNMENT ANALYSIS CRITERIA 

Floodways 

Floodplain 

Streams 

Biologically 
Significant /Class 

I Streams 

Drinking Water – 
Surface Water 

Wetlands 

Residences 

Public Facilities 

Parklands 

Utilities 

Noise Receptors 

Prime & 
Important 
Farmland 

Farm Out 
Buildings 

Farm Severances 

Centennial/ 
Sesqui-

centennial Farms 

Right-of-Way 
Acquisition 

Termini 
Connections Businesses 

Farms Otherwise 
Affected 

Historic Sites 

Cemeteries Special Waste 

Environmental Community and 
Economic 

Agricultural and 
Cultural 

Design and 
Traffic 

Threatened & 
Endangered 

Species 

Forested Areas Archaeological 
Sites 

Area of Total 
Pavement 

Constructability 

Area of New 
Pavement 

Primary 
Agricultural Land 

within ROW 

Sustainability 

Tracts b/w 
Alignment & 

2035 Land Use 

ROW within 
Watershed 

Riparian Areas 

Highly Erodible 
Soils 

Proximity to 
Existing Bike/Ped  

Path 

Safety Analysis 

Utility 
Infrastructure 

Agriculture b/w 
Alignment & 

2035 Land Use 



ALIGNMENT ANALYSIS SUMMARY TABLES 

1 

Se
ct

io
ns T1 T6 

BN2      
D10 D1    

T1 T6 
BN2      

D10 D4    

T1 T6 
BN2      

D13 D8 
D2    

T1 T6 T13  
BN3      

D10 D1    

T1 T6 T13  
BN3      

D10 D4    

T1 T6 T13  
BN3      

D13 D8 
D2   

T1 T6 T14 
T15      
BN4      

D16 D14 
D10 D1 

T1 T6 T14 
T15     
BN4      

D16 D14 
D10 D4 

T1 T6 T14 
T15     
BN4      

D16 D14 
D13 D8 

D2

T2 T8 
BN2      

D10 D1    

T2 T8 
BN2      

D10 D4    

T2 T8 
BN2      

D13 D8 
D2    

T2 T8 T13  
BN3      

D10 D1    

T2 T8 T13  
BN3      

D10 D4    

T2 T8 T13  
BN3      

D13 D8 
D2   

T2 T8 T14 
T15 BN4   
D16 D14 
D10 D1 

T2 T8 T14 
T15 BN4   
D16 D14 
D10 D4 

T2 T8 T14 
T15 BN4   
D16 D14 
D13 D8 

D2

T3 T10 
BN2      

D10 D1    

T3 T10 
BN2      

D10 D4    

T3 T10 
BN2      

D13 D8 
D2    

T3 T10 
T13      
BN3      

D10 D1    

T3 T10 
T13     
BN3     

D10 D4    

T3 T10 
T13    
BN3    

D13 D8 
D2   

T3 T10 
T14 T15 

BN4    
D16 D14 
D10 D1 

T3 T10 
T14 T15 

BN4    
D16 D14 
D10 D4 

T3 T10 
T14 T15 

BN4    
D16 D14 
D13 D8 

D2

T19   BN4  
D16 D14 
D10 D1 

# 7 8 9 13 14 15 19 20 21 39 40 41 45 46 47 51 52 53 71 72 73 77 78 79 83 84 85 117

0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5 5 5

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 2

3 3 5 3 3 5 3 3 5 3 3 5 3 3 5 3 3 5 3 3 5 3 3 5 3 3 5 3

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1.1 0.8 0.9 1.1 0.8 0.9 1.1 0.8 0.9 0.3 0.0 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.1 3.8 3.5 3.6 3.8 3.5 3.6 3.8 3.5 3.6 3.2

2 1 2 2 1 2 2 1 2 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 3 2 3 3 2 3 3 2 3 3

2 3 2 1 2 1 1 2 1 2 3 2 1 2 1 1 2 1 5 6 5 4 5 4 4 5 4 4

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0

24 16 15 19 11 10 19 11 10 24 16 15 19 11 10 17 9 10 24 16 15 19 11 10 19 11 10 18

7 7 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6 5 6 6 5 6 6 5 6 8 7 8 8 7 8 8 7 8 6 5 6 6 5 6 6 5 6 6

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

36 38 36 30 32 30 14 16 14 38 40 38 30 32 30 18 20 16 50 52 50 45 47 45 29 31 29 18

703 736 694 684 717 675 760 794 752 695 729 686 688 722 679 765 799 757 647 681 638 666 700 658 743 777 735 709

43 45 43 33 35 32 32 34 31 44 49 43 34 36 33 33 35 32 43 45 42 33 35 32 32 34 32 21

27 23 26 31 26 28 34 33 32 25 27 30 28 28 28 31 31 31 25 35 28 30 29 32 31 31 33 31

13 8 10 14 10 13 25 23 21 13 10 11 15 12 15 26 23 25 15 12 14 16 11 13 27 23 25 25

3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 2 2 2 2 2 2 4 4 4 3

33 41 36 20 35 29 34 42 39 37 38 33 29 32 28 37 47 37 31 35 31 23 30 23 38 39 33 36

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

58 58 58 55 55 55 75 75 75 45 45 45 49 49 49 70 70 70 59 59 59 80 80 80 101 101 101 103

758 781 731 731 754 705 808 831 782 734 757 707 719 742 692 796 819 771 694 718 668 707 730 680 783 806 758 749

MED MED MED MED MED MED MED MED MED MED MED MED MED MED MED MED MED MED HIGH HIGH HIGH HIGH HIGH HIGH HIGH HIGH HIGH HIGH

LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW

0.34 0.32 0.32 0.36 0.34 0.33 0.39 0.37 0.36 0.36 0.34 0.33 0.38 0.34 0.34 0.41 0.38 0.38 0.32 0.29 0.29 0.33 0.30 0.30 0.36 0.36 0.35 0.35

Y N N Y N N Y N N Y N N Y N N Y N N Y N N Y N N Y N N Y

0.26 0.23 0.24 0.27 0.25 0.25 0.29 0.27 0.26 0.28 0.25 0.25 0.30 0.26 0.26 0.31 0.28 0.28 0.23 0.20 0.20 0.24 0.21 0.22 0.26 0.25 0.25 0.25

383 432 411 413 462 441 500 549 530 440 489 468 482 531 510 569 618 599 404 451 435 471 518 502 562 609 594 528

86 98 88 106 118 108 138 150 140 94 106 96 114 126 116 146 158 148 97 109 99 117 129 119 149 161 151 151

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

1.4% 1.4% 1.4% 1.4% 1.4% 1.4% 1.4% 1.4% 1.4% 0.9% 0.9% 0.9% 0.9% 0.9% 0.9% 0.9% 0.9% 0.9% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4%

0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.9% 0.9% 0.9% 0.8%

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%

21.9 22.9 20.7 20.3 21.3 19.1 23.5 24.6 22.3 10.9 12.0 9.8 10.0 11.1 8.8 13.2 14.3 12.1 8.2 9.3 7.1 11.4 12.5 10.3 14.7 15.8 13.5 15.2

18.8 22.5 18.4 20.9 24.6 20.5 26.7 30.4 26.2 22.8 26.5 22.4 24.9 28.6 24.5 30.7 34.3 30.2 18.7 22.4 18.3 20.8 24.5 20.4 26.6 30.2 26.1 26.7

0.5 0.5 0.5 1.0 1.0 1.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 0.5 0.5 0.5 1.0 1.0 1.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 0.5 0.5 0.5 1.0 1.0 1.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

-46.7 -46.7 -47.2 -46.7 -46.7 -47.2 -46.7 -46.7 -47.2 -46.7 -46.7 -47.2 -46.7 -46.7 -47.2 -46.7 -46.7 -47.2 -46.7 -46.7 -47.2 -46.7 -46.7 -47.2 -46.7 -46.7 -47.2 -46.7

R C C R C C R C C R C C R C C R C C T T T T T T T T T T

Alignments

1 

Environmental
Water Quality/Resources Floodplain (acres affected)

Floodways (acres affected)

Biologically Significant Streams (number of crossings)

Class I Streams (number of crossings)

Streams - Main Stems (number of crossings)

Streams - Tributaries (number of crossings)

Drinking Water Supplies - Surface Water (number affected)
Wetlands Wetland Areas (acres affected)

Wetland Areas (number affected)

Special Waste CERCLIS, LUST, RCRA Sites (number affected)

Forested Area Forested Area (acre affected) 

T&E Species Threatened & Endangered Species (number of species affected)

Community and Economic
Residences Homes, including Farm Homes (number displaced)

Businesses Commercial Buildings (number displaced)

Public Facilities Public Facilities (number displaced)

Public Facilities with Access Change  (number affected)

Section 4(f) Impacts Parklands (acres affected)

Parklands (number affected)

Utilities Utilities Crossings (number of conflicts)

Utility Infrastructure (number affected)

Noise Noise Receptors (number of receptors within 500 feet of corridor)

Agricultural
Prime and Important Farmland Prime and Important Farmland (acres affected)

Farmsteads Farm Outbuildings (number affected)

Tracts Tract Severances (number affected)

Tracts with Access Change (number affected)

Farms Centennial/Sesquicentennial Farms (number affected)

Farms Otherwise Affected (number affected)

Cultural
Cultural Historic Sites (number affected)

Cemeteries (number affected)

High Probability Archaeological Sites (acres affected)

Design
Right-of-Way Right-of-Way Acquisition (acres)

Termini Connections Engineering and Operational Consideration of North Termini 

Engineering and Operational Consideration of South Termini 

Area of Total Pavement Area of Total Pavement (square miles)

Constructability Desirable from an Engineering Perspective (Y/N)

Sustainability
Area of New Pavement Area of New Pavement Required (square miles)

Farmland Preservation Area of Farmland Consumed Outside of 2035 Land Use Plan (acres within alignments)

 Number of Farm Tracts Located between the 2035 Land Use Plan and Alignments 

Area of Farmland Consumed Outside of 2035 Land Use Plan (acres between alignment 
and Land Use Plan)  (calculated for final six alignments only)

Watershed Amount of Right-of-Way within Each Watershed (% watershed affected)

Six Mile Creek-Mackinaw River Watershed

Money Creek Watershed

Sugar Creek Watershed

Kickapoo Creek Watershed

Riparian Areas Riparian Areas (acres affected)

Highly Erodible Soils Highly Erodible Soils (acres affected)

Bike/Pedestrian Access Is Alternative Adjacent to Proposed or Existing Bike/Ped Network? (Y/N)

Traffic
Safety Analysis Percent Change in Total Crashes

Type of Elimination

Criteria Unit of Measure



ALIGNMENT ANALYSIS SUMMARY TABLES 

1 

Se
ct

io
ns

#

T19    
BN4    

D16 D14 
D10 D4 

T19   BN4  
D16 D14 
D13 D8 

D2

T19    
BN4   

D19 D2

T1 T6 T14 
T15       
BN4       

D19 D2

T2 T8 T14 
T15       
BN4       

D19 D2

T3 T10 
T14 T15   

BN4       
D19 D2

T1 T6 
BN2      

D20 D2   

T1 T6 T13  
BN3      

D21 D2    

T2 T8 
BN2      

D20 D2   

T2 T8 T13 
BN3      

D21 D2   

T3 T10 
BN2      

D20 D2    

T3 T10 
T13      
BN3      

D21 D2    

118 119 120 121 122 123 124 125 126 127 128 129

5 5 5 5 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0

3 5 6 6 6 6 4 4 4 4 4 4

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2.9 3.0 3.0 0.9 0.1 3.6 0.9 0.9 0.1 0.1 3.6 3.6

2 3 3 2 1 3 2 2 1 1 3 3

5 4 4 1 1 5 2 1 2 1 5 4

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1

10 9 8 9 9 9 13 10 13 9 13 9

0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 7 0 7 0

0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5 6 6 6 8 6 6 6 8 8 6 6

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

20 18 17 13 15 28 35 27 37 30 50 43

742 701 739 790 795 773 738 726 731 730 685 709

23 20 12 23 24 23 34 24 36 26 34 24

30 33 32 30 29 35 35 35 35 35 35 35

23 24 23 24 25 24 24 24 24 24 24 24

3 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

41 34 37 48 47 36 36 36 36 36 36 36

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

103 103 103 76 70 101 58 55 45 49 59 80

772 724 762 820 809 796 775 755 751 743 714 730

HIGH HIGH HIGH MED MED HIGH MED MED MED MED HIGH HIGH

LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW

0.34 0.33 0.39 0.42 0.39 0.41 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.34 0.30 0.30

N N Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

0.23 0.23 0.29 0.32 0.29 0.30 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.26 0.21 0.22

575 560 611 581 650 646 479 505 536 574 497 559

163 153 165 150 158 163 91 113 99 121 102 124

- - - 5006 5254 - 2286 3174 2524 3413 - -

0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 1.4% 0.9% 0.4% 1.4% 1.4% 0.9% 0.9% 0.4% 0.4%

0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.6% 0.8% 0.9% 0.5% 0.5% 0.6% 0.6% 0.7% 0.8%

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%

16.3 14.0 15.8 24.1 13.8 15.3 20.6 19.1 9.6 8.8 6.9 10.2

30.4 26.3 40.7 40.7 44.7 40.6 22.6 26.7 26.5 30.7 22.4 26.6

2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 0.5 1.0 0.5 1.0 0.5 1.0

-46.7 -47.2 -46.7 -46.7 -46.7 -46.7 -46.7 -46.7 -46.7 -46.7 -46.7 -46.7

T T T A/S A/S T - - - - T T

Alignments

Alternative containing Section BN2

Alternative containing Section BN3

Alternative containing Section BN4

Legend and Notes 

Criteria used as differentiating 
criteria are highlighted 
 
1 Type of Elimination:  
    T = Termini Connections 
    C = Constructability 
    R = Residential Impacts 
    A/S = Agricultural Impacts and  
              Sustainability  
   (-) = Carried Forward 

1 

Environmental
Water Quality/Resources Floodplain (acres affected)

Floodways (acres affected)

Biologically Significant Streams (number of crossings)

Class I Streams (number of crossings)

Streams - Main Stems (number of crossings)

Streams - Tributaries (number of crossings)

Drinking Water Supplies - Surface Water (number affected)
Wetlands Wetland Areas (acres affected)

Wetland Areas (number affected)

Special Waste CERCLIS, LUST, RCRA Sites (number affected)

Forested Area Forested Area (acre affected) 

T&E Species Threatened & Endangered Species (number of species affected)

Community and Economic
Residences Homes, including Farm Homes (number displaced)

Businesses Commercial Buildings (number displaced)

Public Facilities Public Facilities (number displaced)

Public Facilities with Access Change  (number affected)

Section 4(f) Impacts Parklands (acres affected)

Parklands (number affected)

Utilities Utilities Crossings (number of conflicts)

Utility Infrastructure (number affected)

Noise Noise Receptors (number of receptors within 500 feet of corridor)

Agricultural
Prime and Important Farmland Prime and Important Farmland (acres affected)

Farmsteads Farm Outbuildings (number affected)

Tracts Tract Severances (number affected)

Tracts with Access Change (number affected)

Farms Centennial/Sesquicentennial Farms (number affected)

Farms Otherwise Affected (number affected)

Cultural
Cultural Historic Sites (number affected)

Cemeteries (number affected)

High Probability Archaeological Sites (acres affected)

Design
Right-of-Way Right-of-Way Acquisition (acres)

Termini Connections Engineering and Operational Consideration of North Termini 

Engineering and Operational Consideration of South Termini 

Area of Total Pavement Area of Total Pavement (square miles)

Constructability Desirable from an Engineering Perspective (Y/N)

Sustainability
Area of New Pavement Area of New Pavement Required (square miles)

Farmland Preservation Area of Farmland Consumed Outside of 2035 Land Use Plan (acres within alignments)

 Number of Farm Tracts Located between the 2035 Land Use Plan and Alignments 

Area of Farmland Consumed Outside of 2035 Land Use Plan (acres between alignment 
and Land Use Plan)  (calculated for final six alignments only)

Watershed Amount of Right-of-Way within Each Watershed (% watershed affected)

Six Mile Creek-Mackinaw River Watershed

Money Creek Watershed

Sugar Creek Watershed

Kickapoo Creek Watershed

Riparian Areas Riparian Areas (acres affected)

Highly Erodible Soils Highly Erodible Soils (acres affected)

Bike/Pedestrian Access Is Alternative Adjacent to Proposed or Existing Bike/Ped Network? (Y/N)

Traffic
Safety Analysis Percent Change in Total Crashes

Type of Elimination

Criteria Unit of Measure
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Arterial 

TYPES OF HIGHWAY FACILITIES

Freeway Expressway Arterial

Source: North Carolina Department of Transportation (http://www.ncdot.org/doh/preconstruct/tpb/SHC/facility/)DISCLAIMER: These renderings are for illustrative purposes only. Actual placement of design elements may vary.
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FOCUSED WORKING GROUP (FWG)

TOPICS

EXPECTATIONS

SUSTAINABILITY
“Sustainability is the act of balancing the environmental, social and 
economic needs of the built and natural environments for present 
and future generations.”



FOCUSED WORKING GROUP (FWG)

TOPICS

EXPECTATIONS

ALTERNATIVE MODES



January 11, 2012

East sidE HigHway   EnvironmEntal assEssmEnt

visit   www.EastsidEHigHway.com

land usE and accEss managEmEnt

Focus Working Group (FWG)

The FWG is an advisory group with specific interests and knowledge. They are assembled to review 
planning and design materials relating to their interest area and advise the Project Study Group (PSG) at 
key milestones, before the information is finalized. The topics covered and expectations of the Land Use and 
Access Management FWG are described below.

If you wish to be a member of the Alternative Modes FWG, please notify the project team via email (ESH@
clarkdietz.com) or telephone (217-373-8901) no later than January 25, 2012. The FWG member selection 
will occur in a fair and transparent manner. Participation may be limited depending on amount of interest 
shown.

toPics

rEfErEncEs

ExPEctations

•	 Residential, commercial, and farm access
•	 Access issues (intersections, interchanges, driveways, crossings, safety, design, 

location)
•	 Access management
•	 Farmland impacts
•	 Future business development and land use
•	 Travel patterns
•	 East west roadway improvements

The following list includes, but is not limited to, documents and guidelines that may be 
used as references.
•	 USDA/NRCS Farmland Act
•	 Illinois Agricultural Areas Conservation and Protection Act of 1979
•	 IDOT Bureau of Design & Environment Manual
•	 McLean County Regional Comprehensive Plan
•	 County and municipal zoning and plans
•	 Other planning guidelines

•	 Advisory group to the PSG
•	 Provide input and suggestions on the topics
•	 Input is used to help shape the final outcome of the project
•	 Meet between three to six times over a nine month period



January 11, 2012

East sidE HigHway   EnvironmEntal assEssmEnt

visit   www.EastsidEHigHway.com

sustainability
Focus Working Group (FWG)

The FWG is an advisory group with specific interests and knowledge. They are assembled to review 
planning and design materials relating to their interest area and advise the Project Study Group (PSG) at 
key milestones, before the information is finalized. The topics covered and expectations of the Sustainability 
FWG are described below. 

If you wish to be a member of the Alternative Modes FWG, please notify the project team via email (ESH@
clarkdietz.com) or telephone (217-373-8901) no later than January 25, 2012. The FWG member selection 
will occur in a fair and transparent manner. Participation may be limited depending on amount of interest 
shown.

“Sustainability is the act of balancing the environmental, social and economic needs of the built and natural 
environments for present and future generations.”

toPics

rEfErEncEs

ExPEctations

•	 Best Management Practices (BMPs)
•	 Environmental features (e.g., wetlands, streams, ecology)
•	 Aesthetics and landscaping
•	 Energy use (e.g. lighting)
•	 Construction practices
•	 Future land use plan compatibility

The following list includes, but is not limited to, documents and guidelines that may be 
used as references.
•	 Clean Water Act
•	 Wetland Policy Act of 1989
•	 Endangered Species Act
•	 IDOT Bureau of Design & Environment Manual
•	 IDOT Illinois Livable and Sustainable Transportation Rating System and Guide 

Manual
•	 FHWA Transportation & Sustainability Guidebook
•	 BMP guidance documents
•	 McLean County land use and comprehensive planning documents

•	 Advisory group to the PSG
•	 Provide input and suggestions on the topics
•	 Input is used to help shape the final outcome of the project
•	 Meet between three to six times over a nine month period



January 11, 2012

East sidE HigHway   EnvironmEntal assEssmEnt

visit   www.EastsidEHigHway.com

altErnativE modEs

Focus Working Group (FWG)

The FWG is an advisory group with specific interests and knowledge. They are assembled to review 
planning and design materials relating to their interest area and advise the Project Study Group (PSG) at 
key milestones, before the information is finalized. The topics covered and expectations of the Alternative 
Modes FWG are described below.

If you wish to be a member of the Alternative Modes FWG, please notify the project team via email (ESH@
clarkdietz.com) or telephone (217-373-8901) no later than January 25, 2012. The FWG member selection 
will occur in a fair and transparent manner. Participation may be limited depending on amount of interest 
shown.

toPics

rEfErEncEs

ExPEctations

•	 Transit routes and stops
•	 Bicycle routes
•	 Pedestrian routes
•	 Connectivity to existing and proposed trail system
•	 Parallel multi-use pathways
•	 Crossings over or under ESH
•	 Integration with ESH
•	 Safety
•	 Other considerations to encourage use of alternative modes

The following list includes, but is not limited to, documents and guidelines that may be 
used as references.
•	 IDOT Bureau of Design and Environment Manual
•	 American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) 

Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities
•	 FHWA Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety Program guidance
•	 Local planning documents

•	 Advisory group to the PSG
•	 Provide input and suggestions on the topics
•	 Input is used to help shape the final outcome of the project
•	 Meet between three to six times over a nine month period

















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































 
 

 

 

 

 

PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING #5 
JUNE 19, 2013 



NOTICE 

EAST SIDE HIGHWAY ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING 

 

Notice is hereby given that the East Side Highway Steering Committee will hold a 

Public Information Meeting on Wednesday, June 19, 2013 at the Normal 

Community High School Auditorium at 3900 East Raab Road in Normal, Illinois. 

The meeting will be held from 6:00 PM to 8:00 PM. The purpose of the meeting is 

to present the remaining alternatives, and discuss the environmental and 

community impacts resulting from the alternatives. We will seek input from those 

in attendance regarding which alternative should be selected as the single 

preferred alternative to carry forward. 

 

A presentation will be made at 6:10 PM and again at 7:10 PM. The presentations 

will be identical. The remainder of the meeting will be open-house format with 

opportunity to review exhibits.  Project team staff will be available for discussion 

and questions. 

 
A map of the remaining alternatives will be available on the project website 

(http://www.eastsidehighway.com) after the meeting.  Persons with disability 

requiring special accommodations should contact Clark Dietz, Inc. (217-373-

8900) to advise of planned attendance and needed accommodations. 

 



East Side Highway Environmental Assessment
Public Meeting Announcement

A presentation will be given at 6:10 p.m. and 7:10 p.m. The content at each presentation will be 
identical. The presentation will include a review of the alternative evaluation process, description of 
the remaining alternatives, and identify the environmental and community impacts resulting from 
each of the remaining alternatives. The remainder of the meeting will be open-house format with 
opportunity to browse exhibits. Staff will be available for discussion and questions. Public input on 
a Preferred Alternative will be sought. Written comments will be taken at the meeting and by mail, 
email, or fax after the meeting. For more information, visit the website at www.eastsidehighway.com.

Persons with disabilities requiring special accommodations should contact Mr. Jerry Payonk of 
Clark Dietz at (217) 373-8900 to advise of planned attendance and needed accommodations.

DATE Wednesday, June 19, 2013

You are invited to attend an East Side Highway Public Information Meeting to be held on:

Purpose
The purpose of the meeting is to 
review the alternative evaluation 
process, present the remaining 
alternatives, and seek public input 
on a Preferred Alternative.

TIME 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. 

PLACE Normal Community High School 
3900 East Raab Road
Normal, Illinois



PLACE
POSTAGE 

HERE

East Side Highway Environmental Assessment
125 West Church Street
Champaign, IL 61820

VISIT   WWW.EASTSIDEHIGHWAY.COM



AGENDA 

1. Alternative Evaluation Process 
 

2. Environmental Assessment Evaluation 
 

3. Remaining Alternatives 
 

4. Public Input on a Preferred Alternative 



TIMELINE 

Study Milestone

Public Information Meeting (PIM)

Public Hearing

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Project
Intro

Purpose 
& Need

Reasonable 
Range of 

Alternatives
Preferred 

Alternative

Finding of 
No Significant 

Impact (FONSI)

TIMELINE 

Study Milestone

Public Information Meeting (PIM)

Public Hearing

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Project
Intro

Purpose 
& Need

Reasonable 
Range of 

Alternatives
Preferred 

Alternative

Finding of 
No Significant 

Impact (FONSI)



PURPOSE & NEED 

Purpose: Improve local and regional mobility and access 
that accommodates  growth forecasted on east side 

Need: Based on the inability of the current 
transportation system to accommodate projected traffic 

volumes and provide access for future growth on the 
east side 

SOCIO-ECONOMIC UPDATE 



SOCIO-ECONOMIC UPDATE 

FASTEST GROWING ILLINOIS CITIES 2012 

1.Normal 
2.Champaign 
3.Elgin 
4.Bloomington 
5.Naperville 
 



TIMELINE 

Study Milestone

Public Information Meeting (PIM)

Public Hearing

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Project
Intro

Purpose 
& Need

Reasonable 
Range of 

Alternatives
Preferred 

Alternative

Finding of 
No Significant 

Impact (FONSI)



STEP 1 
STEP 2 

STEP 3 

STEP 5 
STEP 4 

Initial
Screening
Evaluation

Purpose 
& Need 
Screening

Macro
Analysis

Alignment 
Analysis

Environmental 
Assessment

ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION PROCESS 

129 

INITIAL SCREENING CRITERIA  

 
Does the alternative:   

• Directly impact State/Federally protected areas? 

• Meet the horizontal and vertical clear zone 
requirements for the airport? 

• Divide or isolate a neighborhood or community? 
(follows IDOT Community Impact Assessment Manual) 





STEP 1 
STEP 2 

STEP 3 

STEP 5 
STEP 4 

Initial
Screening
Evaluation

Purpose 
& Need 
Screening

Macro
Analysis

Alignment 
Analysis

Environmental 
Assessment

ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION PROCESS 

129 



STEP 1 
STEP 2 

STEP 3 

STEP 5 
STEP 4 

Initial
Screening
Evaluation

Purpose 
& Need 
Screening

Macro
Analysis

Alignment 
Analysis

Environmental 
Assessment

ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION PROCESS 

93 129 

Is/does the alternative: 
compatible with adopted land use plans?  
restrict/reduce opportunities for uncontrolled, 
sporadic, or leapfrog development?  

Accommodate 
Managed Growth 

Does the alternative: 
reduce congestion in the study area?  
improve N-S travel efficiencies? 
improve E-W travel efficiencies? 

Mobility 

Does the alternative: 
improve travel efficiency to the interstate system?  
provide N-S connectivity? 
provide E-W connectivity? 

Access 

PURPOSE & NEED SCREENING 





STEP 1 
STEP 2 

STEP 3 

STEP 5 
STEP 4 

Initial
Screening
Evaluation

Purpose 
& Need 
Screening

Macro
Analysis

Alignment 
Analysis

Environmental 
Assessment

ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION PROCESS 

93 129 



STEP 1 
STEP 2 

STEP 3 

STEP 5 
STEP 4 

Initial
Screening
Evaluation

Purpose 
& Need 
Screening

Macro
Analysis

Alignment 
Analysis

Environmental 
Assessment

ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION PROCESS 

93 129 85 

MACRO ANALYSIS CRITERIA 

Floodways 

Floodplain 

Streams 

Biologically 
Significant/Class I 

Streams 

Drinking Water – 
Surface Water 

Wetlands 

Community and 
Economic 

Residences 

Public Facilities 

Parklands 

Utilities 

Noise Receptors 

Prime and 
Important 
Farmland 

Farm Out Buildings 

Farm Severances 

Centennial/Sesqui-
centennial Farms 

Right-of-Way 
Acquisition 

Length of Roadway Businesses 

Farms 

Historic Sites 

Cemeteries Special Waste 

Archaeological 
Sites 

Threatened & 
Endangered Species 

Forested Areas 

Environmental Design and Traffic Agricultural and 
Cultural 

Safety Analysis 





STEP 1 
STEP 2 

STEP 3 

STEP 5 
STEP 4 

Initial
Screening
Evaluation

Purpose 
& Need 
Screening

Macro
Analysis

Alignment 
Analysis

Environmental 
Assessment

ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION PROCESS 

129 93 85 



STEP 1 
STEP 2 

STEP 3 

STEP 5 
STEP 4 

Initial
Screening
Evaluation

Purpose 
& Need 
Screening

Macro
Analysis

Alignment 
Analysis

Environmental 
Assessment

ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION PROCESS 

129 93 85 40 

TIMELINE 

Study Milestone

Public Information Meeting (PIM)

Public Hearing

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Project
Intro

Purpose 
& Need

Reasonable 
Range of 

Alternatives
Preferred 

Alternative

Finding of 
No Significant 

Impact (FONSI)





Floodways 

Floodplain 

Streams 

Biologically 
Significant /Class 

I Streams 

Drinking Water – 
Surface Water 

Wetlands 

Residences 

Public Facilities 

Parklands 

Utilities 

Noise Receptors 

Prime & 
Important 
Farmland 

Farm Out 
Buildings 

Farm Severances 

Centennial/ 
Sesqui-

centennial Farms 

Right-of-Way 
Acquisition 

Termini 
Connections Businesses 

Farms Otherwise 
Affected 

Historic Sites 

Cemeteries Special Waste 

Environmental Community and 
Economic 

Agricultural and 
Cultural 

Design and 
Traffic 

Threatened & 
Endangered 

Species 

Forested Areas Archaeological 
Sites 

Area of Total 
Pavement 

Constructability 

Area of New 
Pavement 

Primary 
Agricultural Land 

within ROW 

Sustainability 

Tracts b/w 
Alignment & 

2035 Land Use 

ROW within 
Watershed 

Riparian Areas 

Highly Erodible 
Soils 

Proximity to 
Existing 

Bike/Ped  Path 

Safety Analysis 

Utility 
Infrastructure 

Agriculture b/w 
Alignment & 

2035 Land Use 





Arterial Expressway Freeway 

Arterial

Results of Analysis: 
 

• Freeway is safer because it only allows access 
at interchanges. Expressway may have 
driveways that would create conflict points 
and increase risk of crashes.  

• Speed variance between farm vehicles and 
other vehicles on an expressway render less 
safe.  

 

 



STEP 1 
STEP 2 

STEP 3 

STEP 5 
STEP 4 

Initial
Screening
Evaluation

Purpose 
& Need 
Screening

Macro
Analysis

Alignment 
Analysis

Environmental 
Assessment

129 93 85 40 

STEP 1 
STEP 2 

STEP 3 

STEP 5 
STEP 4 

Initial
Screening
Evaluation

Purpose 
& Need 
Screening

Macro
Analysis

Alignment 
Analysis

Environmental 
Assessment

129 93 85 40 4 



TIMELINE 

Study Milestone

Public Information Meeting (PIM)

Public Hearing

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Project
Intro

Purpose 
& Need

Reasonable 
Range of 

Alternatives
Preferred 

Alternative

Finding of 
No Significant 

Impact (FONSI)

FOCUS WORKING GROUPS (FWG) 

 

• Advisory group with specific interests and 
knowledge 

 

• Review specific planning and design materials  

 

• Member selection occurred in a fair and 
transparent manner 

 

 



LAND USE AND ACCESS MANAGEMENT FWG 

Residential  
Access 

Farmland  
Impacts 

Interchange 
Type 

 Intersection  
Location 

 Future  
Land Use 

Shared  
Use  
Path 

ALTERNATIVE MODES FWG Residential  
Access 

Access 

Safety 

Existing 
System 



SUSTAINABILITY FWG 

BMPs 

Landscaping 

Ecology 

Aesthetics 

Remaining 
Alternatives 
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AGRICULTURAL IMPACTS 

Category 
Alternative 

126 127 

Prime and Important Farmland (acres) 777 794 

Farm Residences (number) 10 6 

Farm Outbuildings (number) 42 30 

Diagonal Severances (number of tracts) 8 10 

Lateral Severances (number of tracts) 3 1 

Severance Management Zones (acres) 40 53 

Adverse Travel (miles) 21.5 22.8 

Tracts with Access Change (number of tracts) 11 9 

Farms Otherwise Affected (acres) 23 25 

Uneconomical Remnants (number) 23 25 

Landlocked Parcels (acres) 181 200 
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EA ST  S IDE H I GH WA Y    ENVIRONM ENTAL  ASS ESS MENT  

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT ANALYSIS 

SUMMARY 

Introduction 

The East Side Highway (ESH) Environmental Assessment (EA) is a transportation planning study 
administered by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the Illinois Department of Transportation 
(IDOT), and McLean County. A total of 129 ESH alternatives were developed during the course of the 
project.  The alternatives were screened using a five-step evaluation process, illustrated below. 

 

The first four steps were presented at the August 18, 2011 and January 11, 2012 Public Information 
Meetings (PIMs). As a result of the evaluation process, four alternatives remained for consideration at 
Step 5, the Environmental Assessment Analysis, which was presented at the June 19, 2013 PIM. 
 
 
Environmental Assessment Evaluation 

Four alternatives were considered in the Environmental Assessment Analysis.  Resource impacts 
resulting from the alternatives were calculated. Resource categories included environmental, community 
and economic, agricultural, cultural, and sustainability.  Engineering design criteria were also evaluated. 
 
Resources where impacts varied widely among the four alternatives were considered differentiating 
criteria, which are used to screen the alternatives. These resources are wetlands, special waste, 
residences, businesses, utility infrastructure, noise receptors, agricultural features, and sustainability 
features. 
 
Two of the four alternatives were eliminated due to high wetland impacts and engineering design issues 
at I-55.  The remaining two alternatives (Alternatives 126 and Alternative 127) are shown on a map on the 
following page.  One of these alternatives will be recommended as the Preferred Alternative.  The 
resource impacts resulting from the alternatives are summarized in a table provided in this packet. 
 
 
  

Step 1:       
Initial 

Screening 
Evaluation  

Step 2:  
Purpose & 

Need 
Evaluation 

Step 3:     
Macro 

Analysis 

Step 4: 
Alignment 

Analysis 

Step 5: 
Environmental 

Assessment 
Analysis  
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Public Comment 

Public input is sought on Alternative 126 and Alternative 127.  A comment form is attached for your use.  
Comments can be submitted via mail (see mailing information on comment form in this handout), email 
(ESHEA@clarkdietz.com), or fax (217-373-8923). 
 
When commenting on the alternatives, please be specific as to which alternative you think should be 
selected as the Preferred Alternative and why.  Please refer to the impact summary table in this packet to 
support your decision. The official public comment period closes on July 3, 2013.  The public comments 
will then be reviewed and summarized, and presented to Federal and State resource agencies. 
 
 
Preferred Alternative 

The public comments, along with the resource impacts, will be considered when selecting a 
recommended Preferred Alternative.  IDOT, FHWA, and McLean County are responsible for making the 
final recommendation on the Preferred Alternative. 
 
A summary of the public comments and the recommended Preferred Alternative will be presented to the 
FHWA and the Federal and State resource agencies in September 2013.  At the meeting, each agency 
representative must give concurrence on the recommended Preferred Alternative in order for the project 
to move forward. The resource agencies can choose to select the No Build Alternative as the Preferred 
Alternative if they find that Alternative 126 and Alternative 127 have significant environmental impacts that 
outweigh the No Build Alternative’s inability to meet the Purpose and Need. The project team will notify 
the public via the project website (www.eastsidehighway.com) after the September meeting to provide an 
update on the status of the Preferred Alternative.  The Preferred Alternative will be presented to the public 
at a Public Hearing.  
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Map of the Remaining Alternatives:  Alternatives 126 and 127 are identical at the northern and 
southern ends.  The alternatives differ in the middle portion.  Alternative 126 is located 
approximately 0.5 mile west of Alternative 127. The alternatives are two-lane freeways with 
access at major east-west roads. 
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Environmental Assessment Evaluation Summary Table (Part 1 of 2) 

Category 
Alternative 

Description of Impacts 
126 127 

Wetlands (acres) 0.71 0.0003 Alternative 126 impacts one additional wetland 
along IL 9 (Empire Road). 

Special Waste (number of 
sites) 18 15 

Most special waste impacts are fuel storage tanks 
on farms.  Alternative 126 has more impacts due 
to the impact at the Prairie Commercial Park along 
IL 9 (Empire Road). 

Residential Displacements 
(number) 18 13 

Most displaced residences are houses or farm 
residences outside of subdivisions, and are 
scattered throughout the project area.   

Business Displacements 
(number) 7 0 

The business displacements occur at the ESH 
interchange with IL 9 (Empire Road).  The cluster 
of businesses is the Prairie Commercial Park.  
Alternative 126 would displace the seven business 
buildings. 

Utility Infrastructure 
(number affected) 33 5 

Alternative 126 impacts mostly single utility poles.  
Alternative 127 impacts mostly electrical 
transmission towers.  The cost of relocating the 
utilities is expected to be higher for Alternative 126 
than for Alternative 127. 

Noise Receptors (number 
within 500 feet of 
alternative) 

167 152 

Most noise impacts occur within 500 feet of the 
roadway edge.  Noise levels were not determined, 
but the number of noise receptors within 500 feet 
shows the potential for noise impacts by proximity 
to each alternative.  Traffic noise is an important 
concern for residents.  Specific traffic noise 
impacts and mitigation will be completed for the 
Preferred Alternative. 
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Environmental Assessment Evaluation Summary Table (Part 2 of 2) 
 

 
The resource descriptions, sources of data, and methodology of impact assessment is listed on the 
following page. 
 
  

Category 
Alternative 

Overview of Impacts 
126 127 

Agricultural Criteria: Eleven metrics were used to assess the 
cumulative effects of the alternatives upon 
agricultural operations.  Alternative 126 would 
displace more farm residences and outbuildings 
than 127, and also requires more access changes.  
Outbuilding loss and removing residences from 
tracts can affect farm operations.  Alternative 127 
would require more acres of prime and important 
farmland, more severance management zones, 
more uneconomical remnants of farmland, more 
landlocked farm parcels, and creates more total 
adverse travel for agricultural operations than 
Alternative 126.  Additionally, Alternative 127 
follows CR 2000 East.  Existing CR 2000 East 
provides a north/south route for farm equipment; if 
this road is replaced by the ESH, it will no longer 
allow farm equipment direct access to property, 
nor provide a rural road route for farm equipment.  
Replacement of this north/south route for farm 
equipment for Alternative 127 is not included in the 
impact analysis.   

Prime and Important 
Farmland (acres) 777 794 

Farm Residences (number) 10 6 

Farm Outbuildings (number) 42 30 

Diagonal Severances 
(number of tracts) 8 10 

Lateral Severances (number 
of tracts) 3 1 

Severance Management 
Zones (acres) 40 53 

Adverse Travel (miles) 21.5 22.8 

Tracts with Access Changes 
(number of tracts) 11 9 

Farms Otherwise Affected 
(acres) 23 25 

Uneconomical Remnants 
(number) 23 25 

Landlocked Parcels (acres) 181 200 

Sustainability Criteria: Farmland preservation was the greatest 
differentiator when considering sustainability 
criteria.  Farmland preservation was measured 
by estimating the area between the 2035 Land 
Use Plan boundary (per local comprehensive 
plans) and the alternatives.  The total area of 
agricultural land outside of planning boundaries 
was smaller for Alternative 126 compared to 
Alternative 127.  The difference occurs north of 
GE Road.  The planning boundary was 
constrained in this area by the difficulty to 
provide infrastructure improvements, such as 
sewer and water, due to watershed separation. 
It is reasonable to conclude that this area may 
not experience development at the same pace 
as areas that are within the 2035 Land Use 
Plan. 

New Pavement Required 
(acres) 232 239 

New Right-of-Way Required 
(acres) 890 905 

Farmland Between 
Alternative and 2035 Land 
Use Plan (acres) 

2,388 3,117 

Farm Tracts Between 
Alternative and 2035 Land 
Use Plan (number) 

103 115 

Highly Erodible Soils (acres) 26.9 28.8 
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Resource Descriptions 
 

Wetlands 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) (Federal Register 1982) and the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (Federal Register 1980) jointly define wetlands as:  “Those areas that are inundated or 
saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under 
normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil 
conditions”.  Wetlands include forested areas, wet meadows, and a variety of habitats exhibiting the 
hydrology, soils, and vegetation required by the USACE. 
 
Executive Order 11990 (Protection of Wetlands) requires federal agencies to avoid to the extent possible 
the long and short-term adverse impacts associated with the occupancy and modification of wetlands, 
and avoid direct and indirect impacts whenever there is a practicable alternative.  Avoidance of wetlands 
was of first importance in evaluating alternatives.  All known high quality wetlands were specifically 
avoided, and minimizing wetland impacts was an important criterion in evaluating alternatives.  In 
characterizing impacts to wetlands, any wetland area within the footprint was measured. 
 
 
Special Waste 

Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs) are defined by ASTM as sites where the presence or likely 
presence of any hazardous substance or petroleum product on a property under conditions that indicate 
an existing release, a past release, or material threat of any hazardous substance or petroleum product 
into structures on the property or the ground, ground water, or surface water of the property. RECs 
include sites that have reportedly accepted and stored hazardous substances or that have a record of 
accidental spills or dumping as well as a variety of activities associated with managing and storing 
wastes.  The Illinois State Geological Survey (ISGS) completed a database search of special waste sites 
in the study area.   In characterizing impacts to special waste, any special waste site that lies within the 
alternative footprint is counted as one impact. 
 
 
Residences 

Homes were identified within the alternative limits based on information from ESRI (Environmental 
System Research Institute, Inc.) data, Google Maps, and public feedback. Buildings were located by the 
project team using aerial photography and verified with field visits.  The buildings identified as residences 
were compared to business and public facility buildings in order to remove duplicates. 
 
A residence was considered impacted if any part of the building structure is located within the alternative 
limits.  Only the residential structure was counted as being impacted; freestanding garages or other 
structures on the respective property were not counted as impacts. Residential buildings under 
construction were counted. Farmsteads were included in the count of residential buildings. 
 
 
Businesses 

Commercial buildings were identified within the alternative limits based on information from ESRI 
(Environmental System Research Institute, Inc.) data, Google Maps, and public feedback. Buildings were 
located by the project team using aerial photography and verified with field visits.  The buildings identified 
as businesses were compared to residences and public facility buildings in order to remove duplicates. 
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Businesses (cont.) 

A commercial property was impacted if any part of the building structure is located within the alternative 
limits.   Commercial impacts were computed as each commercial building impacted. Several commercial 
properties incorporated multiple buildings. Each building was counted as a separate commercial building.  
 
 
Utility Infrastructure 

Utilities evaluated include antenna structures, radio/microwave towers, and electrical facilities 
(substation).  Utilities were identified from database searches and aerial photography and were verified 
during field visits.  Antenna structures and radio/microwave tower information were identified from the 
Federal Communications Commission (FCC) database (http://wireless.fcc.gov/antenna/).  In identifying 
impacts to utilities, if any portion of the utility infrastructure is located within an alternative, it is counted as 
one impact. 
 
 
Noise Receptors 

IDOT defines a sensitive receptor as a land use where frequent outdoor human activity occurs and where 
a low traffic noise level would be of benefit.  Sensitive receptors include homes, schools, hospitals, 
nursing homes, and parks. Most noise impacts occur within 500 feet of the edge of the roadway.  Each 
sensitive noise receptor within 500 feet of the alternative was considered a potential impact.  Traffic noise 
modeling, impacts determinations, and abatement analysis will be completed for the selected Preferred 
Alternative. 
 
 
Agricultural Criteria 

Prime and Important Farmland 
The Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Title 7, Volume 6, Section 657.5(a) defines prime farmland as 
land that has the best combination of physical and chemical characteristics for producing food, feed, 
forage, fiber, and oilseed crops and is also available for these uses. Prime farmland does not have to be 
cleared; however, it cannot be urbanized, paved, or permanently under water. 
 
The digital format Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) soil maps were used to measure 
potential prime and important farmland impacts.  The digital soil maps identify each soil type designated 
as prime and important farmland.  In characterizing impacts to prime and important farmland, any soil 
type designated as prime and important farmland within the alternative footprint was measured and 
rounded to one acre.  Developed areas, including existing roadway under pavement, are not considered 
prime and important farmland and were subtracted from the total acreage. 
 
Farm Residences 
Land on a farm parcel used for residential purposes. Farmsteads were located by the project team using 
aerial photography and verified with field visits. In characterizing impacts to farm residences, if any 
portion of the alternative crosses a farm residence it is counted as one impact per residence. 
 
Farm Outbuildings 
Farm outbuildings refer to structures separated from the farmstead and include barns, stables, sheds, 
and storehouses.  Outbuildings were located by the project team using aerial photography and verified 
with field visits.  In characterizing impacts to outbuildings, if any portion of the alternative crosses a farm 
outbuilding, it is counted as one impact per structure. 
  

http://wireless.fcc.gov/antenna/index.htm?job=home
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Agricultural Criteria (cont.) 

Diagonally and Laterally Severed Tracts 
Severed farm operations occur when a new roadway divides a farm either laterally or diagonally, and 
separates one or more tract from others within a single farm operation.  If an alternative takes farm land 
on the edge or perimeter of a farm tract, this is not a severance. Farm tracts were obtained from the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture. 
 
In characterizing impacts to farm tracts, if any portion of the alternative severs the parcel and the 
severance results in less than 25% of a parcel separated from the remainder of the parcel, it is counted 
as one impact.  A severance was determined if an alternative bisected a tract and resulted in two 
unconnected tracts.  A severance was also determined if greater than 1/3 of the tract was taken by an 
alternative. 
 
Severance Management Zones 
Severance management zones are those areas within or adjacent to severed parcels used to measure 
the disruption to normal farming operations.  Triangular shaped farmland remnants are the basis of many 
of the problems caused by diagonal land severance and right-of-way takings that are not square with the 
farmed acreage. In characterizing impacts to farm severance management zones, if any portion of the 
alternative footprint resulted in farmland not square with the farmed acreage it is calculated as the 
additional area (acre) per parcel to square the farmed land. 
 
Adverse Travel 
Adverse travel occurs when a new roadway causes additional travel distance from one part of a farm 
operation to another part.  Added travel is typically caused by severance of a farm operation by a new 
roadway or by a road closure, and is calculated as the one-way mileage per field visit.  Adverse travel 
equals the old trip distance minus the new trip distance times two.  This represents one round trip per 
year. 
 
Tracts with Access Change 
An entrance or frontage road used to access a farm tract contained within an alternative was counted as 
an impact. An access change was determined if an alternative left a tract landlocked. Without considering 
the current owners/operators or access for current landlocked tracts, if the alternative resulted in a 
landlocked tract, it was counted as an access change.  Severances with two unconnected tracts, of which 
one was landlocked, were also counted as an access change. 
 
Farms Otherwise Affected 
Farms otherwise affected are tracts that are either completely taken by an alternative or less than 1/3 of a 
tract was taken by an alternative but the tract is not severed.  Farms otherwise affected also included 
severed tracts where the resulting farmable area was less than five acres. 
 
Uneconomical Remnants 
Uneconomical remnants are severed portions or landlocked portions of a property where the owner is left 
with an interest after the partial acquisition of the owner’s property, and the acreages may have little or no 
value or utility to the owner. Each uneconomical remnant, less than five acres in area, was counted as 
one impact. 
 
Landlocked Parcels 
A land-locked parcel is created by the taking of right-of-way for road construction in such a way that 
remaining land is not accessible by a public road or permanent easement after construction. Land-locked 
parcels were determined by overlaying parcel boundaries on the alternative footprint. A resulting parcel 
not accessible by a public road is counted as one impact. 
 
 
 



 

PAGE 10 June 19, 2013 Environmental Assessment Analysis Summary EAST SIDE HIGHWAY 

 

Sustainability Criteria 

New Pavement 
The area of new pavement required to construct each alternative was calculated. The area of pavement 
included the pavement required for the mainline roadway, collector distributor roadways, interchange 
ramps, and east-west road improvements. The total area of new pavement required was calculated to 
determine the amount of new impervious area that will be constructed for each alternative. This was 
determined by subtracting out the area of existing roadway pavement from the area of total pavement. As 
the amount of impervious area increases, storm water quality may decrease, and the quantity may 
increase, which can have a negative effect on surrounding ecosystems. 
 
New Right-of-Way (ROW) 
The utilization of existing roadway within an alternative was evaluated. The existing roadway could not be 
used as-is, but rebuilding a potential improvement in the same location as the existing roadway has 
benefits regarding ROW needs, potential simplification of construction staging, economic benefits to the 
furnishing of materials during construction, and positive public perception.  For sections that run parallel 
to existing road, the amount of existing ROW was subtracted from total ROW acquisition.  Acreage of 
ROW along existing roadways was assumed to be 66 feet for local roads and 200 feet for interstate 
freeways. 
 
Farmland Preservation 
The Farmland Preservation criterion was divided into two sub criteria that measured sustainability as it 
relates to farmland preservation.  The first measured the area of farmland consumed outside of the 2035 
land use plan (as shown in the Regional Plan), and the second measured the number of farm tracts, 
located between the 2035 land use plan and each alternative. 
 
Farmland between Alternative and 2035 Land Use Plan  
The 2035 land use plan for the project area shows increasing amounts of urbanized land in areas 
currently used for agriculture.  Because of this, portions of the alternative areas that are currently in 
agricultural use are planned to be taken out of agricultural production as development occurs.  The area 
of each alternative was evaluated to determine the amount of farmland remaining (current agricultural 
tracts as measured by Common Land Units, obtained from the State of Illinois) between the alternative 
and the 2035 urban/developed land.  Larger impact numbers for this resource illustrate higher potential 
farmland impacts as a result of private development, and greater potential for leapfrog development. 
 
Farm Tracts between Alternative and 2035 Land Use Plan  
A secondary measure of farmland conversion outside of the 2035 land use plan, the number of farm 
tracts located between the boundary of urban uses in the 2035 land use plan and each alternative was 
measured.  This measure uses the theory that alternatives located further from the edge of urban use 
may increase the likelihood of leapfrog development, unplanned growth, and urban sprawl into areas 
currently planned to remain farmland.   
 
Highly Erodible Soils 
Highly erodible soil types are defined by the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) US 
Department of Agriculture, and are soils with a maximum potential for erosion greater than average 
erosion rates.  The digital format NRCS soil maps were used to identify highly erodible soils.  In 
characterizing impacts to highly erodible soil, any soil type designated as highly erodible within the 
footprint was measured. 



 

Public Information Meeting 

June 19, 2013 

 

COMMENT FORM 
    

 

  

 
 

 

Please use this comment form to provide input on the information presented tonight. Please discuss elements that you support or elements 

on which you may disagree. Your comments and opinions are an important part of this project and you are encouraged to provide them in 

writing today or soon after this meeting.  Comments can be returned via mail (see reverse side of sheet), email (ESHEA@clarkdietz.com), or fax 

(217-373-8923).  The public comment period will be open through July 3, 2013. 

 

All comments received become part of the official public record and will be included in the Environmental Assessment document. Individual 

commenters may request confidentiality. If you wish to withhold your name or contact information from public view, you must state this 

prominently at the beginning of your written comment.  The Agencies will honor such requests to the extent allowed by law.  In addition, 

comments will be posted to the project website for public review.  Commenter name and contact information will be omitted from the website. 

 

You must submit your name for your comment to be considered.  You must submit your address or email to receive a response. Thank you for 

your participation. 

 

 

Name:   Phone:   ( )  
 First name Last name 

Address:   Email:   
 Number and street Apt. No. 

        Please check this box if you  

 City State ZIP code          prefer to be contacted via email 

 

 

 

Please provide your comments concerning Alternative 126 and Alternative 127.  Please state clearly which alternative you 

prefer to be carried forward as the Preferred Alternative and why.  General comments about the project can be written on 

the back page of this form. 

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 Please check here if additional comments 

are listed on reverse side. 



 

 

General Comments: 

  

  

  

  

  

 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 

Clark Dietz, Inc. 

Attn: Mr. Jerry Payonk, P.E. 

125 West Church Street 

Champaign, IL 61820 
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Visit www.eastsidehighway.com 

East Side Highway Environmental 
Assessment 

125 West Church Street 

Champaign, IL 61820 

 

Phone: 217-373-8901 

E-mail: ESHEA@clark-dietz.com 
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I N  T H I S  I S S U E :  

 Introduction to the EA 

Process 

 Public Involvement 

Overview 

 Community Working 

Group Activity 

 Origin-Destination 

Study  

 Environmental Re-

source Corner 

 Study Area Map 

Public participation is an important element of the EA 
process.  The ESH EA will follow the IDOT Context Sen-

sitive Solution (CSS) approach to public involvement.  
CSS is an interactive process that engages the public, or 
stakeholders, throughout the project process.  CSS in-

volves working with stakeholders to develop roadways 
that fit into and reflect the project’s surroundings – its 
“context.” Stakeholders are involved in the decision mak-
ing process with continuous involvement throughout the 
entire development of the project.  Working with a di-
verse group of local and regional stakeholders to under-
stand the needs and concerns in the study area leads to 
transportation solutions designed to improve the quality 
of life for those who rely on the transportation systems. 
Advisory groups are an important part of the CSS proc-
ess. More information is on the next page.  

During the EA process, the Purpose and Need of the 
project is defined and the affected environment is de-
scribed.  A reasonable range of transportation alterna-
tives are evaluated, and the social and environmental  
impacts of each alternative are analyzed.  The result of 
the analysis is the selection of a Preferred Alternative 
based on the impact analysis and engineering feasibility. 

 
If significant impacts are identified, an Environmental 
Impact Statement will be prepared for the project. If no 
significant impacts are identified, a Finding of No Signifi-
cant Impact (FONSI) will be developed, ending the envi-
ronmental review process.  Currently, the project is 
not funded for final design or construction.  See below 
for the ESH EA Process Timeline.  
 

The Public Involvement Process 

The East Side Highway (ESH) Environmental Assessment 
(EA) began in the summer of 2010.  The ESH EA is the 
next stage of analysis that follows the ESH Feasibility Study 
and Corridor Study.  The ESH EA commences the last 
stage of the preliminary engineering study.  Lead agencies 
overseeing the ESH EA are McLean County, the Illinois 
Department of Transportation (IDOT), and the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA).  
  

FHWA states that an EA is used to determine the signifi-
cant effects of a transportation project, when those effects 
are unclear.  The  purpose of the ESH EA is to evaluate a 
transportation improvement east of Bloomington-Normal 
between I-74 and I-55,  The EA will consider a new trans-
portation facility to meet the transportation needs of the 
existing and continued development on the east side of 
the Bloomington-Normal metropolitan area.   

January 13, 2011            
Public Information Meeting 

See Page 2 for Details 

The East Side Highway Environmental Assessment is Underway! 

  A Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS)  
  Project: 
 
 Is developed to fit into the community’s 

surroundings - its “context” 
 
 Is developed using stakeholder input and 

includes continuous communication and 
coordination with affected individuals and 
groups 

 
 Is environmentally sensitive and considers 

the natural and human environment 
 
 Is buildable and promotes safe travel 

East Side Highway  
Environmental Assessment  

I S S U E  1 ,  D E C E M B E R  2 0 1 0  

ESH EA Process Timeline 
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Community Working Group Information  
Two CWG meetings have been held to date.  At 
CWG#1, held on October 28, 2010, the volunteers 
stated what interest area they represent and where they 
live and work.  The project team presented the CWG 
ground rules and an overview of the major steps in the 
EA process (see page 1 for EA steps ).  
 
At CWG #2, held on December 7, 2010, the Purpose  & 
Need development was discussed.  The CWG members 
began to brainstorm alternative locations for an east side 
transportation facility on aerial photographs.  The alterna-
tive development and evaluation process is an important 
step in the EA process and  will continue to be devel-
oped, evaluated, and refined at future CWG meetings.  
 
In addition to the CWG, Focus Working Groups (FWGs) 
will be formed as needed as the project progresses to 
work on specific issues such as sustainability, transit, envi-
ronment, etc.   
 
 

An important component of the CSS process is the de-
velopment of a Community Working Group (CWG).  
CWG members are volunteers who serve as representa-
tives of stakeholders. Stakeholders are defined as anyone 
who could be affected by the project and have a stake in 
its outcome.  The CWG is comprised of about 30 mem-
bers representing different interest areas, such as agricul-
tural, environmental, residents, businesses, and schools.  
The CWG members also represent different geographic 
areas around the Bloomington-Normal area.   
 
The role of the CWG is to advise the Project Study 
Group (PSG).  See the diagram and text below for infor-
mation on the PSG. The CWG works with the project 
team throughout the project duration, provides input 
about objectives and alternatives, and communicates 
community issues to the project team.  The CWG helps 
the project team build consensus among stakeholders as 
the project moves forward.  The PSG recognizes the 
importance of the CWG’s role in the project and values 
their input  when making project related-decisions.  

The diagram to the left illustrates the deci-
sion-making hierarchy for the ESH EA.  The 
project is overseen by the Joint Lead Agen-
cies, consisting of McLean County in coop-
eration with Bloomington and Normal, 
IDOT, and FHWA.  
 

Reporting to the Joint Lead Agencies is the 
PSG, consisting of local transportation offi-
cials and the consultant team.  Cooperating 
and Participating Agencies include the US 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), 
the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), 
other federal and state resource agencies, 
and local and regional authorities.  
 

Reporting to the PSG are the advisory 
groups representing the general public, or 
stakeholders.  

Public Information Meetings 
The first Public Information Meeting (PIM) was held August 
25, 2010, at the Normal Community High School Audito-
rium, from 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. The purpose was to review 
the project history and study area, discuss the EA process, 
kickoff the CSS process, identify CWG members, and pro-
vide stakeholders with an opportunity to comment on the 
study.   
 
The second PIM is scheduled for January 13, 2011, at the 
Normal Community High School Auditorium, from 6:00 to 
8:00 p.m. The purpose of the PIM is to present the pro-
ject’s Purpose & Need Statement (P&N).  The P&N defines 
transportation issues or problems in the study area and 

then defines the needs for the improvements that will be 
evaluated in the EA.  The P&N was developed using 
stakeholder input during the 2009 ESH Corridor Study.  
Since that time, the P&N has been updated to include the 
most recent data available.    
 
The P&N will be refined based on comments received 
after the PIM.  The P&N will then be presented at the 
February NEPA/404 merger meeting, where FHWA and 
agency concurrence will be sought.  Concurrence means 
that the agencies have no substantial objections to the 
P&N and that the project can progress to the next step.  
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Origin-Destination Study Yields Great Response 
The following questions were asked on the survey:  
 
 Where did your trip begin prior to receiving this 

card? 
 What was your immediate destination when you 

were handed this card? 
 What was the approximate time of this trip? 
 Including yourself, how many people were in your 

vehicle? 
 What time of the day did you receive this card? 
 

To date, over 6,000 of the survey cards have been re-
ceived, which is an excellent response for this type of 
survey.  Thanks to all who responded.  
 
 

The next steps for the Project Study team will be to sum-
marize the responses, analyze the data, and utilize the 
information to update the travel demand model. The O‐
D Study will be documented in a technical memorandum 
which will be available for public reference on the project 
website. 

Many people may have noticed the survey crews at vari-
ous intersections around town in late October and early 
November.  These were not your typical roadway survey 
crews; they were gathering important information that 
will be used in the development of the ESH EA.  
 

Between October 27 and November 4, project personnel 
distributed over 20,000 survey cards at 19 intersections 
across the study area as part of an Origin-Destination (O-
D) Study. An O-D Study is a review of travel information 
used to determine future traffic patterns. One component 
of an O-D Study is to collect data to determine where 
trips start and end.  Information collected through the O-
D Study will provide data about actual trips being made in 
the study area.  This information will help the project 
team understand travel patterns (frequently used routes 
or vehicle movements) in the study area. These patterns 
will be incorporated, along with projected population and 
employment data, in the Travel Demand Model to help 
predict future traffic volumes on roadways within the 
study area.   

Environmental Resource Corner 
The environmental studies of the ESH study area have 
begun.  The Illinois Natural History Survey (INHS) will 
start field studies of threatened and endangered (T&E) 
species in spring 2011.  These include birds, mammals, 
amphibians, fish, mussels, and vegetation.  The Illinois 
State Geological Survey (ISGS) will assess sites within the 
study area where potential soil or groundwater contami-
nation may occur.  Other resources, such as streams, 
floodplains, wetlands, high quality natural areas, noise, 
historic sites, archaeological sites, agricultural resources, 
and air quality, are also included in environmental studies.  
Special environmental studies may occur as circumstances 
warrant. 
The environmental data collection also includes identifying 
cultural, social, and economic resources of the region and 
within each municipality.  The environmental information 
being gathered will be used to help determine the future 
Preferred Alternative of the ESH.   

ESH EA Logo Contest 
To promote awareness of the ESH EA, local middle 
school and high school students were invited to use their 
artistic talents to create a logo that represents the value 
of an ESH for the Bloomington-Normal metropolitan 
area.  Over 60 entries were received.  
  
Two winners from Normal Community High School 
were selected based on originality, interpretation, and use 
of color. Components of the winning entries were com-
bined and used as the basis for the final logo which will be 
used on various information materials throughout the 
process. The winners each receive a $125 savings bond.  
Check out the cover of this newsletter for the final logo. 
Congratulations to the winners! 

How Can I Stay Involved?  
 
You do not have to be a member of the CWG to 
be involved and stay informed.  All stakeholders 
can stay involved by attending PIMs and visiting 
the project website (www.eastsidehighway.com).   
 
Stakeholders can sign up for the project mailing 
list via the project website to receive project noti-
fications and newsletters via mail or email.  In 
addition, a detailed summary of what happened 
at each CWG meeting will be available on the 
project website.   

Project staff handing out O-D survey cards 
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Th e East Side Highway (ESH) Environmental 
Assessment (EA) is entering its second year 
of study. Th e ESH EA is a transportation 
planning study administered by the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA), the Illinois 
Department of Transportation (IDOT) 
and McLean County. Th e purpose of this 
planning study is to evaluate a transportation 
improvement east of Bloomington-Normal 
between I-74 and I-55. Th e EA will consider 
a new transportation facility on the east side 
of the Bloomington-Normal metropolitan 
area. Th e purpose of the ESH is to improve 
local and regional mobility and access to 
accommodate the growth forecasted on the 
east side of Bloomington-Normal.

Over the course of the last year, much has 
been accomplished. Th is newsletter contains 
updates of recent project activities, identifi es 
the next steps in the study process, and serves 
to keep residents, businesses and anyone 
interested up to date on project progress. 
Newsletters will be sent to stakeholders 
periodically throughout the project, but 
for more detailed and up-to-date project 
information, please visit the project website 
at http://eastsidehighway.com/. If you do not 
have access to the internet and would like 
additional project information discussed in 
this newsletter,  please  call  (217) 373-8901.

Project Update

Public Involvement Update

East Side Highway Environmental Assessment
125 West Church Street
Champaign, IL 61820

Phone: 217-373-8901
E-mail: ESHEA@clarkdietz.com

PUBLIC MEETING 
ANNOUNCEMENT

A Public Information Meeting will be held 
on Th ursday, August 18, 2011, from 6:00 to 
8:00 p.m.  Th e meeting will be held at Normal 
Community High School located at 3900 E. 
Raab Road, Normal, Illinois. Th e purpose 
of the meeting is to present the alternative 
development and evaluation process to date. 
A brief presentation will be given at 6:15 and 
7:15. Th e content at each presentation will 
be identical. Th e presentation will include 
an update of population and employment 
forecasts and an overview of the alternative 
evaluation process. Th e remainder of the 
meeting will be open-house format with 
opportunity to browse exhibits. Staff  will 
be available for discussion and questions. 
Information presented will be made available 
on the project website following the meeting. 
Comments will be taken at the meeting, and 
by mail, email, or fax aft er the meeting.

Persons with disabilities requiring special 
accommodations should contact Clark Dietz, 
Inc. at (217) 373-8900 to advise of planned 
attendance and needed accommodations.

Early coordination with the public, i.e. 
stakeholders, is accomplished by following 
the IDOT Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) 
approach to public involvement. CSS is an 
interactive public involvement process that 
engages stakeholders throughout the project 
process. An important component of CSS 
is the Community Working Group (CWG). 
CWG members serve as representatives 
of the public and advise the project team 
during project milestones. Since October 
2010, the project study team has met with 
the CWG six times. Meeting discussions 

included current transportation problems, 
refi ning the purpose and need of the project 
and developing alternatives. Over the course 
of several meetings, the CWG members 
developed and refi ned a range of alternatives 
for the ESH.  Th e CWG is serving in 
an advisory role during the alternative 
evaluation process, which is described on the 
next page. Th e project team will continue to 
meet with the CWG for the remainder of the 
project. You can read more about the CWG 
meetings on the project website.
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Environmental Studies Update

 Continued from page 1

Special Waste
Th e Illinois State Geological Survey (ISGS) provided a general assessment of sites 
within the study area where potential soil or groundwater contamination could occur. 
Some additional study may be needed depending upon alternatives being studied.

Biological Resources
Th e Illinois Natural History Survey (INHS) will conduct fi eld studies of biological 
resources in the study area during the second half of 2011. Th ese studies may include 
a variety of resources, such as vegetation, streams, and wetlands depending upon the 
quality of habitat available.* Two state threatened and endangered species have been 
reported within the area; these include the loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus) 
and Kirtland’s snake (Clonophis kirtlandii). To date, no biological resources fi eld 
surveys have been completed for the project.

Th e environmental data collection also includes identifying fl oodplains, high quality 
natural areas, soils, traffi  c noise, agricultural resources, air quality, social, and 
economic resources of the region. Th e environmental information being gathered 
will be used to recommend the future alignment of the ESH.

*Vegetation surveys will also identify high quality forest resources, in addition to general land cover throughout the 
selected corridor.

Environmental studies of the East Side Highway were initiated 
in 2010. Th e majority of fi eld surveys will occur during the 
second half of 2011.

Cultural Resources
In spring 2011 all buildings and structures in the project area 
were surveyed to determine if historic or potentially historic 
structures exist. Th ese structures are protected by Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act and Section 4(f) of 

the Transportation Act of 1966. IDOT identifi ed two structures 
in the project area. Duncan Manor on Towanda-Barnes Road 
is listed in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), 
and a single-family home southeast of Towanda was found to 
be potentially eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. Archeological 
surveys will be completed as the project progresses, but have 
not been completed to date.

Continued on page 4

Environmental Studies Update
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Map of Alternatives
Th e map above shows the alternatives remaining aft er the Macro Analysis Evaluation. Th ese alternatives will be carried forward 
for further evaluation. In addition to these alternatives, the No-Build Alternative will remain under consideration.

Alternative Development and Evaluation Overview
Th e range of ESH alternatives, as developed by the public, the 
CWG, the project team, and agencies, are being narrowed 
down through a fi ve-step process. In addition to the alternatives 
developed by the CWG and the project team, the No-Build 
Alternative, a Transportation System Management (TSM)/Travel 
Demand Management (TDM) alternative, a transit alternative, 
and an east-west only alternative are included in the evaluation. 

Th ese alternatives were included based in part on public input.  Th e 
fi rst three levels of analysis have been completed, are summarized 
below, and will be presented at the next Public Information 
Meeting (see back of newsletter for details). Prior to the start of the 
screening process, 120 potential alternative combinations existed. 
Th e goal of the fi ve-step process is to identify a single Preferred 
Alternative for the project through an Environmental Assessment.

STEP 1

NEXT STEPS

INITIAL SCREENING EVALUATION STEP 2 PURPOSE AND NEED EVALUATION

STEP 3 MACRO ANALYSIS EVALUATION
Th e Macro Analysis evaluates the impacts of each remaining alternative 
on environmental and socio-economic resources, such as prime and 
important farmland, homes, fl oodplains, parks, and business impacts. 
All remaining alternative corridors measure 500 feet in width. Resource 
impacts for each alternative were compared for alternative elimination. 
Th e alternatives with the highest impacts were eliminated.

Over 40 alternatives were eliminated during the Macro Analysis. A map 
of the alternatives remaining aft er the Macro Analysis is shown on the 
opposite page.

Step 4 in the alternative evaluation process is the Alignment Analysis. 
In this evaluation, the remaining alternatives will be refi ned and facility 
type (freeway, expressway, or arterial) will be established. Th e Alignment 
Analysis criteria are based upon impacts to environmental and socio-
economic resources, similar to the Macro Analysis. However, this 
screening will consider additional factors not considered in the Macro 
Analysis, such as additional socio-economic impacts, sustainability 
measures, and refi ned traffi  c operations.

Th e last step, Step 5, in the alternative evaluation process is the 
Environmental Assessment (EA). Th e EA will include detailed analyses 
based on more specifi c measurement of the impacts resulting from each 
alternative. Per Federal regulations, the No-Build alternative is carried 
into the EA. Th e end result of the EA is identifi cation of the single 
Preferred Alternative.

Th e alternatives remaining aft er the Initial Screening were evaluated 
for consistency with the project’s Purpose & Need. As defi ned in the 
Purpose and Need Statement, the identifi ed needs for the project are:

1. Accommodate managed growth

2. Provide improved local and regional mobility and access

Th e needs were broken down into specifi c criteria and each alternative 
was evaluated based upon adherence to the criteria. Th e alternatives 
that were least consistent with meeting the criteria were eliminated. 
Eight alternatives were eliminated from further study as a result of the 
Purpose & Need Evaluation.

All 120 alternatives were included in the Initial Screening Evaluation. 
Th e three criteria used in this evaluation were:

1. Does this alternative avoid direct impacts to State or Federally 
protected areas?

2. Does the alternative meet the horizontal and vertical clear zone 
requirements for the Central Illinois Regional Airport (CIRA)?

3. Does the alternative avoid dividing or isolating a neighborhood 
or community?

If an alternative did not meet each of the criteria in this screening, it 
was eliminated from further study. Approximately 30 alternatives were 
eliminated during this level of analysis.
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Travel Demand
Management

Travel Demand Management 
(TDM) strategies are policy 
changes such as alternative work 
times, ride-sharing or bicycle 
incentives that are implemented 
to infl uence travel behavior and 
spread travel demand across 
peak periods and reduce the 
demand for single-occupancy 
vehicle trips.

Transportation 
Systems Management

Transportation Systems Man- 
agement (TSM) strategies are 
typically small improvements 
to the existing transportation 
system, such as the installation 
of dedicated turn lanes, 
construction of spot geometric 
changes, or the adjustment of 
signal timing to improve traffi  c 
fl ow.

Transit Alternative

Th e transit alternative consists of 
stand-alone transit, pedestrian 
and bicycle improvements. 
Th is alternative would connect 
the east side to various activity 
centers, existing bus routes, and 
the Normal multi-modal center 
and include improved pedestrian 
and bicycle accommodations.

East-West
Alternative

Th e East-West Alternative consists 
of improving only certain east-west 
arterials between I-55 and I-74 
on the east side of Bloomington-
Normal. Th e improvements were 
designed to reduce congestion and 
include adding one lane in each 
direction.  Th e east-west arterials 
included in the alternative are 
Route 66, General Electric Road, 
Empire Street/IL 9, Ireland Grove 
Road, and Route 150.

ALTERNATIVES
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The East Side Highway (ESH) 
Environmental Assessment (EA) is 
approaching its third year of study. The 
ESH EA is a transportation planning 
study administered by the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA), the 
Illinois Department of Transportation 
(IDOT) and McLean County. The 
purpose of this planning study is to 
evaluate a transportation improvement 
east of Bloomington-Normal between 
I-74 to the south and I-55 to the north. 
The EA will consider a new transportation 
facility to meet the transportation 
needs of the continued growth on the 
east side of the Bloomington-Normal 
metropolitan area.

This newsletter contains updates of 
recent project activities and identifies 
the next steps in the study process.  This 
newsletter is a way to keep residents, 
businesses and anyone with a stake in 
the project informed of the project’s 
progress. Newsletters will be sent to 
stakeholders periodically throughout the 
project, but for more detailed and up-to-
date project information, please visit the 
project website at www.eastsidehighway.
com. If you do not have access to the 
internet and would like additional project 
information discussed in this newsletter, 
please call (217) 373-8901.

Project Update

Public Involvement Update
Early coordination with the public, 
or stakeholders, is accomplished by 
following the Illinois Department 
of Transportation’s (IDOT) Context 
Sensitive Solution (CSS) approach to 
public involvement. An important 
component of CSS is the Community 
Working Group (CWG). CWG members 
serve as representatives of the public 
and advise the project team during 
project milestones. Since October 2010, 
the project study team has met with the 
CWG seven times. The CWG has served 
an advisory role during the alternative 
evaluation process, which is described 
on the next page. The project team will 
continue to meet with the CWG for the 
remainder of the project. You can read 
more about the CWG meetings on the 
project website.

The third Public Information Meeting 
was held on August 18, 2011. The 
purpose of the meeting was to present 
the first three steps in the alternative 
evaluation process. Public comments 
received during and after the meeting 
included comments on the proposed 
location of the ESH, questions about 
the 2035 population and employment 
forecasts, and concerns about safety, 
noise, and agricultural impacts. All 
commenters who include their contact 
information receive a letter addressing 
their questions. Public input is important 
in the ESH project. The project team 
considers public input when making 
decisions.

PAGE 3 FOR
MAP OF

ALTERNATIVES

All public comments become part of the official 
public record and will be published in the EA 
document. Comments may also be posted to the 
project website; commenter contact information 
(address, email, phone number) will be omitted 
from the website.

Public Information 
Meeting 

Announcement
See page 4 for details.



Page 2

Alternative Evaluation Update
The ESH alternatives are narrowed down through a five-step evaluation process as illustrated in the graphic below. The first 
three steps of the process were explained in Newsletter Issue #2 and at the Public Information Meeting held on August 18, 
2011.  To read more about these steps visit the project website at www.eastsidehighway.com.

The last step, Step 5, in the alternative evaluation process is the Environmental Assessment (EA) Analysis. The EA will 
include detailed analyses based on specific measurements of the impacts resulting from each alternative. Per Federal 
regulations, the No-Build alternative is carried into the EA. The end result of the EA is the single Preferred Alternative. 
The EA will be available for public review in the summer of 2013.

Since the August Public Information Meeting, the project team has been completing step four in the process, called the 
Alignment Analysis. The 40 alternatives remaining after the Macro Analysis were included in the Alignment Analysis. 

The Alignment Analysis considers the socioeconomic and environmental resource impacts resulting from the remaining 
alternatives. Forty-seven resources were considered, including those listed below:

Next steP

Environmental 
Assessment 

Analysis

Alignment 
Analysis

Macro AnalysisPurpose and Need 
Evaluation

Initial Screening 
Evaluation

steP 1 steP 2 steP 3 steP 4 steP 5

Community and 
Economic
•	 Homes
•	 Commercial 

buildings
•	 Public facilities/

access change
•	 Parks
•	 Utility crossings
•	 Utility 

infrastructure
•	 Sensitive noise 

receptors

Agricultural
•	 Prime and 

important 
farmland

•	 Farm 
outbuildings

•	 Tract severances
•	 Tracts with 

access change
•	 Centennial/

sesquicentennial 
farms

•	 Farms otherwise 
affected

Cultural
•	 Historic sites
•	 Cemeteries
•	 Archaeological 

sites

Design/Traffic
•	 Right-of-way 

acquisition
•	 Engineering 

and operation 
consideration 
of north and 
south termini

•	 Area of total 
pavement

•	 Engineering 
constructability

Sustainability
•	 Area of new 

pavement
•	 Area of farmland 

outside of 2035 
Land Use Plan 
used for right-of-
way

•	 Area of primary 
agriculture 
between 
alignment and 
2035 Land Use 
Plan

•	 Farm tracts 
between 
alignment and 
2035 Land Use 
Plan

•	 Amount of right-
of-way within 
each watershed

•	 Riparian areas
•	 Highly Erodible 

Soils
•	 Proximity to 

existing bike/ped 
networks

Environmental
•	 Floodplain
•	 Floodway
•	 Streams
•	 Biologically 

significant 
streams

•	 Class I streams
•	 Drinking water 

– surface water
•	 Wetlands
•	 Special waste 

sites
•	 Forested areas
•	 Threatened and 

endangered 
species

The screening/elimination process considered the range of impacts for each resource 
within 250 foot alignments and assigned a threshold value based upon that range. 
Alignments with impacts above the threshold value established for each resource 
were eliminated. At the end of the Alignment Analysis, four alternatives remain under 
consideration. The alternatives are shown on the opposite page.
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Map of Alternatives
The map above shows the alternatives remaining after the Alignment Analysis. These alternatives will be carried 
forward for detailed evaluation in the Environmental Assessment Analysis. In addition to these alternatives, the No-
Build Alternative will remain under consideration. Visit the project website at www.eastsidehighway.com to view the 
alignments on an interactive map.
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East Side Highway Environmental Assessment
125 West Church Street
Champaign, IL 61820

Phone: 217-373-8901
E-mail: ESHEA@clarkdietz.com

PUBLic meetiNg 
aNNoUNcemeNt

A Public Information Meeting will be held on 
Wednesday, January 11, 2012, from 6:00 to 
8:00 p.m.  The meeting will be held at Normal 
Community High School located at 3900 E. 
Raab Road, Normal, Illinois. The purpose 
of the meeting is to present the alternative 
development and evaluation process to date. 
A brief presentation will be given at 6:10 and 
7:10. The content at each presentation will 
be identical. The presentation will include 
an update of the alternative evaluation 
process and the alignments that will be 
studied in detail in the Environmental 
Assessment Analysis. The remainder of the 
meeting will be open-house format with 
opportunity to browse exhibits. Staff will 
be available for discussion and questions. 
Information presented will be made available 
on the project website following the meeting. 
Comments will be taken at the meeting and 
by mail, email, or fax after the meeting.

Persons with disability requiring special 
accommodations should contact Clark 
Dietz at (217)373-8900 to advise of planned 
attendance and needed accommodations.
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Environmental Resources Corner
Sustainable design is the practice of implementing measures to both effectively use resources 
and minimize impacts on these resources. The regional land use and comprehensive plans 
were used as a guide for sensible growth that includes local agriculture and farmland 
preservation strategies. Eight sustainability criteria were used to assess alternative alignments 
for the ESH. These criteria describe factors affecting land use, stream quality, and bicycle 
accessibility. Three of the eight sustainability criteria relate to agriculture: 

1. identifying the amount of farmland outside the 2035 Land Use Plan used for ROW by 
an alignment,

2. area primary agriculture in the 2035 Land Use Plan that exists between a proposed 
alignment and the 2035 developed land use boundary, and 

3. farm tracts between the 2035 developed land use boundary and the proposed  alignment.  

First, each proposed alignment was assessed to determine how much land designated as 
“primary agriculture” was used for right of way. Primary agriculture areas are areas best 
suited for intensive farming that occurs outside of the Urban Growth Areas identified in 
the 2035 Land Use Plan designated by the McLean County Comprehensive Regional Plan. 
The second analysis measured the primary agriculture area between the Urban Growth 
boundaries of the 2035 Land Use Plan and each alignment. The third analysis alternative 
measured the number of farm tracts between the Urban Growth boundaries of the 2035 Land 
Use Plan and each proposed alternative. The farmland used and number of farm tracts were 
both measured to demonstrate the range of potential land development effects (including 
leapfrog development, other unplanned urban growth outside the urban area, and associated 
infrastructure extension demand). 

Applying an environmentally sustainable approach toward transportation stimulates smart 
growth and preserves quality of life for present and future generations.
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The East Side Highway (ESH) 
Environmental Assessment (EA) 
is a transportation planning study 
administered by the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), the Illinois 
department of Transportation 
(IdoT), and McLean County.  The 
purpose of the study is to evaluate a 
transportation improvement east of 
Bloomington-Normal between I-74 
and I-55.  The improvement will meet 
the local transportation needs of the 
continued growth on the east side of 
the Bloomington-Normal metropolitan 
area, and will also serve regional travel.   
over the course of the study, over 125 
alternatives have been developed and 
evaluated.  The alternatives were screened 
during the alternative evaluation process, 

and the remaining alternatives are shown 
on Page 3 of this newsletter.

In addition to a map of the remaining 
alternatives, this newsletter contains 
updates of recent project activities, 
and identifies next steps in the study 
process.  The newsletter is a way to 
keep stakeholders informed of the 
project’s progress.  Newsletters are sent 
periodically throughout the project; 
for more detailed and up-to-date 
information please visit the project 
website at www.eastsidehighway.com.  
If you do not have access to the internet 
and would like additional project 
information discussed in the newsletter, 
please call (217) 373-8901.

Project Overview

Environmental Resources Corner
State biologists conducted stream surveys 
in the project area over the summer.  
one specimen of a state-threatened 
slippershell freshwater mussel species, 
Alasmindota viridis, was 
identified in Money Creek 
upstream of the ESH 
alignments.  The ESH will 
not affect this area of Money 
Creek, and no protected 
mussels were identified 
in the other project area 
streams.

Historic resources identified near the 
ESH include duncan Manor and uS 
route 66, located near I-55 at the north 
end of the project:

Duncan Manor is an Italianate mansion 
listed on the National register of 

Historic Places (National register) 
for its significance in architecture and 
agriculture.  The home’s builder and 
original owner, William duncan, was a 

successful cattle breeder 
and the home’s design is 
unique to the area.  All ESH 
alignments avoid physically 
impacting duncan Manor.

US Route 66 is one of the 
Nation’s principal east-west 
arterials.  Seven Illinois 

sections of uS route 66 are listed on 
the National register; however, within 
McLean County it is not listed on the 
National register.  The remaining ESH 
alternatives would cross over route 66 
and the adjacent railroad.  route 66 will 
remain open for travel under the ESH.
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Public Involvement Update

Proposed bmP 
design concepts:
•	 Natural Bottom Culverts
•	 Meandering Swales
•	 Filter Strips
•	 Bioswales/vegetated Swales
•	 Plantings
•	 Median utilization
•	 Infiltration Basins/

Trenches
•	 riparian Buffers

Since the beginning of the project in 2009, four Public Information Meetings (PIMs) have been held. The fourth PIM was held 
in January 2012, where the alternative evaluation process and the remaining alternatives under consideration were presented. 
The fifth PIM will be held in the first quarter 2013.  You can read more about the PIM #5 on Page 4 of this newsletter.

Advisory groups made up of local citizens play an important role in the public involvement process. In 2012, three Focus 
Working Groups (FWGs) were formed. Similar to the Community Working Group (CWG), the role of the FWGs is to advise 
the project team.  The FWGs consist of volunteers who have an area of expertise or interest in certain topics. There are three 
FWGs – Land use and Access Management, Alternative Modes, and Sustainability. A summary of the work done with the 
three groups is discussed below. You can read more about the CWG and FWG meetings on the project website.

LaNd use aNd access maNagemeNt Fwg
The Land use and Access Management FWG was formed to identify issues pertaining to existing and future land use and 
accessibility.  Members include farmers and homeowners, and representatives from government agencies, fire and police 
departments, emergency agencies, and businesses.  The group has met three times to date.  At the first meeting, the members 
were asked to brainstorm answers to the question “In what ways do you think an ESH will affect land use and access?”  
Based on the brainstorm sessions and ideas presented by the project team, the FWG members discussed topics such as local 
mobility, residential access, farm operations and farm vehicle mobility, emergency response access, business development, 
and planned growth. The members have provided input on proposed interchange types and locations.

aLterNatiVe modes Fwg
The Alternative Modes FWG was formed to determine what kinds of improvements could be recommended as part of 
the East Side Highway project to encourage alternative modes of travel (i.e., bicycling, walking, and transit). Providing 
infrastructure to support these modes can help to reduce traffic congestion on the local roads and highway system, and 
consideration of these modes is required by federal and state law. The FWG met in March 2012, and provided valuable input 
regarding bicycling, pedestrian, and transit needs in the project area. over the summer, the Project Study Group used this 
information to develop preliminary ideas to incorporate alternative modes into the East Side Highway project, as well as ideas 
for future implementation by the communities. These ideas were presented to the Alternative Modes FWG in November for 
their feedback and recommendations.

sustaiNabiLity Fwg
The Sustainability FWG was established to identify measures to effectively use resources and 
minimize impacts on these resources within the project area.  The Sustainability FWG includes 
representatives of watershed groups, local government, academia, u.S. Geological Survey, and 
local citizens. The Sustainability FWG has met twice.  The first meeting provided an overview 
of the purpose of FWG and explained the Illinois-Livable, and Sustainable Transportation 
(ILAST) guide.  Participants identified ILAST categories of most interest/concern to them as 
they relate to the East Side Highway project. At the second meeting, the FWG discussed the 
results of the ILAST review. The ILAST categories important to the group include trees and 
plants, wildlife, storm water treatment, alignment location, and design practices to protect 
water quality.

The FWG also discussed the Federal Aviation Association (FAA) wildlife hazard limitations, which encompass a 5 mile 
radius around the Central Illinois regional Airport. Airport friendly best management practices (BMPs) will need to 
comply with FAA restrictions to protect aircraft.  A BMP concept development is in progress which includes eight BMPs and 
recommendations of application within the ESH project.  In early december, the Sustainability FWG will meet to discuss the 
BMP design concepts and recommended applications.
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Map of Alternatives
The map above shows the alternatives remaining under consideration.  There are two remaining north-south 
alternatives.  Both of the alternatives currently have two interchange options at I-55.  The alternatives have been refined 
since the Public Information Meeting (PIM) #4 held on January 11, 2012. The refinements were made based upon 
discussions with the CWG, the FWGs, and continued geometric analysis of the remaining alignments. refinements 
included changes to some interchange types and location.  The interchanges provide access to the major east-west 
roads.  The proposed ESH alternatives are four-lane (two lanes in each direction) freeways with full access control – 
similar to an interstate.  visit the project website at www.eastsidehighway.com to view the alternatives on an interactive 
map.
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Existing noise levels 
near the remaining 
ESH alternatives will be 
measured by monitoring 
at key locations.  The 

existing noise levels are compared with 
the traffic noise model developed for the 
project so future traffic noise levels are more 
accurately predicted.

Noise monitoring is typically conducted 
at selected exterior areas of noise-sensitive 
land uses (see box below) that people 
frequently use.  Land uses that are considered 
noise-sensitive include residences, hotels, 
restaurants, parks, and more.  Land uses 
considered not sensitive to noise impacts 
include agricultural, industrial, and retail.  
Noise monitoring is conducted on weekdays 
during traffic peak hours, when it is not 
raining or snowing, and when wind will not 
influence noise levels.

Page 4

Next Steps
The remaining alternatives shown on Page 3 are currently being evaluated in the 
Environmental Assessment (EA) Analysis.  The No Build Alternative is included 
in the EA. The EA Analysis includes detailed measurements of the impacts 
resulting from each alternative.  The EA considers impacts to agriculture, 
community, environmental, noise and historical features.  Sustainable features 
will be incorporated into the design of the ESH when feasible.

The preliminary results of the EA will be presented at Public Information Meeting 
(PIM) #5 which will tentatively be held in the first quarter 2013.  The project 
team will send out notifications with the date, time, and location of PIM#5 to 
everyone on the mailing list. The PIM announcement will also be placed in local 
newspapers and on the project website.

Based on the results of the EA Analysis and public input 
received after PIM#5, a single Preferred Alternative will be 
selected.  The Preferred Alternative will be presented to the 
State and Federal resource agencies in June 2013.  The resource 
agencies must unanimously approve the Preferred Alternative. 
The EA document will be available for public review in 
summer of 2013.  The EA document will be written in a reader 
friendly format and will include a discussion of the Preferred 
Alternative.

Noise monitoring Location examples:
•	 Backyards of Homes
•	 Benches, Picnic Tables
•	 Pools, Bleachers
•	 Playground Equipment
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$10.4M east-side highway study approved
By M.K. Guetersloh | mkguetersloh@pantagraph.com | Posted: Tuesday, June 15, 2010 11:01 am

BLOOMINGTON -- A four-year study will begin this summer to determine the location of an east-side highway.

The McLean County Board on Tuesday approved a $10.4 million contact with Clark-Dietz, a Champaign-based engineering firm, to conduct the 
next phase of the proposed highway that would connect interstates 55 and 74 east of Bloomington-Normal.

The 11-8 vote shows not all members think the money should be spent on the highway.

George Wendt of Bloomington, who was among "no" votes, said he was frustrated with state and federal governments spending money they don't 
have.

The Illinois Department of Transportation set aside $13.6 million to fund the next step in locating the highway.

Paul Segobiano of Bloomington voted "no" after questioning the number of jobs the spending would create. An estimate was not immediately 
available.

In March, the board voted 9-6 to accept the state's money for the project.

Last year, Clark-Dietz completed a feasibility study that determined a general route for the highway, which will be about 500 feet wide. That $1.2 
million study suggested the route would be about a half-mile east of Towanda Barnes Road and would be a controlled-access route similar to U.S. 
51 south of Bloomington.

This study will better define the route, narrowing it to a path about 300 feet wide. The study also will include an environmental study.

Board member Stan Hoselton of Lexington said, at best guess, the study will be completed in 2014.

Engineers believe it likely will be 10 to 20 years before construction begins, if the project is approved. The $260 million to $320 million cost would 
require significant federal funding to complete, county engineers said.











JUNE 06, 2011 10:23 PM  •  BY MARY ANN FORD | MFORD@PANTAGRAPH.COM

NORMAL — Residents likely will know what proposed east-side highway corridors will be
studied further by late this summer.

Jerry Payonk of Clark Dietz, a Champaign engineering firm, brought the Normal City Council up
to date Monday night one year into a four-year environmental assessment required by the
Federal Highway Administration.

The assessment looks at the potential impact a proposed highway site would have on such
things as water quality, natural areas, threatened and endangered species, wetlands, air quality
and prime farmland.

Payonk said the list of potential sites would be narrowed to a preferred choice by next spring.
That would undergo further analysis to reach a “finding of no significant impact” report for the
FHA by spring 2014.

Once the best location is determined, local officials can begin purchasing the land for the
project, he said.

The proposed highway would run east of the Twin Cities and likely connect Interstate 55 near
Towanda to Interstate 74 near Downs.  

Councilman Jeff Fritzen said he “never sensed much consensus that there is a need” for the
highway.

Payonk said the idea is to accommodate expected growth by 2035, and it would be cheaper to
buy the land now than to wait until the growth happens.

1 of 1



AUGUST 18, 2011 9:03 PM  •  BY MARY ANN FORD | MFORD@PANTAGRAPH.COM

NORMAL — One of the 33 remaining options for a proposed east-side highway goes right over
Carol Gose’s house in the Lamplighter subdivision near Towanda.

While Jerry Payonk of Clark Dietz, the engineering firm heading a study on the proposed
roadway, assured the 75 of so people who attended an open house Thursday night that a
highway would not split the Lamplighter subdivision, Gose was still concerned.

“I would still have a highway out my front door,” she said.

Gose said she wouldn’t use the road to get to her job at Country Financial.  She prefers to use
Towanda Barnes. The proposed highway that would connect to Interstate 55 to the north and
Interstate 74 to the south, would “Just be for people who wanted to go around the town,” she
said.

Fellow Lamplighter subdivision resident Skip Nelson shared Gose’s concerns.

“I’m here to find out more information, particularly a timetable,” said Nelson, who has lived in the
subdivision about 23 years.

Payonk said the plan is to have a final highway alignment by 2014.  In the meantime, a
community working group will help continue to narrow down the alternatives. The list already
has been narrowed from 116 to 33 after looking at the effects possible locations might have on
such things as agriculture, residences, business, environment and flood plains within 500 feet.

There are three possible main locations — just east of Towanda Barnes Road, by County Road
2000 East and near county Road 2100 East — and a number of combinations to connect to the
interstates.

Scott Douglas said two of the options fall close to his residence in The Grove subdivision.

“Right now it’s a beautiful farm,” he said.

Douglas wonders if now is the time to spend money on a road project and if it’s really
advantageous to cut off The Grove to the rest of the city. He’s also concerned about the impact
of noise and truck fumes on the subdivision.

Payonk said next step is to narrow the alternatives to a “handful.” Another public meeting will
take place in December or January.
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JANUARY 07, 2012 7:00 AM  •  BY MARY ANN FORD |
MFORD@PANTAGRAPH.COM

BLOOMINGTON -- What started out as 129
possible alternatives for a proposed east side
highway have been narrowed to four, and residents
will again have a chance to offer their input at a
public informational meeting.

The session will be from 6 to 8 p.m. Wednesday at
Normal Community High School.

At the last public meeting in August, three possible
main locations -- just east of Towanda Barnes Road, by County Road 2000 East and near
County Road 2100 East -- and a number of combinations to connect the proposed highway to
Interstate 55 to the north and Interstate 74 to the south were presented.

The main locations are about 8 miles long. The entire proposed highway is about 12 miles long.
Estimates have put the cost of building the highway at $200 to $300 million. The need for the
highway is based on a 2035 land-use plan and the anticipated growth on the Twin Cities' east
side with an eye toward relieving traffic congestion, especially along Veterans Parkway.

Jerry Payonk of Clark Dietz, the engineering firm heading the study, said the option near County
Road 2100 East has been eliminated since the August meeting.

Several residents of the nearby Lamplighter subdivision had expressed concerns over that
option because it was so close to the subdivision. One of the proposed I-55 connection
alternatives actually went over resident Carol Gose's house. That alternative also was just east
of Benjamin Elementary School on the south end.

"It's almost impossible to develop an alternative that would completely not affect anyone ... but
farmland and residential areas are primary screening criteria," Payonk said this week.

Of the remaining two proposed main locations, the one near County Road 2000 East is just
west of The Grove subdivision.

The other alternative is about a half mile east of Towanda Barnes and would run close to Eagle
View and Eagle View South subdivisions on the north and Towanda Barnes business park near
the middle.

Both of these alternatives would connect to Towanda Barnes on the south between Cheney's
Grove Road and U.S. 150 and continue southwest between the Downs interchange and the
Main Street interchange to eventually connect to Interstate 74.

At the north end of the two main routes, there are two alternatives to connect the proposed
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highway to Interstate 55: one by way of Northown Road; the other by way of Ziebarth Road.

"One of the hardest things is that we're talking about something that doesn't happen next year --
it's five, 10, 15 or 20 years away, or it may never be built," said Mike Matejka, one of several
residents who are part of the Community Working Group part of the study.

The group has met seven times over about three years to consider all the options. Its input and
public comments are among the information sources used to narrow down the alternatives.

Even though such a highway wouldn't be built for several more years, Matejka said the process
of choosing an option gives everyone a head's up so decisions can be made on what to -- or not
to build -- around a possible east side highway location.

Under the study timeline, the next step is to narrow the alternatives to a single "preferred
alternative" and then seek a "finding of no significant impact" from a host of departments,
including the Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the
Department of Natural Resources in spring 2014.

What: East Side Highway public informational meeting

When: 6 to 8 p.m. Wednesday (identical presentations at 6:10 and 7:10 p.m.)

Where: Normal Community High School, 3900 E. Raab Road, Normal
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JANUARY 11, 2012 9:58 PM  •  BY MARY ANN FORD | MFORD@PANTAGRAPH.COM

NORMAL — More than 400 people attended an informational meeting on the proposed
east-side highway Wednesday night, and many expressed concerns with the remaining four
possible locations.

“We moved to The Grove because it was quiet, family-oriented and safe,” said Erica Roehm.
“With this, I’ll look out my window and see a fence by a freeway. Our subdivision will be isolated
from town.

“I am for the no-build option,” she said of the proposed road that would connect to Interstate 55
at its north end and I-74 at its south end on the Twin Cities’ east side.

The highway could run just to the west of The Grove, and there also could be an interchange
right by the southeast Bloomington subdivision.

Peggy Miles, Dale Strain and Craig Fisher had similar concerns for their Eagle View
neighborhood, which lies just west of the proposed east-side highway locations about a
half-mile east of Towanda Barnes Road.

“The highway would be 820 feet from the edge of our neighborhood,” said Miles.

She also fears it would hinder the chances of the neighborhood getting a 14.5-acre park at the
southeast corner of the subdivision.

Bloomington has received a $400,000 grant to help develop the park, but the city would need to
come up with the rest of the money (about $600,000), according to Bloomington Alderman Jim
Fruin, who also attended the meeting. 

“The park was a big selling point for us,” said Miles.

Fisher said the only park option for kids in the subdivision is Bittner Park, which is across the
busy Towanda Barnes Road.

The park issue aside, Miles is concerned about potential health consequences from having a
freeway and all of its traffic so close to the neighborhood.

Jerry Payonk of Clark Dietz, the engineering firm leading the study on a proposed east-side
highway, told the crowd during a presentation at the meeting that a freeway would be the best
alternative to address traffic. 

A freeway would be like an interstate and only have on and off access through ramps.

Fisher said the proposed highway isn’t only an east-side concern. If built, it would give Interstate
55 traffic a way to totally bypass the Twin Cities and get to Interstate 74.  That, Fisher said,
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would have a tremendous impact on west-side businesses that depend on truck traffic and other
travelers.

As proposed the east-side highway is being eyed to alleviate future traffic congestion on other
north-south roads such as Veterans Parkway when Twin City growth spreads even farther to the
east. 

Two alternatives remain to connect to I-55: by way of Zeibarth Road or by way of Northtown
Road. The south connection to I-74 has been narrowed to one, starting between Cheney’s
Grove Road and U.S. 150 and continuing southwest between the Downs interchange and the
Main Street interchange to eventually connect to I-74.

While the narrowed-down choices have eliminated a proposed route that went through parts of
Lamplighter subdivision, resident Brian Bogner still has questions and wonders if the proposed
highway really will solve traffic problems.

“I don’t see the value of using it to get to State Farm (where he is employed),” he said. “It would
take me almost two miles out of my way.”

The fact that it would be built to freeway standards makes it even less attractive, he said,
because there would be limited access points.

“To flow traffic into town, the freeway option limits who would use it,” he said. 
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FEBRUARY 16, 2012 10:08 PM  •  BY RACHEL WELLS | RWELLS@PANTAGRAPH.COM

BLOOMINGTON — Street resurfacing, a proposed east-side highway and a soon-to-expire park
grant likely will be hot topics Monday as the city hosts a Citizens Voice forum for residents’
concerns.

The open forum will be 6 to 7:30 p.m. Monday at the Bloomington Center for the Performing
Arts. City Manager David Hales, department representatives and elected officials will be
present, and residents will be allowed three to five minutes of speaking time each.

Hales said the city has seen a spike in emails and calls about the proposed east-side highway
and the proposed Eagle View Park, which is a good indicator those topics will arise at Monday’s
forum.

The City Council would like to hear other concerns, or praises, too, but the winter so far has
been quiet, said Ward 1 Alderman Bernie Anderson, who with Ward 5 Alderman Jennifer
McDade helped structure the Citizens Voice meetings.

“I probably have not had a (constituent) phone call in over 30 days,” he said. Usually winters are
full of complaints about snowplowing and street salting, but the mild winter means residents’
minds are elsewhere, Anderson said.

But budget decisions are just around the corner, making Monday’s meeting a good time to
influence aldermen on their priorities, McDade said.
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FEBRUARY 20, 2012 9:21 PM  •  BY RACHEL WELLS | RWELLS@PANTAGRAPH.COM

BLOOMINGTON — East-side development issues were center stage Monday as residents took
advantage of Bloomington’s last Citizens Voice meeting before aldermen receive a
recommended budget proposal.

First instituted in 2010, the city’s Citizens Voice meetings allow residents to speak on any topics
they’d like while elected officials, the city manager and department heads stand by to answer
questions or offer clarification.

About 70 people attended Monday’s session, which was dominated by opponents of a proposed
east-side highway and proponents of a new east side park, Eagle View Park.

“People commute regularly without a problem,” said Jeanne Merkle, a resident of the Grove
subdivision who moved to the area in 2008 without any knowledge of the highway proposal that
has been under study for years. “It would destroy our view and peace and quiet.”

Others called for the city to capitalize this year on a $400,000 grant awarded by the state for a
new park that would expire at the end of 2012. The park would cost the city an additional
$600,000.

City Manager David Hales gave no indication as to whether he would include the park in his
recommended fiscal year 2013 budget, which he will propose to aldermen during their March 12
meeting.

Already the park would face at least some opposition — Ward 1 Alderman Bernie Anderson,
who represents older parts of the city, said after the meeting the expenditure is “a sensitive
issue” and that he doesn’t believe the city has enough money to pay for the park.

Aldermen also heard comments about deteriorating streets, unfunded pension liabilities and the
cost of recent residential developments.

Speaking after the event, resident Tim Fenton said Monday’s meeting was the first Citizens
Voice event he’d attended.

“It was really informative,” he said, noting that he hadn’t heard about the east-side highway. “I’ll
definitely be back.”
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OCTOBER 04, 2012 6:23 PM  •  BY LENORE SOBOTA | LSOBOTA@PANTAGRAPH.COM

BLOOMINGTON — McLean County Board Chairman Matt Sorensen called for more vocal
support from businesses for construction of an east-side highway.

“The project needs the support of the local business community,” Sorensen told those attending
the McLean County Chamber of Commerce’s State of McLean County meeting Thursday
morning.

Charlie Moore, president and chief executive officer of the chamber, said after the meeting that
the chamber’s board has had discussions on the highway project, but has not taken a stand on
it.

“We endorsed the further study” of the project, Moore said, including the needs assessment. He
expects the matter to return to the board as it progresses.

Sorensen told the gathering that, while there is room for debate on where the highway should
go and how many lanes it should have, “in my opinion, there is no room for debate on the need.
The need is there.”

He said, “We’re not looking at a solution to a problem in 2012. We’re looking at a project to
solve a problem in 2040 and beyond.”

Also speaking at the event were Bloomington Mayor Steve Stockton and Normal Mayor Chris
Koos, who gave generally upbeat assessments of their cities emerging from the recession.

Sorensen was a bit more pessimistic, noting that county government does not have the same
resources — such as sales tax revenue — that Bloomington and Normal have as home-rule
cities. Instead, county government relies primarily on real estate taxes and, “for the first time
since 1985, overall assessed valuation is going down in the county,” he said.

Stockton pointed positively to progress being made with road resurfacing and other
infrastructure improvement in Bloomington.

Looking forward, Stockton said it’s important to add wells to diversify and expand the city’s
water system, which the mayor described as “essentially a regional system” that already
supplies water to Hudson, Towanda, parts of Bloomington Township and larger users in Normal,
such as Mitsubishi Motors North America and AdvocateBroMenn Regional Medical Center.

Koos cited a “healthy increase” in construction activity among signs that Normal is recovering
from the recession.

He said improvements in uptown Normal have “been more than we hoped for” and called the
projects “another example of the community working on a common cause for the common
good.”
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Koos said the Marriott Hotel and Conference Center is doing better than expected and the
Uptown Crossing building, anchored by CVS, just filled its last vacancy.

2 of 2 9/16/2013 2:50 PM



JUNE 19, 2013 7:00 AM  •  BY THE PANTAGRAPH EDITORIAL BOARD

It could be years before dirt is moved, but tonight’s the night if you want to sound off on the
controversial east-side highway project.

Engineers will present two alternative routes during a public meeting from 6 to 8 p.m. at Normal
Community High School. Identical presentations will be at 6:10 p.m. and 7:10 p.m.

Both alternatives will detail the effects on residential areas, farmland, businesses and existing
roads.

The proposed locations are a half-mile east of Towanda-Barnes Road and the other a mile east
of Towanda-Barnes, following County Road 2000 East.

“One option impacts more businesses; one impacts more homes,” said Jerry Payonk, an
engineer with the Champaign firm of Clark Dietz.

The highway, to be built to freeway standards, would in essence provide a fast-moving way to
connect Interstate 55 to Interstate 74 as the Twin Cities continue to grow to the east. Ziebarth
Road is the likely northern connection to I-55, since Northtown Road already has been
eliminated as an option, with the connection to I-74 located halfway between Downs and U.S.
51.

The 12-mile proposed project comes with a price tag of between $200 million and $300 million,
and it has not been funded.

That alone will extend the process and funding discussions likely won’t move forward until the
federal agencies — Federal Highway Administration, the Environmental Protection Agency, etc.
— sign off on the project.

In western Illinois, discussion about the Corridor 67 project started in the 1970s and the job still
isn’t done.

But ask about the 220-mile project from Rock Island to Alton and you’ll hear not only about the
funding problems, but also about the care taken in designing the road to avoid problems.

Building roads is an expensive and time-consuming proposition, but public feedback and
participation are crucial.

Take advantage of tonight’s meeting to make sure your concerns are addressed.
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JUNE 19, 2013 9:45 PM  •  BY RACHEL WELLS |
RWELLS@PANTAGRAPH.COM

BLOOMINGTON — Two options remain for the
path of a proposed east-side highway, and each
would have a different impact on farms, businesses
and residences, but many people at an
informational meeting Wednesday remained
opposed to the overall idea.

Jerry Payonk of the engineering firm Clark Dietz
outlined the two alternatives and an environmental
assessment of them during the meeting attended
by more than 150 people at Normal Community
High School.

The two options both would connect at the north to
Interstate 55 at Ziebarth Road and at the southern
end to Interstate 74 at a spot halfway between
Downs and U.S. 51. One route is half a mile east of
Towanda Barnes Road and the other is a mile east
of Towanda Barnes Road and follows McLean
County Road 2000 East.

“I understand growth; it’s just hard when you’re the casualty of growth,” said Mark Savage, who
said he’s lived for about 15 years near Fort Jesse Road. He and his wife, Jill, said they believe
they would lose their home with either option.

If they are correct, their home would be one of 18 residences that would be displaced by the
more western route or one of 13 residences that would be displaced by the more eastern route.

The more western route also would displace seven businesses, but the more eastern route
would not affect any.

The summary of the environmental assessment will be available Thursday at
eastsidehighway.com.

The first route would eliminate 777 acres of “prime and important” farmland, and the second
would eliminate about 794 acres of such land.

It’s the farmland that Rob Sutter took issue with. His family has farmed nearby the proposed
highway since about 1934.

“It (the land) means a heck of a lot more to people than any monetary value,” he said.

Payonk said the proposed project has no funding beyond the environmental assessment, but
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planning for an east-side highway now is essential.

Residents can submit comments on the two alternatives through July 3 by emailing
ESHEA@clarkdietz.com. Comments will help determine the “preferred option” and will be
included in information sent to the Federal Highway Administration, which must approve the
project.
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Mixed reactions to 2 Eastside Highway proposals 
8:39PM Wednesday 
June 19, 2013 

 
 
 

 

Reaction to the final two proposed locations of the Eastside Highway was mixed Wednesday 
night at a public input meeting at Normal Community High School. (Stephanie 
Pawlowski/WJBC) 

By Stephanie Pawlowski 

NORMAL - About 200 people attended a pair of open meetings Wednesday night on the 
proposed route of the Eastside Highway in McLean County.  

The organizers are down to two options, a highway that goes a half mile east of Towanda Barnes 
Road and another that's a full mile east of Towanda Barnes. The route would start at Interstate 74 
on the south end and go to Interstate 55 on the north end. The highway will go over some of the 
roads it intersects, such as the interstates, and under others. 

A feasibility study was ordered for the highway in 2002 to connect Interstates 55 and 74 on the 
east side of Bloomington-Normal. Reactions were mixed to the final two proposals. Chip Ester 
said he's concerned with who is proposing the Eastside Highway and why. 

"There's no disclosure of who stands to gain the most. They have all these slides about who will 
be affected, but what they're not showing you is all the people who stand to gain from this," Ester 
said. "Because, a $300 million project that the community doesn't necessarily want doesn't have 
inertia unless there are people pushing for it, and who are those people?" 

Bill Jenson said he thinks the project is necessary given the projected growth of Bloomington-
Normal in 30 years. 



"Anything that we can do to relieve some of that inner-belt congestion I think is a good thing. It's 
good that they're doing their homework and doing a very thorough study on it," Jensen said. 

Susan Luke, who lives in Downs, said she was concerned about the final proposals because 
earlier plans put the route through Downs. 

"I wish they would have built Towanda Barnes Road to be able to accommodate this type of 
traffic instead of having to essentially build another Towanda Barnes and consume farm land and 
people's private property," Luke said. 

Meta Mickens-Baker, a Unit 5 school board member, said she thought the highway would end up 
further east, because the current sites are next to residential areas. 

"I'm curious as to how much time it's going to take to build up the underpasses and the 
construction period. That looks like it could be pretty extensive," Mickens-Baker said. 

The public can still read about the final two proposals at eastsidehighway.com and submit 
comments. Jerry Payonk of engineering firm Clark Dietz said the public comments will be taken 
until July 3. 

"After that, we compile all the information. I'm sure we'll get many questions or comments and 
we'll compress all of those, you'll be able to download that from the website after it has been 
summarized," Payonk said. "Then we present it to the Federal Highway Administration and say, 
'This is what we think the preferred alternative should be.' That's done in September." 

Payonk said if the Federal Highway Administration, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 
Department of Natural Resources, U.S. Fish and Wildlife and Department of Agriculture all sign 
off on a route, the engineering will be completed for the project. 

Payonk said there's no funding for the project, and even if there were it would take several 
months to work on design plans. Plus, he said the county has to get rights of way and do 
construction preparation. Payonk said actual construction on the highway could be as much as 15 
years away. 

Stephanie Pawlowski can be reached at Stephanie@wjbc.com 
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WEEK News 25 Peoria Illinois
Print this article

Originally printed at http://www.cinewsnow.com/news/local/Proposed-eastside-highway-options-
narrowed-for-McLean-Co-residents-212254541.html

By Audrey Wise
June 19, 2013

NORMAL, Ill. -- Residents in McLean County are reviewing the final two options to a

proposed roadway that would run around the east side of Bloomington-Normal.

Engineers have been studying the Eastside Highway project for several years now and have

narrowed more than 100 potential routes down to two.

The proposals would connect at Interstate 74 near Downs, then cross over Interstate 55 and

connect to Ziebarth Road in Normal.

Project manager Jerry Payonk said this roadway will help with access to projected growth

in the area, not act as a bypass.

"You'll have easier access to Fort Jesse, GE, Empire, Cheney's Grove Road, Ireland Grove

Road, I-74 and I-55, but it will have very little benefit as a bypass," said Payonk.

Mike Virlee lives near the Ziebarth portion of the proposed roadway.

"I understand the need for future planning, but as I look at both of the proposals, I'm

wondering why they're going to run a parallel road to the current 55, which just added a

third lane about two years ago," he said.

Project leaders want public input before they submit a preferred route to the Federal

Highway Administration at the end of next year.

No funding is secured for the next phases, including final design, land acquisition and

construction.
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Eastside highway engineers will respond to public comments 
7:15AM Sunday 
July 7, 2013 

 
 

 

The final two proposed routes of the eastside highway (in green) are placed a half mile east of 
Towanda Barnes Road and a full mile east of Towanda Barnes Road. (Photo from 
eastsidehighway.com) 

By Stephanie Pawlowski 

BLOOMINGTON - The public comment period on the final two options for an east side 
highway has closed, and soon the public will get some responses.  

Jerry Payonk of engineering firm Clark Dietz said a lot of comments were made, some 
supportive of the project, some against the project and some people offering their choice between 
a proposed route that goes a half mile east of Towanda Barnes Road and the other that goes a full 
mile east.  

He said those comments will be compiled and engineers will respond to each one. 

"And that might take a little time because we received numerous ones and we want to be detailed 
in our responses," Payonk said. "Some responses are very similar, so we'll put them into groups 
perhaps. So, it might be a couple of weeks before we get responses back to the public." 

Payonk said not everyone offered a return addresses on the comments. He said the next step is 
presenting a preferred alternative to the Federal Highway Administration in September. 

"They are going to want to know how the public weighed in, so we will have where they 
weighted in, which alternative they preferred and which alternative they didn't prefer," Payonk 
said. 



The next step after that won't come until 2014. 

An eastside highway was first eyed by the Regional Planning Commission in the early 1990's as 
developments were growing on the east side. Payonk said McLean County is one of the fastest 
growing counties in Illinois outside of Chicago and the collar counties. 

Stephanie Pawlowski can be reached at Stephanie@wjbc.com 

 



AUGUST 12, 2013 5:50 PM  •  BY PANTAGRAPH STAFF

BLOOMINGTON — Some east side Bloomington residents have organized a meeting to
discuss the proposed east-side highway project with elected officials.

The meeting is open to the public and will take place at 6 p.m. tonight at Holiday Inn and Suites,
3202 E. Empire St., across from the Central Illinois Regional Airport.

District 10 McLean County Board members Ben Owens and Chuck Erickson and County Board
Chairman Matt Sorensen have been invited, as well as Bloomington City Council aldermen Jim
Fruin, Rob Fazzini and Mboka Mwilambwe and Mayor Tari Renner.

The meeting will include a panel discussion.

The location of the proposed east-side highway has been narrowed to two alternatives: one a
half-mile east of Towanda Barnes Road and the other a mile east of Towanda Barnes Road
following County Road 2000 East. The road would connect to Interstate 55 on the north by
Ziebarth Road and to Interstate 74 on the south at a location halfway between Downs and U.S.
51.

Clark Dietz, the Champaign engineering firm, collected public comments in June. The
comments will be used to determine a “preferred option” and will be included with information
sent to the Federal Highway Administration in September. The FHA and other federal agencies
including the Environmental Protection Agency, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the
Department of Natural Resources will review the materials and decide if they concur with the
“preferred option.”

FHA approval is needed for the project, designed to alleviate future traffic congestion on
north-south roads such as Veterans Parkway. Construction costs have been estimated between
$200 million and $300 million. There currently is no funding for the project.

1 of 1 9/16/2013 1:46 PM



AUGUST 13, 2013 10:07 PM  •  BY KEVIN BARLOW | KBARLOW@PANTAGRAPH.COM |

BLOOMINGTON — As a lifelong resident of McLean County and a semi-retired farmer living on
a centennial farm in the family since 1888, Frank Wieting has seen growth on Bloomington’s
east side over the years.

He was one of about 75 residents who attended a public hearing at the Bloomington Holiday Inn
and Suites Tuesday night for a panel discussion on a proposed east-side highway project. Like
most in attendance, Wieting opposed the project.

“In the last hundreds of years, when has one new acre of land been produced?” he said. “We
can build houses and we can build factories and we can build highways, but we cannot build
more land. I think it’s a crime against nature to consider tearing up land for this highway.”

The proposed highway would connect to Interstate 55 on the north by Ziebarth Road and to
Interstate 74 on the south between Downs and U.S. 51. Two alternatives are being considered
and several governing bodies, including the Bloomington, Normal and McLean County will have
an advisory vote on the final plan.

“Bloomington-Normal is physically the size of San Francisco,” said Bloomington Mayor Tari
Renner. “San Francisco has 700,000 people and we have 100,000 people, but in the same size
of an area they have. I don’t necessarily think we will get federal money, and I think that is also
the case for Springfield. I am not convinced that it is necessary and I am concerned about the
long-term consequences for our city and I cannot support this at this time.”

Sorensen backs highway

County Board Chairman Matt Sorensen said he feels the area needs to move forward with
planning for its transportation needs and supports the proposed project.

“I can’t imagine Bloomington-Normal without Veterans Parkway and I look at this project that
way,” he said. “I do not know whether or not this is exactly the right corridor, but the engineers
who have studied this believe it is, so I have to take that on faith.”

East-side resident Jim Landrus said any decision to move forward with the project would
decrease the value of homes in several subdivisions that would be affected by the project.

Construction costs have been estimated at around $350 million, and  before any votes are
taken, the McLean County Board, Bloomington City Council and Normal City Council would
meet in a joint session to discuss the proposed plan, Sorensen said.
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Panelists heard public concerns about a possible Eastside Highway. (Adam Studzinski/WJBC) 

By Adam Studzinski 

BLOOMINGTON - McLean County officials, along with various city representatives, held a 
panel discussion on Tuesday to hear from the public, and answer questions about the 
controversial Eastside Highway proposal. 

There is nothing remotely set in stone yet, and according to Public Works Director Jim Karch the 
project will not even happen if growth on the eastside does not continue the way it has been. 

"If we all the sudden became a community that started shrinking, the Eastside Highway would 
not be done,"  said Karch. 

Bloomington resident Jeff Prelle said he does not believe the growth will happen, mainly 
because the major business in Bloomington aren't growing. 

"What you're looking at is the maximum amount of people you can employ really determines the 
maximum amount your population can grow,"  Prelle said.  "That depends on where each 
business is at in their life cycle.  State Farm is in a very mature state, Country Financial is in a 
mature state, Bridgestone is in a mature state, Mitsubishi is in a mature state.  There's not a single 
one in growth." 

A major concern from the public has been the effect the possible highway would have on 
residences in the area.  However, resident Frank Wieting said farmland would be effected as 
well. 



"We can build houses, we can build factories, we can build highways, but we can't produce 
mother natures land,"  Wieting said.  "I think it's a crime against creation to even consider tearing 
this up for a highway."   

McLean County Board Chairman Matt Sorenson believes what they need to do is get the right-
of-way for where the highway would go.  That way, if they do go through with it, future 
residents will know about the potential for the roadway. 

Adam Studzinski can be reached at adam.studzinski@cumulus.com 

 



East Side Highway Furor Reignites

Tue, 13 Aug 2013 21:22:22 CDT
By: Charlie Schlenker

 East side residents of Bloomington Normal have given elected officials an earful of opposition to the
proposed East Side Highway Project in a hotel that was itself farmland a decade ago. A years long environmental assessment of the proposal to connect I-55 and I-74 from
Towanda to Downs is drawing to a close and the Mclean County Board and area City Councils could vote on a preferred alignment for the proposed highway late this year or
early next. During a citizens forum off East Empire street, Attorney Hal Jennings said he is very unhappy and he knew nothing about the westernmost alignment that would take
some homes in his subdivision and devalue the rest.

   
"It's going to cost a fortune just for one subdivision in condemnation fees. And I guarantee you that since there is a bunch of lawyers including me living out there, we'll be in
front of a condemnation jury until who laid the rail."

The issue has been studied for nearly 20 years and has failed before. Supporters of the process say if they don't choose a possible route now, growth will continue to happen and
even more residents will be unhappy when traffic loads indicate the road should be built. But, Harvest Pointe Subdivision resident Brian Stratman says even choosing an
alignment is harmful.

   
"The vote itself and making a decision now when we don't know whether it's going to happen in the future or not, but making a decision as to which option is going to happen if it
does happen, that will decrease the value of our homes immediately because people won't want to come to live in these homes when they know there is a possibility a highway
will be built right through the middle of it."

Supporters of the project note that if elected officials choose a preferred route in votes late this year or early in 2014, they could also pass disclosure rules that would force
realtors and developers to tell buyers of the potential road and avoid the surprise some current east side residents had when news of the highway study resurfaced.

Bruce Naffziger lives in the Grove subdivision in Bloomington which would be affected by the westernmost of three remaining possible road alignments. Naffziger said the
progress of the study has lagged behind the houses on the ground.

   
In 1994 if they had drawn these lines, I don't think these would have been issues. But, the horse is out of the barn. And you can't say now it's your tough luck. We're just going to
stick it here because that's what we want to do, because we should have planned better."

Supporters of the planning process say if elected officials kill off the studies again, the same situation will happen another ten or twenty years in the future when the need for a
new road connecting Downs and Towanda and Interstates 55 and 74 becomes dire. Two of the three potential remaining routes for the highway do not impact current
development, though elected officials and east side residents say at the pace of construction that could change soon. Even if it gains approval on the local level construction of the
potentially $350 million project is 15 to 20 years away.
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SEPTEMBER 24, 2013 7:00 PM  •  BY MARY ANN FORD | MFORD@PANTAGRAPH.COM

BLOOMINGTON — A list of 129 routes for a proposed east-side highway has been narrowed to
one “preferred” option after more than three years of study, and it will be announced Monday
during a joint meeting of the Bloomington and Normal city councils and McLean County Board.

It’s the first joint meeting of the three government entities since 2009. Other items on the
agenda include a presentation of a McLean County Regional Planning Commission public
participation plan and an update on the Bloomington-Normal Area Economic Development
Council’s economic development incentive programs.

The meeting begins at 7 p.m. in room 400 of the Government Center, 115 E. Washington St. in
downtown Bloomington.

Jerry Payonk of Clark Dietz, the Champaign engineering firm heading the east-side highway
study, will summarize what has occurred so far in the study and announce the preferred location
as determined by consultants and the project study group with public input.

The 12-mile east-side highway has been eyed to alleviate future traffic congestion on existing
north-south roads such as Veterans Parkway when Twin City growth spreads farther east.

In June, the possible locations had been narrowed to two: one a half-mile east of Towanda
Barnes Road; the other a mile east of Towanda Barnes following McLean County Road 2000
East.

The highway would connect to Interstate 55 on the north by Ziebarth Road. The southern
connection to Interstate 74 would be halfway between Downs and U.S. 51.

“We’ve never said the east-side highway needs to be built,” Payonk said.

Instead, he said, this process would preserve a proposed corridor and alert anyone considering
building in that corridor of its possible fate.

“If it’s not preserved, the impact would be greater,” he said.

After Bloomington aldermen, Normal council members and McLean County Board members
have a chance to weigh in on the proposed “preferred” location, Payonk said, it will be filed with
the Federal Highway Administration in mid-November.

The proposal will be reviewed by a variety of federal agencies, including the Environmental
Protection Agency, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Department of Natural
Resources. If those agencies concur with the preferred location, Payonk said, Clark Dietz would
wrap up its environmental assessment and complete a design report to determine a cost for the
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project.

Initial cost estimates were between $200 million and $300 million.

Ultimately the proposed corridor would be included in the McLean County comprehensive plan,
which would need approval from the Bloomington and Normal city councils and the McLean
County Board.

Joint government meeting

What: Joint meeting of the Bloomington and Normal city councils and McLean County
Board

When: 7 p.m. Monday

Where: Room 400, Government Center, 115 E. Washington St., Bloomington

Agenda: Discussion of preferred location for a proposed east-side highway; presentation
on McLean County Regional Planning Commission’s public participation plan; update on
Bloomington-Normal Area Economic Development Council’s economic development
incentive programs

Public participation: Those wishing to speak at the meeting must make a written request
to McLean County Administrator Bill Wasson (bill.wasson@mcleancountyil.gov) by the end
of the day Thursday. (See County Board rules at mcleancountyil.gov.)
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SEPTEMBER 27, 2013 5:15 PM  •  BY MARY ANN FORD |
MFORD@PANTAGRAPH.COM

BLOOMINGTON — The “preferred option” for the
east-side highway is a route that would follow
McLean County Road 2000 East, about a mile east
of Towanda Barnes Road.

The choice, which was released Friday, will be
discussed at a joint meeting of the Bloomington
and Normal city councils and the McLean County
Board at 7 p.m. Monday in Room 400 of the
Government Center, 115 E. Washington St. While
officials want to designate a specific route for
planning purposes, the highway would be built only
if growth shows a demand for it sometime in the
future.

At a June public meeting, Jerry Payonk of the
Champaign engineering firm Clark Dietz discussed
the final two alternatives and the results of an
environmental assessment of each. The other
alternative was about a half mile east of Towanda
Barnes Road.

“We considered a lot of different factors,” said Payonk of the final proposed choice.

Besides the engineering firm, the study included input from the public, a community working
group and the project study group, which included engineers from Bloomington, Normal and
McLean County governments.

The environmental study revealed 18 residences, 777 acres of “prime and important” farmland,
10 farm resi-dences and seven businesses would be displaced by the more western route. In
contrast, what is now the “pre-ferred option” would displace 13 residences, 794 acres of
farmland, six farm residences and no businesses.

“Our recommendation is something that has less impact on residences and businesses,” he
said. “To the pub-lic, those are big.”

Payonk said the proposed route closer to Towanda Barnes, for instance, would have had a
major impact on Harvest Point subdivision as well as other residences on the east side.

While the alternative closest to Towanda Barnes Road would affect 0.71 acres of wetlands and
the “preferred option” only 0.0003 acres of wetlands, representatives of Friends of Kickapoo
Creek and the John Wesley Paul Audubon Society of Bloomington-Normal, prefer the more

1 of 2 10/14/2013 3:49 PM



western route, according to comments the groups submitted following the June meeting.

Angelo Capparella, conservation chairman of the John Wesley Paul Audubon Society, said the
Clark Dietz study measured only the wetlands directly affected if a highway was built. The two
environmental groups took a broader approach, he said.

The proposed route closer to Towanda Barnes Road would have less overall impact on The
Grove wetland res-toration and Kickapoo Creek because it is farther away, he said. The soil in
the area of the “preferred option” is highly susceptible to erosion, he said, which would mean
more sediment damage and more runoff.

“We are particularly concerned about impacts on The Grove Park via effects on the upstream
unnamed tribu-taries to Kickapoo Creek…,” he said.

Caparella said throughout his tenure on the community working group he asked what parameter
was more im-portant.

“This tells me,” he said. “Business and residences are more important than farmland and the
environment. That’s unfortunate. Soil is the foundation of our economy.”

Payonk said the highway only would be constructed when Twin City growth — and the
accompanying traffic it would produce — showed a need.

“We want to protect the corridor if growth occurs,” he said. “That’s just good planning.”

Joint meeting

What: Joint meeting of the Bloomington and Normal city councils and McLean County
Board

When: 7 p.m. Monday

Where: Room 400, Government Center, 115 E. Washington St., Bloomington

Agenda: Discussion of preferred location for a proposed east-side highway; presentation
on McLean County Regional Planning Commission’s public participation plan; update on
Bloomington-Normal Area Economic Development Council’s economic development
incentive programs.
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SEPTEMBER 30, 2013 10:08 PM  •  BY MARY ANN FORD |
MFORD@PANTAGRAPH.COM

BLOOMINGTON — About 100 people packed into
the Government Center on Monday night for a joint
meeting of the Bloomington and Normal city
councils and McLean County Board and, in
particular, a discussion of the proposed east-side
highway.

Six people and representatives from two groups
spoke, but only one offered total support of the
proposed north-south highway that would run along

McLean County Road 2000 East on the east side of Bloomington-Normal.

“Many of my friends and colleagues think it’s a waste of money,” said Chris Gramm. “I think it’s
a good idea to secure the land for the footprint should it go forward.”

Gramm said the highway, which has been under consideration since the first feasibility study in
1999, would provide easier access into the community. The current study of potential routes
began three yeas ago.

But Tim Bittner, a fourth-generation farmer whose property would be affected by the proposed
highway, strongly disagreed, saying, among other things, it would cause congestion on
east-west roads and bring additional truck traffic.

Bittner said the study, which predicts rapid population growth by 2015 and estimated the
highway would cost $200 million to $300 million — was based on different economic times.

“Now land acquisition costs are five times when the study started,” he said.

His son, Bart Bittner, a fifth-generation farmer, said the issue has been going on for years — his
grandfather dealt with it.

“I don’t want my kids dealing with this issue,” he said. “How do we plan for our future? We’re
held hostage.”

Jerry Payonk of the Champaign engineering firm Clark Dietz said that while the highway is not
currently needed, the corridor needs to be preserved so anyone considering building in that
area would know its possible fate.

But Mike Swartz of the McLean County Farm Bureau said there is no timeline or sunset.

“That restricts indefinitely the use and growth in the corridor,” he said.

The “preferred route” that was chosen after input by several groups and public comment, also
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would result in the permanent loss of 794 acres of farmland, he said.

“I can’t imagine what it would feel like to be a farmer and be held hostage,” said County Board
member Erik Rankin. “I felt for the Bittners as they spoke. This is somebody’s livelihood. I could
never in good conscience vote to take a home away from another individual.”

Bloomington Alderman Scott Black said the data showing the future need for the highway “is not
convincing a lot of folks” — including him.

County Board members Laurie Wollrab and Susan Schafer, Normal City Councilwoman Cheryl
Gaines and Bloomington Alderman Rob Fazzini suggested the highway would just promote
sprawl.

“Not one highway has decreased the need for more highways,” said Wollrab.

Added Schafer: “If we build an east-side highway, it’s not going to control sprawl — the land will
be cheaper on the other side.”

Gaines expressed concern about taking traffic away from the center of the community.

“In Normal, we’ve worked hard to bring it to the center,” she said.

Allowing growth to spread, she said, also costs communities more money for fire stations, police
stations and roads.

Fazzini asked Payonk if the highway would be needed if the same amount of growth that is
predicted occurred within the community rather than farther east.

“Probably not,” said Payonk.

Because the meeting was a work session, no votes or motions were allowed. Payonk said the
next step is to take the preferred option to the Federal Highway Administration for consideration.
If it is accepted, the next step would be to design the highway and acquire land — both things
that require money and won’t happen until there is a need.

“Even if we had funding and there was a need for the highway it would six to eight more years,”
he said.
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NOVEMBER 23, 2013 8:00 AM  •  BY MARY ANN FORD |
MFORD@PANTAGRAPH.COM

BLOOMINGTON — The Federal Highway
Administration and five federal agencies have
concurred with the recommended, preferred option
for a proposed east-side highway, allowing it to
take the next step, a spring public hearing on the
environmental assessment.

McLean County officials received word of the FHA
decision Friday.

Jerry Payonk of Clark Dietz, the Champaign
engineering firm conducting the highway study,
said all property owners on the preferred route —
along County Road 2000 East about a mile east of
Towanda Barnes Road — will receive notification of
the hearing.

A copy of the environmental assessment will be
available on the east-side highway website before
the public hearing.

Payonk said comments at the public hearing will be
recorded and included with the next set of documents that will be sent to the FHA.

If the FHA and other federal departments make a “finding of no significant impact” for the route
after reviewing that document, Payonk said, the project officially can start.

But, he said, that won’t happen until it is needed — and receives funding.

“The goal here is to preserve the corridor” for the potential highway, Payonk said.

McLean County Engineer Eric Schmitt said east-side development and traffic will be monitored
to determine when the highway is needed. The 12-mile highway would be linked to Interstate 55
on the north and Interstate 74 on the south and has been eyed to alleviate traffic on other
north-south roads such as Veterans Parkway.

Schmitt said the project currently only has about $3 million from Illinois Jobs Now money. Cost
of the total project has been estimated at about $300 million.

After the study started about three years ago, 129 route options were considered for the
proposed highway. The final preferred option was announced in September.
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