
Community Advisory Group Meeting 
Odell Community Center / Public Library  

Wednesday, June 10, 2009  
 
 ______________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 

MEETING MINUTES  
 
 
Community Advisory Group Attendees 
Randy Balk (City Administrator, City of Fulton) 
Barb Bees (MAPPING Group) 
John Bishop (Home Owner) 
David H. Blanton (Mayor, City of Rock Falls) 
Allen Bush (Farmer) 
Tom Determann (Iowa-Illinois Highway Partnership) 
Arlyn Folkers (Farmer) 
Russ Holesinger (Developer) 
Darryl Houge (Morrison Community Unit School District) 
Roger Johnson (Business Owner) 
Gayla Kolb (Rock Falls Community Development Corporation)  
Doug Kuehl (Farmer) 
Glen Kuhlemeir (Blackhawk Hills RG&D Council) 
Tim Long (City Administrator, City of Morrison) 
Karen Nelson (Home Owner) 
Everett Pannier (Morrison Area Development Corporation) 
Jerry Paulson (Natural Land Institute) 
Phil Renkes (Morrison Rotary Club) 
Elisa Rideout (Whiteside Natural Area Guardians) 
Kay Shelton (Illinois Lincoln Highway Association) 
William “Bill” Shirk (Morrison Preservation Historic Commission) 
Scott Shumard (City Administrator, City of Sterling) 
Ann Slavin (Friends of the Park/ Illinois League of Bicyclist) 
Dale Sterenberg (Farmer) 
Barbara Suehl-Janis (Fulton Kiwanis Club)  
Fred Turk (Whiteside Natural Area Guardians) 
 
Special Guests  
Leonard Janis  
Michael Hastings 
John Cox  
 
Media    
None 
 
Project Study Group Attendees  
Dawn Perkins (IDOT)   Gil Janes (Howard R. Green) 
Bridgett Jacquot (Volkert)   Jon Estrem   (Howard R. Green) 
Mark Nardini (IDOT)   Mary Lou Goodpaster (Kaskaskia Engineering Group) 
Dr. Cassandra Rodgers (IDOT)  Shelia A. Hudson (Hudson and Associates, LLC) 
Vic Modeer (Volkert)    
Mike Walton (Volkert)    
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Agenda (See Attachment) 
 
Handouts (See Attachments) 
 
 
Meeting Purpose 
On Wednesday, June 10, 2009 the US Route 30 Project Study Group (PSG) hosted their fifth 
Community Advisory Group (CAG) meeting at the Morrison Community Center in Morrison, 
Illinois.  The purpose of the meeting was to update the CAG on the US 30 corridor public 
meeting, results from the environmental survey, alignment adjustments and evaluation results, 
potential environmental impacts, and next steps. Also, the CAG was presented with information 
about the outcome of the February NEPA/404 Merger meeting and the upcoming September 
NEPA/404 meeting.  
     
PRESENTATION:  
 
Opening Remarks 
Dawn Perkins opened the meeting by thanking the CAG for their ongoing participation and 
briefly explained that the purpose of the meeting was to update them on various tasks and 
meetings the Project Study Group (PSG) has been involved with since the last CAG meeting in 
November.    
 
Agenda Overview  
Vic Modeer followed by highlighting the meeting agenda and reiterating the meeting protocol for 
CAG members and guests.  
 
Project Progress  
 
Environmental Survey Results: 
Mary Lou Goodpaster highlighted the results from the Environmental Survey.  She went on to 
explain that “there were no Federal or State listed threatened or endangered species collected 
during the studies. However, there are historic records of federally listed species for the study 
area and the project team will continue to coordinate with US Fish & Wildlife Service. There are 
Illinois listed threatened or endangered species present within the study area.  
 
Special Note: For informational purposes, two additional Myotis individuals (a post-lactating 
female and a juvenile) exhibited some, but not all, the diagnostic feature characteristics of the 
Indiana bat. Although a definitive identification was not made, it is possible that an Indiana bat 
maternity colony inhabits the riparian corridor or island on the west side of the Rock River. No 
Indiana bats were caught at this site in 2008. We have to assume they are present. 
 
Under “Wetlands” she indicated that approximately 80 wetlands had been confirmed in 
the Study Area. Based on the vegetation present within the wetlands, there are no “high 
quality” wetlands. The better quality wetlands in the Study Area are sedge meadows.   
 
Special Note:  After the meeting it was determined that there are three sedge meadows and one 
wet meadow that are considered high quality wetlands.   
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Mary Lou Goodpaster closed by stating that the team will continue to evaluate the results from 
the study.  In addition they will begin analyzing agriculture, air, noise, floodplains, and socio-
economic impacts.  
 
Public Informational Open House Results/Purpose of NEPA 404 Meeting: 
Mike Walton highlighted the information the public viewed at the Public Informational Open 
House held on January 29th in Morrison, Illinois.  Information presented included the sixteen 
corridors developed by the CAG, corridors created by the CAG and PSG (or final corridors) as a 
result of the consultant team evaluation process, potential environmental impacts, and the next 
steps.    
 
As a result, there were 237 people in attendance and the public’s main concern was the impacts to 
agricultural land, development, and environmental disturbance.  Mike informed the CAG that 
most the comments leaned in favor of the southern corridor and a strong sentiment voiced 
concern about the northern corridor.   
 
Mike explained that the purpose and goals of the NEPA/404 merger meetings are to meet with the 
environmental regulatory agencies such as US Environmental Protection Agency and the Corps 
of Engineers to either gain concurrence on chapters of the EIS or provide them with a project 
update. In addition he highlighted what information the PSG will present at the September 2009 
NEPA/404 merger meeting.  
 
Initial Alignments/ Evaluation Results: 
Jon Estrem explained to the CAG how six alignments have been created based on engineering 
and environmental assessments, technical input from the CAG and PSG, as well as public 
comments following the public informational open house.  In addition, the alignments were 
created with the mind-set to avoid or minimize as many impacts to properties, the environment, 
and historically significant structures.  He went on to explain how each alignment was screened 
against 23 factors within four major categories: traffic and safety, social and economic, 
environmental impacts, and cost.  The alignments were scored and ranked - based on preliminary 
data – and the results to date indicate Alternatives 4 and 5 ranked 1st; Alternative 6 ranked 3rd, 
Alternative 1 ranked 4th and Alternatives 2 and 3 ranked 5th.  Jon closed by informing the CAG 
that the team will continue to evaluate all six alignments to determine the preferred alignment. 
 
Potential Environmental Impacts: 
Bridgett Jacquot explained the potential environmental impacts of the six alignments.  She 
presented maps that highlighted agricultural land, Centennial Farms, personal property 
displacements, and wetlands.  Another map highlighted, special waste, parks, potential historic 
properties, nature preserves, and natural areas.  A final map highlighted forested areas, wildlife 
habitats, and prairies.  In closing, Bridgett emphasized that the study team will continue to refine 
the alignments to avoid as many environmental impacts as possible.     
        
Closing Remarks 
 
Gil Janes closed the meeting by highlighting some of the key points made during the presentation.  
He thanked the CAG for their on-going commitment to the project and its process.  The floor was 
then open for comments and questions.  
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Question and Answers: 
 
Q:  Why were areas added back into the study?  
A:  The project was presented to the NEPA/404 Merger Agencies, which include the Federal 

Highway Administration, Corps of Engineers, USEPA, US Fish & Wildlife Service,  
Illinois Department of Agriculture and Illinois Department of Natural Resources. These 
agencies did not want to remove corridors from study until we had the field verified data 
on environmental resources. We now have that data. 

 
Q: Is Alternate 6 too far south of Morrison to serve existing traffic?  
A: One of the criteria for evaluating alternatives is to what extent the proposed route would 

draw traffic from the existing route.  
 
Q: At what point will drainage impacts be addressed?  
A: Differing aspects of drainage issues are addressed throughout the study, design, 

construction and maintenance process. For example, floodplains, erodible soils and water 
quality are addressed in the EIS; detailed hydraulic studies of streams and rivers are 
conducted after the EIS prior to design; subsurface drainage (field tiles) is addressed 
during design, land acquisition, and construction; and stormwater runoff is addressed 
during design, construction, and operation.  Each of these steps will also consider 
opportunities to mitigate existing drainage issues during construction of the new facility. 
A drainage and hydraulic report will be submitted as part of the Phase I design report. 

 
Q: How will the connection to IL 136 be handled?  
A: Several different options are available and will be evaluated as the study progresses. One 

potential solution is construction of a roundabout at this location. The pros and cons of 
roundabouts were discussed.  IDOT will be improving the intersection next summer as a 
separate project.  

 
Q: What about overall US 30 system continuity – what is Iowa doing about its sections of 

two-lane US 30? 
A: The Major Investment Study had been concluded for Clinton, which concluded that 

additional lanes should be added to the US 30 Mississippi River crossing when traffic 
levels justify it.  

 
Q: What’s the time line on the environmental study? 
A: June 2012  
 
Q:  Will the study look at secondary road impacts? 
A: The study will need to consider the connectivity of a proposed improvement to the 

secondary roadways.  At this time it appears that most of the intersections will be at-
grade.  The study will also include the benefits to safety and traffic impacts. 
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AGENDA

1) Environmental Survey Results
2) CAG Recommended Corridor
3) Public Informational Open House
4) NEPA/404 Merger Meeting
5) Corridors to Alignments
6) Initial Alignments
7) Alignment Adjustments 
8) Evaluation Matrix for Alternatives
9) Alignment Evaluation Results
10) Potential Environmental Impacts
11) Timeline



Environmental Survey Results 
to be discussed in the EIS

Cultural 
27 structures have been deemed potential NRHP eligible by IHPA

Section  4f/6f sites include historic sites, Morrison State Park, and City parks

Centennial Farms 

Special Waste
Preliminary Waste Assessment Reports have been completed

Seven sites identified as sites with special waste concerns

Biological
Creeks & Rivers - 22 stream sites

• 19 sites are poor, 3 sites are fair, None were ranked good or excellent

Floodplain:  100 year and 500 year

No Threatened & Endangered species or habitat

Nature Preserve/Natural Areas

Wetlands
114 wetland site determinations; 293 acres of wetland; 75 wetland sites

• Majority are Marshes; severely degraded

• Four high quality wetland meadows



Other Environmental Issues to 
be discussed in the EIS

In addition to the environmental issues discussed 
on the previous slide:

Agriculture

Socio-Economic

Air

Noise

Floodplains



Where are we in the project and 
how did we get there?

The remainder of the presentation is going 
to explain how the project has progressed 
since meeting with the CAG in November 
2008.



CAG Recommended Corridors - November 2008 



Corridors Presented at the Public Informational Open House
January 2009



Summary of Public Informational 
Open House

January 29, 2009; 1:00-7:00pm; Morrison

237 people attended

Presented Environmental Issues, Schedule, CAG Corridors & Final 
Corridors

Public’s main concerns:
Agricultural Land

Environmental Concerns

Many Prefer South Corridor

Route to the North not preferred by many

Development



CAG, Public & Stakeholder 
Comments on Corridors

• The majority of the comments were from those in favor 
of a south route and against a north route

• Some comments against project all together 

• Some stated to use as much of the existing roadway as 
possible

• Major concerns were agriculture, displacements, and 
development



ILLINOIS NEPA/404 MERGER 
MEETING 

February 3, 2009

• Purpose of this meeting was to update the environmental 

regulatory agencies (US EPA, IEPA, IDNR, CORPS, 

USFWS, FHWA) on the corridor selection process.



Final Corridors



Corridors (1400 feet wide) to Alignments (200 feet wide) 



Alignments Created
Six (6) Initial Alignments Created within the Corridors

Each alignment as described below starts on the west end of 
the project at IL 136/Frog Pond Road and continues east to the 
Moline Road intersection.  

The alignments west of Morrison go either north of U.S. 30 or stay on 
existing U.S. 30
The  alignments continue and go either north or south of Morrison
The alignments east of Morrison go either south of U.S. 30 or stay on 
existing U.S. 30 until Moline Road
From the Moline Road intersection, all alignments continue on 
existing U.S 30 to the IL 40 intersection.

Alignment #1 North, North, Existing
Alignment #2 North, South, Existing
Alignment#3  North, South, South
Alignment #4 Existing, North, Existing
Alignment #5 Existing, South, Existing
Alignment#6  Existing, South, South

*Map on next slide illustrates the six initial alignments with the corridors*





Adjustments to Initial Alignments to 
Avoid or Minimize Impacts

Assumed Cross Section: Divided 4-Lane

Initial Alignments: Center of Each Corridor

Initial Adjustments: Use of Existing Highway & ROW

Other Adjustments:
Environmental Resources

Houses, Farms & Businesses

Potential Historic Properties

Cemeteries

Use of Existing Bridges

Improved Locations for Stream Crossings

The entire length of each alignment was studied to find potential 
adjustments.

*Map on next slide shows an example utilizing Alternative 3*





West End Options

Four (4) west end alternatives were studied:
1. Over both railroads - BNSF and UP

2. Over both railroads - BNSF and UP

3. Over both railroads - BNSF and UP; requires 
significant grade change

4. Over the UP RR and under the BNSF RR utilizing 
the existing underpass on U.S. 30

* Map on next slide illustrates the four alternatives*



UP Railroad

West End 
Option 2

West End 
Option 3

West End 
Option 1

West End 
Option 4



Landfill Options

Two (2) alternatives were studied in the landfill 
area:
1. Uses existing U.S. 30 for eastbound lanes

2. Goes south of the cemetery and County Highway 
Department

*Map on the next slide illustrates the alternatives*



Landfill 
Option 1

Landfill 
Option 2



BREAK



Alternatives Evaluated in Matrix

• Six (6) Alternative alignments were screened against 23 
factors within four (4)  major categories:
• Traffic & Safety

• Social & Economic

• Environmental

• Cost

• The alignments were then scored and ranked

*Map on next slide illustrates the six (6) alternative alignments 
screened in the matrix*



Six Alternatives 
Evaluated in Matrix
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Alternative 4 ranked #1                 Alternative 5 Ranked #1



Alternative 6 ranked #3                   Alternative 1 Ranked #4



Alternative 2 ranked # 5                   Alternative 3 ranked #5



Potential Environmental 
Impacts

• Alignments have been adjusted to avoid and minimize 
environmental impacts.

• As alignments move forward in the study, they will 
continue to be refined to avoid as many environmental 
impacts as possible.



Agriculture



Centennial Farms



Special Waste/Parks/Potential Historic Properties/ 
Nature Preserves/Natural Areas



Wetlands



Forest/Wildlife Habitat/Prairies



Displacements



Timeline

Begin in-depth study of six alternative alignments: 

June 2009

DEIS Chapters on Affected Environment and Alternatives to IDOT: 
July 2009

NEPA/404 Merger Meeting:  September 2009

PSG & CAG Identify Alternative for Detailed Study: Nov 2009

Public Informational Open House #3: January 2010

NEPA/404 Merger Meeting:  February 2010

DEIS signed: October 2010

Public Hearing: January 2011

FEIS signed: January 2012

ROD signed: June 2012



Thank You
for your Continued Support !!!! 
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