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STUDY SCHEDULE

Public Information Meeting (August 25", 2010)
e Provide Study Information

e Gather Input

e Describe the next steps
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E' PUBLIC HEARING

@ STUDY MILESTONE
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IDOT District 5, McLean County
Eastside Highway

Environmental Assessment
Information — Project Introduction

The purpose of the meeting was to introduce the East Side Highway (ESH) Environmental Assessment (EA). Jerry
Payonk of Clark Dietz presented an overview of the project’s history and project study area. Linda Huff of Huff &
Huff, Inc. presented an overview of environmental resources.

The Bloomington-Normal metropolitan area, located in McLean County, Illinois, is an established community that
has experienced rapid growth since 1960, both in population and employment. Centrally located in the state,
Bloomington-Normal has benefited from regional connection to the Midwest via three Interstate highways and one
partial access control freeway. This growth trend is expected to continue, particularly on the east side of
Bloomington-Normal. New commercial and residential development continues to occur, and major roads have been
improved to accommodate the associated growth in traffic.

The Bloomington-Normal area is an important economic region in central Illinois and is home to numerous large
corporations. Five Bloomington-Normal corporations have more than two thousand employees. Bloomington-
Normal attracts employees and visitors from other areas in central Illinois, including Champaign-Urbana, Peoria,
Decatur, and Springfield, in addition to those from within the community. The Central Illinois Regional Airport,
located on the east side of Bloomington-Normal, experienced its busiest year to date in 2008, and has plans to
expand to accommodate projected traffic growth from increased population and employment.

Development of a transportation corridor on the east side of Bloomington-Normal to address the growth in traffic
has been the subject of study since the mid-1990s. In 1994, the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) for the
Bloomington-Normal Urbanized Area recommended the improvement of Towanda-Barnes Road (a north-south
arterial) and the study of an additional transportation improvement farther to the east side.

Since that time, through the cooperative efforts of Bloomington, Normal, McLean County and the Illinois
Department of Transportation, two pre-Phase | studies have been conducted and the LRTP has been updated to a
2035 planning horizon. The 2002 Feasibility Study forecasted that significant roadway congestion in the east
portions of Bloomington-Normal would occur even if capacity were added to existing major roads and identified a
potential east side transportation corridor and a preferred alternative for a planning horizon of 2025. A second
study, the 2009 ESH Corridor Study, identified a single feasible corridor 500 feet in width that would serve the
needs of anticipated growth on the east side of the Bloomington-Normal community.

The 2009 ESH Corridor Study was conducted with the intent to follow NEPA when the funding became available
for Phase | study. Project elements from the Corridor Study will be used during the EA to the extent possible. The
Context Sensitive Solution (CSS) approach to public involvement was used throughout the Corridor Study to
provide opportunities for public input on alternative development.

Some environmental resources of note within the project study area:

Primary Land Use: Agriculture

New Development east of Towanda Barnes Road

Smaller Communities: Towanda and Downs have populations between 500 and700

Four parks and two golf Courses

Wetlands — National Wetland Inventory (NWI) shows more than 214 wetlands comprising over 500 acres,
including forested areas adjacent to the streams

Two watersheds: Money Creek and Kickapoo Creek

e Kickapoo Creek: Class 1 stream, portions are biologically significant, and is part of a TMDL study for fecal
coliform

September 8 and 9, 2010 NEPA-404
Merger Meeting Summary



e Money Creek flows to Lake Bloomington, which is a community water supply. A TMDL study has been
completed for Lake Bloomington with the primary pollutants of concern being nutrients.

e Threatened & Endangered Species: State listed species: 3 birds, 1 plant

Federally listed species: Eastern prairie fringed orchid and Indiana bat

High probability for archaeology near creeks

Historic Route 66: National Scenic Byway

Constitution Trail

Regional Greenways Plan identifies as high priority sites: Money Creek, Kickapoo Creek, and US 66

The project will follow Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) guidelines for public involvement and SAFETEA-LU
Section 6002 guidelines. Advisory Groups will be developed for the project and for focused initiatives. A public
meeting was held on August 25, 2010 to introduce the EA and solicit public input on scope, Purpose and Need, and
study area. The project team plan to present the purpose and need for concurrence at the February 2011 NEPA-404
Merger meeting.

September 8 and 9, 2010 NEPA-404
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IDOT District 5, McL ean County
Eastside Highway, Bloomington, I L

Environmental Assessment
Concurrence — Purpose and Need

The purpose of the meeting was to seek concurrence on the Purpose & Need Statement (P&N).
The Purpose & Need Final Draft submitted on January 12, 2011, was reviewed.

Jerry Payonk of Clark Dietz, Inc. gave the PowerPoint presentation. The following summary
points were made:

The P&N was developed with stakeholder input during the 2009 East Side Highway
(ESH) Corridor Study, and was updated with current information and additional
stakeholder input during the Environmental Assessment (EA).

Bloomington-Normal has grown steadily over the past 40 years, and the McLean County
Regional Planning Commission 2035 Land Use Plan shows additional contiguous growth
planned, particularly on the south and east side of the community. Of note, the Central
Illinois Regional Airport (CIRA) islocated on the east side of Bloomington.

The historic and projected (Year 2035) population and employment graphs were
displayed. The projected values as shown in the P& N submittal package were displayed
along with 2004, 2006, 2008, 2010, and 2011 Woods and Poole Economics, Complete
Economic and Demographic Data Source (CEDDS) for comparative purposes. The
Woods and Pool e population and employment forecasts for 2008, 2010, and 2011 show a
slight decrease when compared to estimates from earlier years. Thisisin part due to the
recent economic turndown. Although the projections have slightly declined, the overall
trend is an increase in population and employment in McLean County and Bloomington-
Normal.

The 2011 Woods and Poole report specifically cites Bloomington-Norma as a
community in the Northeast Region (defined as New England, Mideast, and the Great
Lakes) which is forecasted to have employment growth greater than the national average
through 2040. As the EA progresses, the most current national, state, and local census
data and employment/population trends will be used to ensure that the growth rates are
credible.

Traffic analyses to be completed as part of the EA include volume to capacity analysis
and a Travel Demand Model. Traffic data collected from the Origin-Destination Survey
conducted within the project study area in 2010 will be incorporated into the model.
Exhibits showing preliminary volume to capacity ratios for Year 2005 and 2035 were

displayed.
The P&N was developed using stakeholder input and technical analysis. The needs
identified for the project area:

February 15, 2011 NEPA-404
Merger Meeting Summary



1. Accommodate Managed Growth

2. Provide Improved Mobility and Access
a. Improve Local and Regiona Mobility
b. AddressLoca and Regional Access

- A public meeting was held on January 25, 2011, to present the P&N. A summary of
public comments received after the meeting was presented. A handout summarizing the
main concerns identified from the public comments, the project team’s response, and
edits to be made to the P&N (if required) were distributed and reviewed. A copy of the
handout is attached.

The majority of responders were not in favor of the project. The most frequently
mentioned concern was accuracy of the population and employment forecasts and
agricultural impacts resulting from an ESH.

- The population and growth forecasts will be updated when the 2010 Census data is
released. Public outreach activitieswill continue.

During and after the presentation, the following questions were addressed:

Q: Is the Chamber of Commerce represented on the CWG? (USEPA-West)

A: Y es, the CWG has diverse representation that includes a member of the Chamber
of Commerce, residents, farmers, archaeology, historic, bike interests, among others.

Q. Is anyone from the Farm Bureau represented on the CWG? (IDOA-Savko)

A: Y es, the Farm Bureau and Soil and Water Conservation District are represented,
in addition to local farmers.

Q: What type of facility will the ESH be, for instance, partial access control?
(USEPA - West)

A: That has not yet been determined, but will be evaluated during the next step of the
process, the dternative development stage. The 2002 ESH Feasibility Study
recommended that the ESH should be an interstate, and the 2009 ESH Corridor Study
recommended that the ESH should be a lesser facility. The new traffic data will be
evaluated during the EA to determine the type of facility that is recommended.

Q: | am surprised at the difference between the current (Y ear 2005) and future (Y ear
2035) volume to capacity. What is driving the increase in volume on these roads,
including 1-74, 1-55, and V eterans Parkway? (USEPA-West)

February 15, 2011 NEPA-404
Merger Meeting Summary



A: The Y ear 2035 volume to capacity exhibit shows the volume to capacity ratios if
no ESH is built, but it does take into account planned and programmed improvements.
The traffic forecasts are determined in part by the future land use plan, and projected
population and employment. The Bloomington-Normal areais hometo large job centers
such as State Farm, Mitsubishi, and ISU and Wesleyan Universities. CIRA draws
regiona traffic. These are stable economic generators according to the recently published
data.

If the ESH is built, the east-west roads will likely have additional volumes resulting from
the ESH. That will be evaluated in the EA, and east-west improvements will be
recommended in conjunction with the ESH as necessary.

Q: Is the scope of the project sufficient? How will the ESH address the bulk of the
future congestion? (USEPA-West)

A: It is acknowledged that the ESH will not solve al of the future volume problems
in Bloomington-Normal. Veterans Parkway is a destination for travels. According to
traffic analysis performed during the Corridor Study, placing a new roadway parallel to
Veterans Parkway does relieve some volume. Veterans Parkway is likely to remain over
capacity in the future unless improvements independent of the ESH are made.

Q: Right now the ESH is a “wish-list” road, but to fund and build is still along way
away. The best use of funds might not be in Bloomington-Normal. (USACE-Betker)

A: The ESH is being planned based on Year 2035. The County would like to plan
for the road now.

Q: | agree it is smart to plan now, but it is difficult to tell if this is absolutely
necessary because it is based upon future projections. If you get through the analysis and
the data says the No-Build is the right alternative, then it should be the preferred. It is
understood that the road will not be constructed for some time. The projections should be
verified in the future before construction. But | agree with planning ahead. (USACE-
Betker)

A: The P&N is predicated upon 2035 projections. The County would like to identify
alocation for the road for planning purposes before the development and growth occurs.

Q: Does the County intend to save the corridor once it has been determined? (IDNR-
Savko)

February 15, 2011 NEPA-404
Merger Meeting Summary



A: The County cannot legally do so, but the location will become part of the land use
plan.

Concurrence on the P& N was granted by USACE (Betker), USFWS (Woeber), USEPA (West),
IDOA (Savko) and IDNR (Hamer). The goal for the next merger meeting presentation is to
attain concurrence on the Alternatives to be Carried Forward.

February 15, 2011 NEPA-404
Merger Meeting Summary
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FACILITY TYPE EVALUATION

Two Principal Needs:
e Accommodate Managed Growth

e Provide Improved Mobility and Access

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

— Interstate System (I-55 & I-74)(Regional Access)
— Central lllinois Regional Airport (Regional Access)
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PIM#4

e Alternative evaluation process to date
* January 11, 2012

e 228 attendees

e Comments

e 152 comments received from 132 people
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PIM#4

e Of the 132 people who submitted comments
— 19 in support of project or neutral
— 113 not in support the project and/or proposed build alternatives
e 32 in support of No-Build Alternative

* 63 stated their property was affected or impacted in some way
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e Other alternatives suggested (59 total)

Further east (33)

Towanda Barnes Road (8)

Section D4 over D2 (6)

Public transit or bike, no roads (3)

Further west (2)

Smaller project near Northtown Road (2)
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— Bi-level road; upper bypass, lower local access (1)

— Upgrading existing ROW (roads) to connect I-55 and I-74 and improve
east-west roads (1)

— Connect Section T1 with CR 2100 E (1)

— Combine middle sections to travel west of The Grove and east of
neighborhood on Empire (1)

— Non-transportation alternatives such as staggering State Farm start
and end times (1)
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MEMO

To: Matt Fuller (Federal Highway Administration)

From: East Side Highway Environmental Assessment Project Team
Date: March 2, 2012

Subject: Summary of Public Information Meeting #4 Public Comments
Copies: Eric Schmitt (McLean County), NEPA/404 Resource Agency

Representatives

This memo compiles the summary of public comments received during the comment
period after East Side Highway (ESH) Environmental Assessment (EA) Public
Information Meeting (PIM) #4. This summary is consistent with the PowerPoint
presentation presented during the March 2, 2012 NEPA/404 Merger Meeting. A hard
copy of the original public comments was submitted to the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA).

PIM#4 presented the alternative evaluation process through the Alignment Analysis
and was held on January 11, 2012, from 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. at Normal Community
High School. A total of 228 people signed in during the meeting. During the two-
week public comment period following PIM#4, 152 comments were received from
132 people. Of the 132 people who submitted comments, 19 were in support of the
project or were neutral, and 113 were not in support of the project and/or the four
remaining build alternatives. Thirty-one (31) people indicated they are in support of
the No-Build Alternative.

Those not in support of the project listed the following reasons; the number of
commenters that commented on each item is included in parentheses:

Project is not needed based on population and/or employment projections (32)
Road will be a bypass and/or will not be used by local travelers (30)

Road is not needed because there is no existing traffic (13)

Road is not needed — general (10)

Do not support a freeway (9)

Alternatives do not address east-west travel (4)

Should take care of existing roads not build a new road (4)

Fifty-nine (59) people suggested that other alternatives be considered. The
suggestions are listed below; the number of people who suggested the alternative is
included in parentheses.

Clark Dietz, Inc. 125 West Church Street Champaign, Illinois 61820 T: 217.373.8900 F:217.373.8923



MEMO

Summary of PIM#4 Comments
March 2, 2012

Page 2

Alternative should be further east (33)

Improve Towanda Barnes Road (8)

Section D4 over D2 (6)

Public transit or bike, no roads (3)

Alternative should be further west (2)

Smaller project near Northtown Road (2)

Bi-level road; upper- bypass, lower - local access (1)

Upgrading existing ROW (roads) to connect 1-55 and I-74 and improve east-

west roads (1)

Connect Section T1 with CR 2100 E (1)

e Combine middle sections to travel west of The Grove and east of
neighborhood on Empire (1)

e Non-transportation alternatives such as staggering State Farm start and end

times (1)

The commenters indicated several concerns of the proposed alternatives as listed
below. The number of commenters that listed the concern is included in parentheses.

Proximity to residential areas (68)

Impacts to personal property (63)

Diminished property value, including decrease in tax revenue (55)
Traffic noise (50)

Traffic increase — truck traffic and traffic on east-west roads (41)
Decreased quality of life (39)

Cost of road to taxpayers and state (33)

Farmland impacts (31)

Safety (25)

Air pollution/health (25)

East and west side businesses negatively impacted (18)

Road will stifle east side growth (17)

Increased commercial development on east side near residential areas (16)
Impacts to Kickapoo Creek/water quality/environment (15)
Increased sprawl on east side (15)

Road will isolate neighborhood — The Grove (14)

Increased crime (14)

Farm access (14)

Impacts to Centennial farms (12)

Proximity to school/school bus route (11)

Visual (8)



MEMO

Summary of PIM#4 Comments
March 2, 2012

Page 3

Utility conflicts (6)

Proximity to park — proposed near Eagle View (5)

Slow moving agricultural vehicles (5)

Impacts to trees (3)

Access during construction (3)

EMS access (3)

Trash (3)

Public comments will be summarized inaccurately to resource agencies and
FHWA (2)

Pedestrian access (2)

Farm tiles (2)

Threshold values selected in Macro Analysis and Alignment Analysis (2)
Land restrictions (1)

Soil settlement (1)

Fuel oil spill (1)

The project team will send a response letter addressing each comment and concern
submitted.



EAST SIDE HIGHWAY — PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING #4
INDEX TO TOPICS IN RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS

N

14.
15.
16.
17.

18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24,
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.

34.

35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44,
45,
46.

47.
48.

Proximity to existing residential developments (Grove, Harvest Point, Eagle View)

ESH will bypass traffic, especially trucks, around east side of Bloomington-Normal and have a negative influence to
existing west side interstate and business; this is a bypass, no local traffic will use it

Environmental concerns (noise, air pollution, trash)

Decline in property values

Danger to children/pets, safety

Build it further east

Choose the No-build option

Why was Alignment T-11 eliminated? Go thru how and why T1 or T2 over other T's.

ESH will be a barrier to East/West travel

. Loss of irreplaceable farmland and losses to agricultural economy

. Emotional ties to impacted land or residences

. Increase in traffic (cars and trucks) on east-west routes

. Need to minimize urban sprawl (there were two different types of comments on this topic — those saying the

alternatives should be selected based upon minimizing sprawl, and those saying that the remaining alternatives will
encourage sprawl to the east).

Utilize existing alignment of Towanda Barnes Road for ESH

ESH will conflict with existing utilities (high voltage transmission lines, cell towers, pump stations).
Employment/population trends projections (graph) is too high. Slope (rate of growth) should be flatter.

a) The west side did not benefit from an interstate, neither will the east side

b) ESH will stunt future residential development and on the east side of B-N (because no one will want to live by a
freeway)

ESH will increase crime

Loss of trees

Splitting of existing farms (access, shorter rows, increased mobilization $'s)

Traffic model is too high, too low, or invalid.

Impacts to Kickapoo Creek watershed/wetlands

Land Acquisition (would be in accordance with IDOT and FHWA requirements)

Placing restrictions on the private property which amount to a taking w/o compensation

Website FAQ's biased, Representatives close minded

Ozone analysis

Status of connection from I-74 to US51 south of Bloomington

Promote bike trails, also incorporate existing or proposed trails.

Loss of home / buildings

Neg. impact of proximity of ESH to schools (Benjamin / Christian Academy)

The 2035 Land use plan is available on the
Consider the size/scale of modern farm equip in designing access & crossings (Rd width, Vert. Clear)

Consider response time of emergency vehicles when limiting access to the ESH and in locating crossings to the
ESH.

EA/ESH is a waste of money. State/Feds are broke. Concentrate priorities on existing infrastructure. Where will
funding come from?

Pleased with open/transparent CSS process and PIM mtgs.

In favor of ESH

Consider an elevated freeway facility stacked over an existing arterial.
What is a grade separation for the ESH crossing an existing roadway?
Consider Public (Mass) Transportation

Maintain access during construction

CWG groups do not adequately represent homeowners, farmers, and
Eliminating the E — W Arterial Expansion Option does not make sense.
Ground settlement caused by proximity of heavy construction.
Disposition of Northtown Rd in remaining alignments (124/125/126/127). Concern it will be cut off/closed.

Type of facility should be: . (Arterial, Expressway, Freeway)

Choosing D2 over D4 (thereby crossing Bozarth Cent. Fm. at diagonal rather than follow PL'’s) or other D choices.
Go thru how and why eliminated.

Individual notices to all residences in study area of all meetings.

Interchange Type

1



49. Isolate community (The Grove)

50. Field tiles

51. No existing traffic — not needed

52. Comments will be “summarized” incorrectly

53. Will increase commercial development (gas station next to home)
54. Threshold values are subjective

Response to #1: Proximity to existing residential developments (Grove, Harvest Point, Eagle View)

While in closer proximity to residential subdivisions than several of the other eliminated alignments, the remaining
alignments have passed four levels of increasingly detailed analysis for the following reasons:

1. They contain no unrealistic or non-feasible alternatives.

2. They are more consistent with the Purpose and Need of the project; these alignments were found to best provide
needed access to existing and future development on the east side of Bloomington-Normal and will help to
accommodate projected traffic increases from the development.

3. They have fewer “direct” impacts on existing homes (i.e., acquisitions) and fewer acres of farmland removed from
production than alignments which were eliminated.

4. They have fewer impacts to primary agricultural land, are less likely to encourage development inconsistent with
the County land use plan, do not cross the mainstream of Kickapoo Creek, and are closer to existing and planned
pedestrian and bicycle routes than alignments which were eliminated.

The proximity of the alternatives to existing and planned residential development was considered during the alternative
evaluation process. As the Environmental Assessment process goes forward, both direct and indirect impacts of the ESH
will be analyzed in detail. This analysis will include studying direct impacts such as acquisition of residences, and
farmland conversion as well as potential impacts to land use, noise levels, air quality, community impacts, and water
quality.

Response to #2: ESH will bypass traffic, especially trucks, around east side of Bloomington-Normal and have a
negative influence to existing west side interstate and business; this is a bypass, no local traffic will use it

The primary purpose of the ESH study is not to create a bypass around Bloomington-Normal. The approved Purpose and
Need Statement for the ESH has two major points of focus: 1) to accommodate managed growth on the east side, and 2)
to address both local and regional mobility and access. The proposed facility is not intended as an alternate route around
Bloomington-Normal for through traffic on Interstate 55, Interstate 74, or Interstate 39/US 51. Using the proposed ESH as
a “bypass” would likely increase the duration of any of the through trips on any of these routes. The ESH is being
designed to provide improved north-south and east-west mobility to and from east side residential areas, job centers and
improved access to the interstate system. A detailed traffic model using accurate existing traffic data and traffic patterns
will be developed for each proposed alternative to ensure that the alternative facilitates both local and regional traffic. For
these reasons it is not anticipated that a new east side facility will divert traffic from the existing west side interstate
system or draw potential customers away from west side businesses. The ESH project will improve overall mobility in the
project area with more efficient travel, reduced congestion, and improved safety. Improved accessibility and mobility
would be a long-term benefit to employees and customers of local businesses. The effect of the ESH on existing
businesses and socioeconomics will be evaluated in the Environmental Assessment.

Response to #3: Environmental concerns (noise, air pollution, trash)

The National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) requires that the Environmental Assessment consider many types of
potential impacts of a chosen alignment, such as acquisition of property or buildings for right-of-way, increased traffic
noise, community impacts, and changes in air quality.

The detailed noise assessment will identify all sensitive land uses (residences, parks, schools, etc., as defined by FHWA
traffic noise regulation) where there is a potential for noise impacts. The assessment will identify existing noise levels and
calculate the change in these levels associated with the proposed alternatives. The analysis will be conducted following
Federal and State traffic noise regulations and policies. In keeping with IDOT'’s traffic noise assessment policy, any noise
abatement measure must be determined both feasible (can be constructed and will achieve a specified traffic noise
reduction level) and reasonable (a combination of noise reduction goals and a benefit-cost analysis) in order to be
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considered by IDOT for implementation. IDOT typically uses noise walls for noise mitigation. Where noise walls are
found to be both reasonable and feasible, the public and immediate property owners will be notified. A public meeting or
hearing will present the results of the traffic noise analysis and proposed abatement measures. The viewpoints on
proposed noise walls will be solicited from residents who would benefit from the abatement, and the viewpoints determine
if a noise wall will be constructed.

With regards to air quality, the ESH project must meet the requirements of the Clean Air Act. The Clean Air Act contains
detailed transportation “conformity” requirements, the purpose of which is to ensure that the project conforms to the State
Implementation Plan. These conformity requirements are based upon air pollutant criteria levels as established by the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). The air quality analysis studies the potential of the ESH to increase air
pollutants to levels above the criteria established by the USEPA.

Response to #4: Decline in property values

Property valuation is determined from a variety of factors, and can be determined using multiple methods. The most
common valuation method is the sales comparison method, which evaluates property value to comparable properties.
The performance of the regional and local real estate markets is a reflection of housing demand factors such as income,
employment, interest rates, and population, and is a large determinant of property valuation change. Variations in
residential property values reflect differences within housing and neighborhood characteristics. Generally, research has
not yielded any definitive property value impacts from transportation projects. Some research finds property values
benefit simply from nearby public infrastructure investment. National research has found that property value benefits may
occur for those living near a transportation facility that provides reduced travel times and increased accessibility. The
impact of the ESH on property values may vary depending on the location of the property in proximity to the project.
Some properties may see an increase in property value due to the improved accessibility of the properties. Other
properties may see little or no change in property value. The Environmental Assessment will identify and potentially
mitigate noise, air quality, and visual impacts due to the ESH.

It is important to consider that the ESH is being studied to provide for anticipated growth through year 2035, and future
land use plans for the east side show continued land development in this area. The 2035 land use plan suggests that east
side neighborhoods will no longer be isolated but will likely be surrounded by other residential developments whether or
not the ESH is built. Increased urbanization could have property value benefits or impacts, depending on land use type
and market factors.

Response to #5: Danger to children/pets, safety

Safety is an important component of any transportation project. A detailed safety evaluation of the alternatives will be
included in the Environmental Assessment. Independent of the ESH project, population and traffic are predicted to
increase within the study area. The transportation agencies have a responsibility to plan for orderly improvement to the
infrastructure to accommodate that growth or the result will be congestion, and the negative impacts that it brings. The
type of facility being considered, an access controlled freeway, is the best option to accommodate future traffic volumes
and improve mobility, while reducing crash potential. Proximity impacts to schools and parks will be evaluated in the
Environmental Assessment. The ESH will be designed with the safety of its users and its neighbors in mind.

Response to #6: Build it further east

Numerous alternatives that were located to the east of the remaining alignments were developed and evaluated. These
alternatives were eliminated for a number of reasons, including the inability to meet the Purpose and Need of the project,
which is to accommodate growth on the east side and address both local and regional mobility and access. Some
eastern alternatives were eliminated due to a higher number of farmland impacts in comparison to other alternatives. The
far eastern alternatives are less compatible with future land use plans and may encourage sprawl! or other unintended
negative land use consequences.



Response to #7: Choose the No-build option

The No Build Alternative is included in this study. The No Build Alternative does not meet the Purpose and Need of the
project, as it does not improve north-south or east-west mobility in the study area, nor improve access to the regional
transportation system. However, the No Build Alternative is carried through the Environmental Assessment and serves as
a baseline for comparison with the build alternatives. If, in the course of the Environmental Assessment, all of the
remaining alignments are found to have significant environmental impacts that outweigh the No Build Alternative’s inability
to meet the Purpose and Need, the Federal and State resource agencies could select the No Build Alternative as the
Preferred Alternative.

Response to #8: Why was Alignhment T-11 eliminated?

Both of the two remaining “T” sections connecting the ESH to I-55 provide connectivity across I-55. Section T-1 connects
to Northtown Road (1800N) and T-2 connects to Ziebarth Road (1900N). Other alternative sections were considered at
these locations. These sections were eliminated for the following reasons:

e Section T-3 (a north-south section immediately west of Towanda which traverses along a segment of Towanda
Barns Road) was eliminated during the Alignment Analysis due to engineering concerns, specifically because its
interchange configuration with 1-55 would have been highly complex, potentially making it less safe and more
costly.

e Section T-4 (a north-south section located along 2150E extended and associated only with alignments BN-4 and
BN-5) was eliminated when the associated main alignments of BN-4 and BN-5 were eliminated.

e Section T-11 (an “S” shaped section which connects BN-3 at 2000E to I-55 at 2150 E extended) was eliminated
during the Macro Analysis for disproportionately high impacts to prime and important farmland.

e Section T-19 (a diagonal section immediately west of Towanda which intersects 1-55 at the same location as T-3
and serves only alignment BN-3) was eliminated during the Alignment Analysis due to engineering concerns,
specifically because its interchange configuration with 1-55 would have been highly complex. Additionally,
providing full access to Towanda Barnes Road would have required a northbound ramp going through the
Lamplighter subdivision, resulting in more residential impacts.

Response to #9: ESH will be a barrier to East/West travel

As stated in the ESH Purpose and Need Statement, the purpose of the ESH is to “Provide improved north-south and east-
west mobility to and from residential areas and job centers.” The recommended facility type under consideration, a
limited access freeway, is anticipated to include interchanges to provide access to and from the ESH and east-west
connectivity, at approximately two-mile intervals (per IDOT guidelines) at the major crossroads of: US 150, Towanda
Barnes Road (south of Cheney’s Grove Road), Ireland Grove Road (1200N), lllinois Route 9 (1400N), Fort Jesse Road
(1600N), and Towanda Barnes Road (near 1800N). It is anticipated there will be grade separations allowing east-west
connectivity but no access at the other intermediate roads of: Cheney’s Grove Road (approximately 1050N), Township
Road 1300N, and General Electric Road (1500N). Specific interchange locations are still being studied.

Additionally, improvements to east-west roadways that are needed due to construction of the ESH will be included. The
operations of these major east-west roads will be studied as the ESH alternatives carried forward undergo detailed traffic
modeling, and east-west roadway improvements will be identified in the Environmental Assessment and recommended for
construction prior to or during construction of the ESH.

Response to #10: Loss of irreplaceable farmland and losses to agricultural economy

Farmland impacts were an important factor in the evaluation of potential alternatives in the Macro Analysis and Alignment
Analysis. These impacts included identifying total acres of prime and important farmland used for right-of-way in addition
to severed tracts, and tracts with access change Alternatives that resulted in disproportionately high impacts to farmland
were eliminated. Refined agricultural impact analyses will occur during the Environmental Assessment Analysis. At that
time, the alignments will be refined, the number of impacted farms will be determined in addition to number and acreage
of landlocked parcels, uneconomical remnants, miles of adverse travel per tract, and tract severances. Access to
residences and farm tracts will also be evaluated in detail.



An analysis of the direct, indirect, and cumulative induced impacts from the project on agricultural land, as well as other
land uses, will be included in the Environmental Assessment. The process results in the selection of an alternative that
minimizes impacts to farmland as well as many other environmental and socio-economic criteria.

Response to #11: Emotional ties to impacted land or residences

The project team understands the emotional ties that people have to their homes, especially if those homes have been in
the family for multiple generations. Every effort is being made to minimize the number of residences and centennial farms
directly impacted and to minimize the number of acres of prime farmland consumed. Alternatives that resulted in
disproportionately high impacts to residences and farmland were eliminated during the alternative evaluation process.

Response to #12: Increase in traffic (cars and trucks) on east-west routes

As stated in the ESH Purpose and Need Statement, the purpose of the ESH is to “Provide improved north-south and east-
west mobility to and from residential areas and job centers.” The recommended facility type under consideration, a
limited access freeway, is anticipated to include interchanges to provide access to and from the ESH and east-west
connectivity at approximately two-mile intervals (per IDOT guidelines) at the major crossroads. Specific interchange
locations are still being studied. Additionally, improvements to east-west roadways that are needed due to construction of
the ESH will be included in the project.

The increase in traffic within the study area by the year 2035 has been modeled, and a valid, realistic traffic projection for
the year 2035 has been made. Evaluations were not based directly on numerical traffic volume, but on the volume to
capacity ratio (v/c) which is a measure of a roadway’s ability to carry a particular volume of vehicles. Projections were
made for several “Build” options, a “No Build” option, and an East-West option (multiple east-west arterial expansions
only). The analysis showed that network wide congestion relief is projected under the Build options vs. the No Build
option. To accommodate anticipated growth within the project area, this study will seek to identify east-west routes that
need to be improved or widened to accommodate increased volume in conjunction with the ESH. Recommendations to
that effect will be included in the final report.

Response to #13: Need to minimize urban sprawl

The majority of the area adjacent to the remaining alternatives is within the limits of the 2035 Land Use Plan and is
expected to be developed by 2035, with or without an ESH. One goal of the ESH was to work with existing land use plans
to promote infill and redevelopment in order to control sprawl, which is a goal of the regional comprehensive plan. A road
can induce sprawl when not built as part of a comprehensive land development strategy. Carefully coordinated and
planned roads are among the most effective means of implementing desired plans for harmonious land use development.
In the context of this study, alignments were evaluated for consistency with the project’s stated need to accommodate
managed growth. This was quantified by measuring the number of acres in the area enclosed between the alignment
and the limits of the adopted 2035 Land Use Plan. The more acres of undeveloped/agricultural land between the plan
boundaries and the ESH, the higher the potential for uncontrolled, sporadic growth (sprawl). Alignments that were
inconsistent with this criterion were eliminated from further consideration.

It is understood that land will be developed on both sides of the ESH because of the enhanced access that it provides. For
this reason, the preferred alternative should be one for which the expected land use changes most closely resembles the
intent of the 2035 Land Use Plan.

Response to #14: Utilize existing alignment of Towanda Barnes Road for ESH

Per the National Environmental Policy Act, one goal of the ESH Environmental Assessment is to select a Preferred
Alternative that minimizes community and environmental impacts. Alternatives utilizing Towanda Barnes Road were
developed and evaluated. Widening Towanda Barnes Toad to six lanes was included in the range of alternatives, but
results in disproportionately high impacts to residences, businesses, and parks, when compared to the other alternatives
under consideration. Thus, alternatives using Towanda Barnes Road were eliminated. It should be noted that the only
alignments that included direct impacts to parks were along Towanda Barnes Road. Federal regulations require the
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examination of other alternatives when publicly-owned parks are directly impacted. Section 4(f) of the Department of
Transportation Act of 1966 states that publicly owned parks can only be used for a transportation facility if there are no
feasible and prudent alternatives to the use of such land. In addition, due to the large number of residences and
businesses along Towanda Barnes Road, impacts such as reduced access and increased noise would likely be higher for
this alternative than for others.

Response to #15: ESH will conflict with existing utilities

The alternatives were developed to minimize impacts to utilities. The locations of all utilities which could conflict with a
roadway facility (such as power transmission lines, cell phone towers, sewage pump stations, etc.) have been evaluated
during the Macro Analysis and Alignment Analysis. These will be further evaluated for the remaining alignments during the
Environmental Assessment

Response to #16: Employment/population trends projections (graph) are too high. Slope (rate of growth) should
be flatter

The McLean County Regional Planning Commission (MCRPC) developed the 2035 Land Use Plan based upon historical
growth trends in McLean County since 1970 and the expected growth in population and employment. Over this period of
time the population in this area has grown at a rate of approximately 1.2% per year. The 2035 land use plan assumes a
growth rate similar to this. The 2011 national forecast for all states and counties (Woods & Poole Economics) has been
used to update the population and employment projections for the project area. This forecast cites Bloomington-Normal as
an “area which (is) expected to have relatively rapid employment and population growth over the next three decades.” It
has been noted that the economic slowdown of 2008-2009 has caused employment to decline in McLean County, Illinois,
and the nation. However, the area is already recovering and unemployment rate for the Bloomington-Normal Metropolitan
Statistical Area (MSA) (McLean County) is the lowest among all lllinois MSA’s. The project team has been and will
continue to update population and employment projections with the most current census data and employment trends to
ensure the growth rates are credible. It is important to plan for the future so that when the need occurs, there is a
transportation system in place that can accommodate the growth. Should that growth not be realized, the construction
schedule can be adjusted.

Response to #17a: The west side did not benefit from an interstate, neither will the east side

There is a tendency to assume that because there is an interstate on the west side of Bloomington-Normal (I-55/I-74,) and
because the west side of the cities has developed slower than the east side, the interstate highway was the direct cause
of the obstructed growth. While the Interstate was a factor in that it disrupted east-west connectivity due to a limited
number of access points, it was not the primary cause. The primary cause of obstructed growth on the west side was the
lack of sanitary sewer. Much of the west side is downstream of the BNWRD sewage treatment plant on West Oakland
Avenue and requires expensive pumping stations to be served by sewers. The developed land on the east side of
Bloomington-Normal was predominantly upstream of, and within the service area of, the West Oakland Avenue treatment
plant. The undeveloped land on the east side of the cities is predominantly in the watershed of Kickapoo Creek and may
be served by gravity to the BNWRD sewage treatment plant in Randolph Township. The ESH is being planned from
conception to be as transparent as possible to east-west connectivity and to enable east-west mobility.

Response to #17b: ESH will stunt future residential development and on the east side of B-N (because no one will
want to live by a freeway)

Historic trends generally show that development, including residential development, is enhanced rather than stifled by
proximity to transportation facilities. The east side has seen an increase in residential development in the past several
decades and is forecasted to continue to grow. This growth will result in an increased demand for travel to and from
Bloomington Normal job and commercial centers. The impacts of the remaining alternatives to the socioeconomic and
human environment will be analyzed in the Environmental Assessment. Compatibility with existing and future plans use
plans, including planned residential development, is considered during the analysis.



Response to #18: ESH will increase crime

The project team is not aware of any studies correlating the construction of an ESH-type facility and increased crime in
residential areas.

Response to #19: Loss of trees

The resources analyzed in the Alignment Evaluation phase included forested areas. There are some trees impacted by
the remaining alignments, however, there are no heavily forested areas impacted; heavily forested areas (such as areas
north of Downs and forested strips along streams) were avoided as much as possible when alternatives were aligned.
Trees were not found to be a differentiating criterion in the alignment selection process. Both IDOT and the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) have policies on landscaping for proposed projects that include replacing trees that are
lost as part of the roadway construction. Additionally, a Focus Working Group (FWG) is being formed to address how to
incorporate sustainability in the ESH design and construction. It would be applicable to discuss tree impacts, mitigation, or
landscaping in these group meetings.

Response to #20: Splitting of existing farms

Impacts to existing agriculture were an important consideration in both the Macro Analysis and Alignment Analysis. As
corridors were developed with the Community Working Group (CWG), alternatives were created that paralleled existing
roads or tract lines to the greatest extent possible taking into account avoidance of other features. Minimizing impacts
included effects on the splitting of farm parcels in addition to access to the remaining parcels. The Project Study Group
and CWG agreed to eliminate those alternatives that impacted the greatest number of agricultural acres. The remaining
alternatives carried forward for additional analysis will be studied to understand how agricultural resources would be
impacted with respect to farm severances, uneconomical remnants, farms access to agricultural land, and landlocked
parcels.

A Focus Working Group (FWG) is being formed to address issues of land use and access management. Input will be
sought on ways to address farm vehicle access.

Response to #21: Traffic model is too high, too low, or invalid

The projected increase in traffic volume within the study area by the year 2035 has been modeled using travel demand
software that is certified by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). Existing traffic data was obtained from IDOT,
McLean County, Bloomington and Normal, and was supplemented with an origin-destination survey of the traveling public.

The most current census data and socioeconomic forecasts have been incorporated, and future growth rates have been
refined in light of the current economic downturn. From this, a valid, realistic traffic projection for the year 2035 has been
made. The study team will incorporate any new data into the model as it becomes available. The FHWA will also be
reviewing the traffic projections as they are refined for the alternatives carried forward.

Response to #22: Impacts to Kickapoo Creek watershed/wetlands

The impacts of the alternatives on the Kickapoo Creek watershed were considered in both the Macro Analysis and
Alignment Analysis evaluation of alternate alignments. Impacts considered included acres of wetlands affected, acres of
floodplain affected, number of stream crossings, and acres of riparian (or bank vegetation) affected. These impacts were
considered cumulatively, and alignments with disproportionately high impacts were eliminated; none of the alignments
carried forward for analysis in the Environmental Assessment cross the main stem of Kickapoo Creek. Impacts to
wetlands, watersheds, and water quality will be investigated in detail during the Environmental Assessment Analysis for
the alignments remaining under consideration. A Focus Working Group (FWG) is being formed to address how to
incorporate sustainability in the ESH design and construction.



Response to #23: Land acquisition

Procedures for land acquisition will follow the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Federal Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended, and the IDOT Land Acquisition Procedures
Manual. The policies detail when compensation to properties with proximity impacts is appropriate. Most land acquisition
activities will occur during Phase Il design, after the Environmental Assessment has been completed.

Response to #24: Planning restrictions on private property

It is not the intent of this study, or of the Project Study Group, to place any restriction on property that would equate to a
taking without compensation. However, there are precedents established that allow governments to plan for the orderly
development of property by such means as: zoning codes, land use plans, transportation plans, and designated future
road alignments. These measures have been enacted by the local governments and have been created with public
involvement and review as required.

Response to #25: Website FAQs biased, representatives close minded

The project website, www.eastsidehighway.com, contains a section on frequently asked questions. The responses are
based upon factual information. The personnel involved in conducting the ESH Environmental Assessment are objective
professional engineers, scientists, and planners. Public input and opinion is welcomed and considered throughout the
ESH project. The project team’s replies to inquiries are based on the factual findings of the study. The ESH follows the
basic principles of the Context Sensitive Solutions process. The Context Sensitive Solutions Policy for lllinois can be
found in the IDOT Bureau of Design and Environment Manual (Chapter 19) available on the IDOT website:
http://www.dot.state.il.us/desenv/bdemanual.html

Response to #26: Ozone analysis

If USEPA takes action on a new ozone standard in 2013, and if that action were to cause McLean County to be
designated an ozone non-attainment area, it will take a certain amount of time for USEPA to get these changes fully
implemented (likely 1 to 2 years). Full implementation of this new ozone standard would then be in the 2014 to 2015
timeframe. This would require that the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) for the region go through an air quality
conformity process. This conformity process would likely be required 1 year after the new USEPA standard is
implemented — 2016 to 2017 timeframe. After that date, for any Federal action to occur, including final environmental
approval or authorization of the use of federal funds for construction, the project must be included in an air quality
conformity analysis for the region. There are no grandfathering provisions.

Essentially, this will come down to timing for the ESH. The current schedule shows completion of the ESH Environmental
Assessment in 2014. If this schedule is met, the ESH will not be required to be included in a conforming LRTP and
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) will be in a position to give final environmental approval of the EA. However, if
USEPA changes the standard in 2013 or any other time in the future in a way that would cause McLean County to
become a non-attainment area, the conformity process will be required. If this occurs sometime in the future, prior to
FHWA being able to take any other Federal actions such as authorization of funds for the construction of the ESH, the
ESH will need to be included in a conforming LRTP.

Response to #27: Status of connection from I-74 to US 51 south of Bloomington

The previously performed Corridor Study, which was completed in 2009, included one east-west alignment (referred to as
EWS8 in that study) that connected between South Main Street (US 51) and I-74 along the alignment of existing County
Highway 36 (700N). That option only connected with a north-south alignment along 2150E. Neither option was included
in the recommended alignment of the 2009 Corridor Study. This Environmental Assessment does not include any
alignment options with a similar east-west connection between South Main Street (US 51) and I-74 because it is not
believed they will be warranted by the target year of 2035. Additionally, the 2035 Land Use Plan identifies most of the
area south of I-74 and east of US 51 to remain agricultural.



Response to #28: Promote bike trails, also incorporate existing or proposed trails

The network of existing and proposed bicycle routes was reviewed as part of the Alignment Analysis to determine the
proximity of the routes to the proposed alternative alignments. Alignments further from the network will have reduced
opportunities for multimodal use. A representative of the local bicycling community is a member of the Community
Working Group (CWG) which serves an advisory role to the project study group. A Focus Working Group (FWG) is being
created to address how alternative modes of transportation (including bikes) can be maximized through the development
of an ESH. Through this FWG, bike and pedestrian paths will continue to be evaluated in conjunction with the ESH as the
project continues

Response to #29: Loss of homes/buildings

The number of homes, commercial buildings and public facilities displaced was a criterion considered during the Macro
Analysis and Alignment Analysis. Alternatives that resulted in a disproportionately high impact to residences were
eliminated during the Macro Analysis and Alignment Analysis. The number of homes, commercial buildings and public
facilities displaced, or impacted by proximity (noise and air quality), will remain a criterion of comparison throughout the
Environmental Assessment. Minimizing all environmental impacts, including residential effects, is a goal of the
Environmental Assessment; but all resources impacts are balanced to achieve the best solution possible.

Response to #30: Negative impact of proximity of ESH to schools

Safety is an important component of the ESH project. Should the ESH be carried forward to preparation of construction
plans, it will be designed in compliance with IDOT and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) standards with the safety
of its users first and foremost.

Response to #31: The 2035 land use plan availability

The adopted 2035 Land Use Plan, as prepared by the McLean County Regional Planning Commission (MCRPC), can be

found in the McLean County Regional Comprehensive Plan
(http://www.mcplan.org/community/regional _plan/regionalplan.html). Land use is discussed in Chapter 7.

Response to #32: Consider the size/scale of modern farm equipment in designing access and crossings

The design criteria used for overpasses or underpasses at crossroads will make allowances for the height and width of
farm implements. A Focus Working Group (FWG) is being created to address land use and access management. One
task for this group will be to assist in identifying farm implement issues. It is important to note, however, that slow moving
farm vehicles would be prohibited from accessing the ESH due to safety reasons.

Response to #33: Consider response time of emergency vehicles when limiting access to the ESH and in locating
crossings to the ESH.

The Purpose and Need Statement for the ESH addresses the need to accommodate managed growth on the east side,
and the need to improve both local and regional mobility and access. Alignments were evaluated to determine their
efficiency at moving traffic between major travel nodes, including St. Joseph Hospital. The alignment’s ability to move
traffic is directly proportional to its ability to move emergency vehicles. All alternatives provided travel time savings
compared to the No Build Alternative. Representatives from the EMS and police department are members of the
Community Working Group (CWG) which serves an advisory role to the project study group. Additionally, a Focus
Working Group (FWG) is being created to address land use and access management. One task for this group will be to
identify issues related to emergency vehicles.



Response to #34: ESH is a waste of money. State/Feds are broke. Concentrate priorities on existing
infrastructure. Where will funding come from?

The current study in progress is an Environmental Assessment. The funds to pay for the Environmental Assessment
were appropriated by the State of Illinois through the “lllinois Jobs Now” Capital Bill. They are being administered locally
through the McLean County who holds the contract with the consulting engineers. The funds cannot be used for any
other purpose than to fund this Environmental Assessment.

No funding for Phase Il (Detailed Engineering design) has been approved. No funding for Phase Ill (Construction) has
been approved. One of the reasons for performing the Phase | (Environmental Assessment) study is to assist in deciding
if the project should go forward. Construction funding can come from a variety of sources. There are many Federal
programs which fund construction projects, some State funds may be available, and some funding may come from the
County or City.

Response to #35: Pleased with open/transparent CSS process and PIMs

The project team is glad the public involvement process has been a positive experience for you, and encourages you to
continue your participation.

Response to #36: In favor of ESH

Thank you for your support of the ESH project. Please continue to attend the Public Information Meetings and submit
feedback throughout the remainder of the project.

Response to #37: Consider an elevated freeway facility staked over an existing arterial

The only north/south arterial within the project study area where an elevated freeway could potentially be constructed
would be over Towanda Barnes Road. There are three factors as to why such a facility would not move forward in the
analysis. First, an elevated structure at this location would likely violate vertical clear zone requirements for the Central
lllinois Regional Airport (CIRA). Second, while cost is not generally a criterion of consideration during preliminary
alternative analysis, excessive cost can be used to screen alternatives if less costly alternatives exist that better meet the
project’'s Purpose and Need. An elevated freeway would be extremely expensive in comparison to the other alternatives
being considered. Third, as mentioned during the Public Information Meeting, alternatives using Towanda Barnes Road
were eliminated due to the number of residential properties impacted.

Response to #38: What is a grade separation for the ESH crossing an existing roadway?

The term “Grade Separation” refers to two transportation facilities (i.e. roadways, railroads) crossing each other and one is
elevated over the other. There is no connection between the facilities. They each operate independently of the other, yet
their individual continuity is preserved. Generally, for grade separations the minor road crosses over the major road since
the minor road typically has fewer lanes. This results in a less costly bridge. In the context of this project, at this time it is
anticipated there will be grade separations at the following lesser crossroads: Cheney’s Grove Road (approximately
1050N), Oakland Avenue (1300N), and General Electric Road (1500N), and Old Route 66. There would also be grade
separations of the ESH with the Union Pacific and Norfolk Southern railroads, in addition to any abandoned railroads.

Response to #39: Consider public (mass) transportation

A stand-alone Transit Alternative was evaluated for its effectiveness to meet the Purpose and Need Statement of the
project. Several modes of bus transit and light rail (including streetcar/trolley) were considered. The Bloomington-Normal
urbanized area year 2035 population and employment densities were reviewed in evaluating the appropriate transit mode
to serve the area. Given the population density thresholds, Local Bus or Enhanced Local Bus services would likely be the
best fit for the project study area. Premium transit modes such as Light Rail Transit are not recommended because the
projected population density will not support them.
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Given that the system wide ridership for all of Bloomington-Normal is less than 5,000 trips per day with 11 fixed routes,
the implementation of Local Bus or Enhanced Local Bus services as a stand-alone alternative would not meet the unmet
demand of over 50,000 trips per day within the study area. Unmet demand is defined as the amount of volume reduction
required on the failing road in relation to the capacity of the road. However, transit may provide merits as a supplement to
the ESH improvements being considered for the project and will be further evaluated as alignments are refined and
design progresses. A Focus Working Group (FWG) is being created to address how alternative modes of transportation
(including transit) can be maximized through the development of an ESH.

Response to #40: Maintain access during construction

Access during construction to properties within or contiguous to the project alignment is something that is addressed in
the Phase Il design stage of an improvement (after the Environmental Assessment is completed). It is the policy of all of
the transportation agencies (local, state, and federal) involved in this study to maintain access to all commercial properties
(including schools) during construction. If this project is built, the assigned construction engineer will work with all affected
properties to ease the inconveniences necessitated by construction.

Response to #41: CWG does not adequately represent homeowners, farmers

The Community Working Groups (CWG), formed as part of the Context Sensitive Solutions process being employed in
the preparation of this Environmental Assessment, are as diverse as possible. It is the intention that all viewpoints be
represented. Care is being taken that no one viewpoint is allowed to “stack the deck” and dominate discussion. The
CWG meeting minutes are available on the project website for public viewing.

Response to #42: Eliminating the E-W Arterial Expansion Option does not make sense

The possible alternatives considered in this study included a stand-alone East-West Alternative. The East-West
Alternative included improving or widening east-west arterials. The arterials selected for improvement were identified by
volume to capacity (v/c) ratios greater than 0.8 in the traffic modeling of the No Build Alternative. The list of arterials
included segments of: Morrissey Ave. (US 150), Ireland Grove Road (1200N), Empire Street (IL Rte. 9), General Electric
Road (1500N), and Old Route 66. The East-West Alternative was eliminated during the Macro Analysis phase of
evaluation for excessive residential impacts. It had the highest number of residential impacts (106) of any alignment
considered. However, even though it has been eliminated as a stand-alone solution, segments of east-west arterials may
be included in the recommended Build Alternative for improvement.

Response to #43: Ground settlement caused by proximity of heavy construction

During the later stages of the environmental assessment, geotechnical investigations will be conducted to determine soil
types and identify locations of unsuitable material that may contribute to unacceptable ground settlement. Construction
practices will account for the remediation or removal of any unsuitable soils in the roadbed.

Response to #44: Disposition of Northtown Rd in remaining alignments (124/125/126/127). Concern it will be cut
off/closed

The four remaining alternatives impact Northtown Road to varying degrees. Alternatives 124 and 125 directly connect the
ESH to Northtown Road. Alternatives 126 and 127 directly connect the ESH to Ziebarth Road. Northtown Road access to
the ESH for Alternatives 126 and 127 is still being studied at this time. It is anticipated that existing Northtown Road east
of Towanda Barnes Road would be disconnected from Towanda Barnes Road due to the proximity of an anticipated
ESH/Towanda Barnes Road interchange. However, cars traveling east on Northtown Road will still be able to access
Towanda Barnes Road through the ESH/Towanda Barnes Road interchange.
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Response to #45: Type of facility should be: . (Arterial, Expressway, Freeway)

Three different facility type options were considered for the north-south Build Alternatives: a freeway, an expressway, and
an arterial. The freeway and the expressway options consist of four travel lanes (two in each direction). The arterial
option consists of four travel lanes (new alignments) and six travel lanes (for alternatives that widen existing Towanda
Barnes Road). The three options were evaluated for their ability to accommodate future traffic volumes, the type of stop
and access control required, and factors related to safety with consideration of how each type fits the context of
Bloomington-Normal. An arterial (such as existing Veterans Parkway) has the least access control of the three options,
provides moderate mobility at moderate speeds, and incorporates at-grade intersections (with signals or stop control).
The expressway (such as US 51 south of Bloomington), given the number of interchanges that would be required per
IDOT policy, has no advantages over a freeway option. An expressway would permit farm vehicle access; however,
speed differences between farm vehicles and the traveling public could be as great as 40 mph. This would create an
unsafe condition in the variance of speeds. This condition could be avoided by the implementation of a freeway, where
farm vehicle access is not permitted. The freeway option is recommended as the most appropriate facility for the ESH. It
is the best option to accommodate future traffic volumes, enhance mobility, provide appropriate access, and reduce crash
potential.

Response to #46: Choosing D2 over D4 (thereby crossing Bozarth Cent. Fm. at diagonal rather than follow PL’S)
or other D choices.

There is one remaining alternate (section D-2) for the connection to Interstate 74 at the south end of the project. Section
D-2 also allows for the connection of the ESH to Township Road 1750E south of I-74. Other alternative sections were
considered in this area and were eliminated for the following reasons:

e Section D-1 was eliminated during the Alignment Analysis due to disproportionately high impacts to residences.

e Section D-3 was eliminated during the Macro Analysis because of the skewed curve it contained and because it
offered no advantages over Section D-2. Skews are points of intersection at uncommon angles that present
safety issues.

e Section D-4 was eliminated during the Alignment Analysis because of its skewed crossing of Towanda-Barnes
Road and US 150.

e Section D-5 was eliminated during the Initial Screening because it divided or isolated neighborhoods near Downs.

e Section D-6 was eliminated during the Initial Screening because it divided or isolated neighborhoods near Downs.

e Section D-7 was eliminated during the Purpose and Need Evaluation because it did not provide adequate
improvements to mobility.

Response to #47: Individual notices to all residences in study area of all meetings

Meeting notifications were placed in the local newspaper, advertisements were read over the radio stations, and
newsletters which included meeting notifications were mailed to all stakeholders on the ESH mailing list. Newsletters
were also placed in public facilities (e.g., libraries) in the study area. If you or someone you know wishes to join the
mailing list, please forward the contact information to the project team and you will be notified of upcoming meetings. All
people who signed in at a public meeting and included their contact information will be added to the mailing list. The
project team is required by law to send letters via certified mail to properties directly impacted by the Preferred Alternative
prior to the public hearing, which will tentatively be held in fall 2013.

Response to #48: Interchange type

Preliminary Interchange configurations were developed at the intersections of primary east-west routes following freeway
interchange spacing standards. Diamond interchanges are initially proposed to reduce interchange footprint size. Where a
standard diamond interchange impacts an environmental resource (e.g., home, public facility, or wetland), other types of
interchange configurations such as a split diamond or a three-quadrant partial cloverleaf will be considered if the
configuration could avoid or minimize impacts to the resource. For example, the interchange of the existing alignments
(124, 125, 126, and 127) with Ireland Grove Road could be made a split diamond to reduce the indirect impacts to homes
on the northeast quadrant of the interchange on Kell Avenue in The Grove Subdivision. The type of interchange will be
refined in the Environmental Assessment for the recommended alignment.
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Response to #49: Isolate neighborhoods

The Initial Screening included the criterion “Does the alternative divide or isolate a neighborhood or community? (Is the
neighborhood or community divided into 2 or more sections? Are any sections isolated from community services?)”
Thirty-six alternatives were eliminated based upon this criterion. This criterion is based upon the definitions and guidelines
set forth in the IDOT Community Impact Assessment Manual. Although subdivisions including The Grove may meet the
definition of a neighborhood, the remaining alternatives do not divide or isolate these neighborhoods. The remaining
alternatives provide the residents of The Grove access to downtown Bloomington and Normal via Ireland Grove Road and
do not isolate the neighborhood from community facilities such as Benjamin School.

Response to # 50: Farm tiles

During Phase Il final design (after the EA is complete), coordination with impacted property owners will assist in the
identification of field tile locations. Exploration trenching will be conducted on both sides of the right-of-way prior to
construction to locate any unknown tile that may be impacted by the newly constructed roadway. If any are found, they
are replaced within the right-of-way with stronger concrete pipe to protect against the structural load of the new roadway.

Response to #51: No existing traffic — not needed

The ESH is being planned to accommodate Year 2035 traffic. The increase in traffic within the study area by the year
2035 has been carefully modeled. The projected increase in traffic volume within the study area by the year 2035 has
been modeled using travel demand software that is certified by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). Existing
traffic data was obtained from IDOT, McLean County, Bloomington and Normal, and was supplemented with an origin-
destination survey of the traveling public.

The most current census data and socioeconomic forecasts have been incorporated, and future growth rates have been
refined in light of the current economic downturn. From this, a valid, realistic traffic projection for the year 2035 has been
made. The study team will incorporate any new data into the model as it becomes available. The FHWA will also be
reviewing the traffic projections as they are refined for the alternatives carried forward. A project of this magnitude takes
significant time and planning. If we do not start working today, the most effective alignment may be blocked by
development in the future when an ESH is vital to accommodate growth.

Response to #52: Concern that comments will be summarized incorrectly when presented to resource agencies

The verbatim public comments will be provided in writing to the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). No omissions,
deletions, or revisions will be made to the public comments. The public comments and responses will also be posted to
the project website for public viewing. Due to time constraints, a summary of the comments will be presented to the State
and Federal resource agencies at the March 2012 coordination meeting. The presentation made to the resource agencies
will be made available to the public.

Response to #53: ESH will create commercial development near east side neighborhoods

The majority of the area adjacent to the remaining alternatives is within the limits of the 2035 Land Use Plan and is
expected to be developed by 2035, with or without an ESH. One goal of the project is to accommodate the managed
growth, as described in McLean County Regional Planning Commission 2035 Land Use Plan. Alternatives have been
considered based on their ability to meet this goal, and alternatives that were not consistent with this goal were
eliminated.

Please refer to the 2035 Land Use Plan developed by the McLean County Regional Planning Commission for the
proposed 2035 land use at http://www.mcplan.org/community/regional_plan/regionalplan.htmi. .
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Response #54: Threshold values are subjective

Per the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), one goal of the ESH Environmental Assessment is to select a
Preferred Alternative that minimizes community and environmental impacts. The screening process considered a range
of impacts for each resource and assigned a unique threshold value for each resource based upon that range. The
threshold value for each resource was determined by identifying breakpoints in the total range of impacts. Alternatives
with impacts at or above the threshold value were eliminated. A sensitivity analysis was performed on the resource criteria
used for elimination. For the analysis, the order of the criteria used was switched (e.g., residential displacements were
used as the first, second, and third criteria, etc.) to see if results would be different. When the order of criteria used was
switched, the alternatives remaining were identical. The threshold values were presented to the Community Working
Group (CWG), an advisory group composed of local stakeholders. The CWG concurred with the threshold values.

One reason for presenting the project for concurrence to the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and other resource
agencies is to verify that the process to date is reasonable and defendable. The subjective decisions made by the project
team are reviewed by the agencies. Unanimous concurrence must be achieved to move forward with the project. A list of
the resource agencies can be found in Appendix B of the Stakeholder’s Involvement Plan located on the project website
under the Downloads tab.
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PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE SELECTION

Factors for consideration in selection:
1. Compatibility with Purpose and Need
2. Environmental Impacts
3. Sustainability

4. Compatibility with Community Plans

5. Stakeholder Input

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE SELECTION

Factors for consideration in selection:
1. Compatibility with Purpose and Need
2. Environmental Impacts
3. Sustainability

4. Compatibility with Community Plans

5. Stakeholder Input




PURPOSE AND 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

All four alternatives are consistent with the purpose and
need, as concurred upon in 2011.
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TOWANDA BARNES ROAD AT RAAB ROAD

Northbound left turn lane onto Raab Road — a.m. peak
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TOWANDA BARNES ROAD AT IRELAND GROVE

Northbound left turn lane onto Ireland Grove Road — a.m. peak

TOWANDA BARNES ROAD AT IRELAND GROVE

Southbound right turn lane onto Ireland Grove Road — a.m. peak




JEFFERSON STREET RECONSTRUCTION
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JEFFERSON STREET RECONSTRUCTION (AFTER)

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE SELECTION

Factors for consideration in selection:

1. Compatibility with Purpose and Need
2. Environmental Impacts

3. Sustainability

4. Compatibility with Community Plans

5. Stakeholder Input




ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT ANALYSIS CRITERIA
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AGRICULTURAL IMPACTS SUMMARY

Alternative
Category
126 127
Prime and Important Farmland (acres) 832 859

Farm Residences (number)
Farm Outbuildings (number)

Diagonal Severances (number of tracts) 10 11
Lateral Severances (number of tracts) n
Severance Management Zones (acres) 40 53
Adverse Travel (miles) 21.5 22.8
Tracts with Access Change (number of tracts)

Farms Otherwise Affected (acres) 100 109

w

Uneconomical Remnants (number) 22 Y
Landlocked Parcels (acres) 181 234
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Farm
Outbuilding
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Alternative 127
Connection to
CR 2000 E

ZIEBARTHRD |

NORTHTOWN RD |

FORT JESSE RD

GENERAL ELECTRIC RD

300TC YD

Fort Jesse Rgl

eneral Electric Rd




CR 2000 E

Facing south from General Electric Road

CR 2000 E




CR 2000 E

Facing south from Fort Jesse Road

CR 2000 E

Facing north from Fort Jesse Road




ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS SUMMARY

e Alternatives 124 and 125 have higher wetland impacts and have
a skewed interchange and were removed from further
consideration.

e Alternative 127 has fewer impacts to wetlands, residences,
businesses, utility infrastructure, special waste sites, and fewer
noise receptors within 500 feet than Alternative 126.

e Agricultural impacts are mixed between Alternatives 126 and
127.

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE SELECTION

Factors for consideration in selection:

1. Compatibility with Purpose and Need

2. Environmental Impacts

3.
4.

5. Stakeholder Input

Sustainability

Compatibility with Community Plans




ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE AREAS

Ireland Grove Road — Kickapoo Creek
— Highly erodible soils
— Watershed group concerns
— Sustainability Focus Working Group’s environmental concerns :
e Water quality (chloride runoff, highly erodible soils)
* Fish passage

 Prairie areas (natural and restored) ===
* Increased tree mitigation ratio
* Native plantings

e Potential T&E species

©000000000000000000000000000000000000000 Access,
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BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

BMPs in consideration for Preferred
Alternative

Natural bottom culverts

Evaluate velocity of flow to protect Kickapoo
Creek at The Grove

Filter strips along Ireland Grove Road

Bioswales

Stormwater detention in compliance with
FAA wildlife hazard limitations
Permeable pavement for bicycle facilities




Agriculture:
Farmland
Preservation

Alt 126

Alt 127

SUSTAINABILITY SUMMARY

e Alternative 127 requires slightly more pavement and ROW than
Alternative 126.

e Alternative 127 is located further east of the 2035 Land Use Plan

e BMP’s for water quality will be considered for the Preferred
Alternative

* Bike Trail features to expand the existing trail system




PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE SELECTION

Factors for consideration in selection:

1. Compatibility with Purpose and Need
2. Environmental Impacts
3. Sustainability

4. Compatibility with Community Plans

5. Stakeholder Input

COMPATIBILITY WITH COMMUNITY PLANS




Future Planned
Phases of
Subdivisions

GENERAL ELECTRIC RD

JEENIPIRE ST/ E 1400 N

%

COMPATIBILITY WITH COMMUNITY PLANS SUMMARY

e Continued growth on east side and conversion of
farmland, regardless of the ESH.

e Alternative 127 is farther east of the 2035 Land Use Plan
boundary in the northern project area.

e Alternative 127 has no direct impact on planned
development of area subdivisions.




PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE SELECTION

Factors for consideration in selection:

1. Compatibility with Purpose and Need
2. Environmental Impacts
3. Sustainability

4. Compatibility with Community Plans

5. Stakeholder Input

STAKEHOLDER INPUT

1. Focus Working Groups (FWGs)
2. Public Information Meeting (PIM)
3. Agency Outreach
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SUSTAINABILITY FWG
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PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING (PIM) #5

Environmental Assessment Analysis
e June 19, 2013
e 230 attendees

Public Comments

e 115 comments received
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PIM #5

115 people who submitted comments:
Support, 4

Of the 86 not in support, 43 stated that they or their property is affected or
impacted




PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Of the total 115 comment:

* 9 Prefer Alternative 126

44 Prefer Alternative 127

57 Prefer No Build / Neither alternative

33 Proposed different alternatives/refinements

29 Did not comment on the alternatives

ALTERNATIVE 126

Reasons for Support (9 Comments)

Fewer environmental impacts | 3
Closer to city |2
Closer to businesses IC A
Further from The Grove IC A
Further from elem. school | 1
Less adverse miles |
0 5 10 15 20 25

Number of comments




ALTERNATIVE 126

Reasons Against (22 Comments)

Impacts to homes/property ] 22
More business impacts 1 4
More environmental impacts 1 3
Proximity to planned school 1 3
Proximity to TB Rd | 1

0 5 10 15 20 25

Number of comments

ALTERNATIVE 127

Reasons for Support (44 Comments)

Fewer home imapcts/ further away 23
Fewer business impacts 8
Fewer environmental impacts 6

Permits city expansion 4

Less congestion 1

0 5 10 15 20 25

Number of comments




ALTERNATIVE 127

CR 2000 E eliminated 2 ‘ | ‘ |
1

Proximity to personal property

Number of comments

OTHER ALTERNATIVES

Of the 115 total comments, 33 suggested other alternatives or
alternative refinements

The suggestions and refinements did not meet the Purpose &
Need, or were considered during the alternative development,
evaluation, or refinement process and were eliminated.




GENERAL CONCERNS

Noneed | | | | a0 | | |
con ————————ie—_—
Inaccurate projections ] | | 26 | | |
Hurts business 7_9‘_
No benefit 7_5‘_
Benefits big business s
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Number of comments

RESIDENTIAL CONCERNS

Propery value
Quality of life
Home displacement
Safety 8
Proximity to homes 7
Proximity to planned park 7

Crime 3

Isolates community | 2
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Number of comments




ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS

Noise :

Farmland |
Air pollution |11
Farm access 5

Farm vehicle accomodation 4

Diagonal severances
Landlocked parcels
Watershed impacts

Visual

N N N N N

Kickapoo Creek

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

Number of comments

TRAFFIC CONCERNS

Bypass/not used locally ‘ 17 ‘
No existing traffic ‘ 14
Take care of existing roads 7

Does not address E-W traffic 6
Will not relieve congestion 4
Increase in traffic/trucks 4
Does not address N-S traffic |1

Increase interstate traffic |1

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

Number of comments




The majority of commenters were against the highway or did
not see the need for the road.

The purpose of the EA is to identify and protect a corridor. If
the increased growth and traffic does not occur in the future,
the ESH will not be constructed.

AGENCY OUTREACH

* Towanda: no preference

e Downs: choose alternative with fewest home impacts
* CIRA

e Farm Bureau

* Friends of the Kickapoo Creek: prefer No Build, revise Land Use
Plan, Alternative 126 over 127; concerned with Kickapoo Creek
watershed

* Chamber of Commerce: Agree with need to continue project; no
input on a Preferred Alternative

e Economic Development Council

e State Farm




STAKEHOLDER INPUT SUMMARY

* FWG input was used to modify alternatives

* June 19, 2013 PIM

¢ Majority of comments were against project (if future traffic does
not warrant an ESH, the project will not be built)

¢ Greater support for Alt 127

e Agency Outreach is ongoing

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE RECOMMENDATION

Alternative 127 is the recommended preferred alternative corridor.

e Fewer impacts to wetlands, residential and business
displacements, utility infrastructure, and special waste sites

e Farther from existing residences and fewer noise receptors
within vicinity

* No direct impact to planned subdivision development

* Greater public support




Alternative 127 is
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Alternative
Corridor
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IDOT District 5, McLean County
East Side Highway near Bloomington, Illinois

Environmental Assessment
Concurrence — Preferred Alternative

DECISIONS:
The following agencies concurred with the preferred alternative: USACE, USFWS, USEPA,
IDNR.

IDOA pending further internal coordination.

NEXT STEPS:
An environmental assessment is anticipated to be out for public comment in the 2™ quarter of
2014,

DISCUSSION:

The project received concurrence on the Reasonable Range of Alternatives at the March 2, 2012
NEPA/404 Merger Meeting. The purpose of this meeting was to seek concurrence on the East
Side Highway (ESH) Preferred Alternative.

Jerry Payonk of Clark Dietz, Inc. gave a PowerPoint presentation that included the following
information:

Project History

Purpose and Need

Environmental Impacts

Stakeholder Input

Recommended Preferred Alternative

Alternatives 124, 125, 126, and 127 were developed to meet the Purpose and Need of the project
while avoiding and minimizing resource impacts. The differentiating resources used to
determine the Preferred Alternative were wetlands, special waste, residential displacements,
business displacements, utility infrastructure impacts, noise receptors, agricultural resource
impacts, geometric design, and sustainability features.

Alternative 127 is recommended as the Preferred Alternative as it minimizes impacts to
wetlands, residential displacements, business displacements, utility infrastructure, and special
waste sites, and has fewer noise receptors within 500 feet. Agricultural effects are mixed,
considering farm operation impacts versus land displacements. The continued growth on the east
side of Bloomington-Normal has preceded the ESH corridor planning, and Alternative 127
provides for the best opportunity to serve forecasted growth while minimizing impacts to the
community and the environment.

The following questions were addressed during and after the presentation:
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Does the project team have a timeframe in mind for the Finding of No Significant Impact
(FONSI)?

The project team anticipates the draft FONSI being presented in November of 2014.

Did the people who recommended Lexington-Leroy as an alternative say that they would
use it?

The majority people who recommended the Lexington Leroy live close to Bloomington-
Normal and would not benefit from having an alternative 5 miles to the east. The
recommendation seemed to arise from the desire to place the ESH as far away from
residences as possible.

How will the agricultural land east of Alternative 127 be protected from development?

The McLean County 2035 Land Use Plan identifies where development can occur and
anything outside of the limits is zoned for agriculture. If a developer wants to use this
land for a purpose other than agriculture he/she must petition the McLean County Board
for a zoning variation.

Does reserving right-of-way mean that it will be purchased?

If the ESH falls under IDOT jurisdiction, the project team can seek corridor protection
through IDOT which does not require purchasing right-of-way at this time. If the ESH
remains under McLean County jurisdiction, a centerline can be platted to inform future
developers of the location of the ESH. In either case, anyone wanting to build within the
corridor would need permission to build from either IDOT or McLean County. However,
some funds do currently exist to compensate homeowners for hardship cases where the
ESH location has prevented them from selling their home.

If the traffic growth projections come to fruition, what threshold must be met before the
ESH can be constructed?

The McLean County develops an annual roadway maintenance budget and allocates
funds for specific roadway projects across the county. At some point it will become
apparent that the roadways on the east side of Bloomington-Normal are becoming too
expensive to maintain due to the increased traffic. This may prompt the construction of
the ESH to handle the increased traffic and provide relief to the existing roadway system.

Has the project team received any more information on the historic property (Duncan
Manor)?

The project team has not heard anything from the current owners of Duncan Manor and
probably will not hear anything until the property has sold. It should be noted that the
structure itself is approximately 500 feet from the ESH right-of-way.

Did any of the four remaining alternatives impact centennial farms?

All four remaining alternatives impacted 5 centennial farms. Since they all impacted an
equal number, centennial farms was not used as a differentiator to eliminate alternatives.
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What were the total wetland impacts for Alternatives 126 and 1277
Alternative 126 impacted 0.7 acres and Alternative 127 impacted 0.0003 acres

Were there any major stream re-alignments for Alternative 127?

> Q 2 Q

At this time, Alternative 127 avoids all major branches of Kickapoo Creek and impacts
only minor tributaries and farm drainage swales. All drainage will be handled with box or
pipe culverts.

Concurrence on the Preferred Alternative was granted by all reviewing agencies except the
Department of Agriculture, which will give a formal response after they have reviewed the
NEPA presentation.

Postscript: At the 11/22/13 Project Study Group Meeting, Heidi Liske of the FHWA informed
the group that concurrence had been received from the Department of Agriculture.
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FEDERAL AND STATE AGENCY MEETING

FIELD REVIEW
FEBRUARY 15, 2012



Date:

Subject:

ESH EA Field Visit

February 15, 2012

ESH EA — Agency Field Visit Location Description Key

SIDE HIg,
2ot i
Access  Mobility \ Safety

Point of
Interest

Description

Notes

Village of Towanda, Old Rt. 66

Remnant prairie (Site 3 in 2011 INHS botanical report);
located between Old Rt. 66 and Union Pacific railroad,;
1.05 miles (4.9 acres); natural quality ranged from grade
C+ (mid-successional or moderately to heavily disturbed
communities) to D (early successional to severely
disturbed communities)

Remnant prairie (Site 2 in 2011 INHS botanical report);
located between Old Rt. 66and Union Pacific railroad,;
1.7 miles (7.2 acres; natural quality ranged from grade
C+ (mid-successional or moderately to heavily disturbed
communities) to D (early successional to severely
disturbed communities)

Lamplighter subdivision along east side of Towanda
Barnes Road

Money Creek crossing at E 1750 N bridge (Site FS508-
19 in 2011 INHS aquatic report); state-threatened
slippershell mussel (Alasmidonta viridis) specimen
identified; fewest number of total individuals and total
number of taxa of all sites investigated degraded stream
habitat and erosion from cattle

Eagle View and Eagle View Estates subdivisions east of
Towanda Barnes Road and south of Fort Jesse Road

Proposed interchanges at Fort Jesse Road




East Side Highway Agency Field VisitError! Reference source not found.
Error! Reference source not found.
Page 2

General Electric Road

8

Central lllinois Regional Airport (CIRA) west of Towanda
9 Barnes Road

Harvest Point subdivision along north side of Empire
10 Road (IL 9)

Proposed interchanges at Empire Road
11

Kickapoo Creek crossing along N 2100 E Road (Section
12 BN4)

The Grove subdivision, Benjamin Elementary School
13 along the north side of Ireland Grove Road, and a
tributary of Kickapoo Creek

Proposed interchanges at Ireland Grove Road

14

Proposed interchange at Towanda Barnes Road
15

Subdivisions east and west of Towanda Barnes Road
16

Village of Downs; mesic/wet-mesic floodplain forest at
17 Kickapoo Creek (Site 4 in 2011 INHS botanical report);
located at U.S. Route 150 and Seminary Street; natural
quality grade C (mid-successional or moderately to
heavily disturbed communities); clear-cut swath within
forest; FQI 30.8 (mean C 2.9)




East Side Highway Agency Field VisitError! Reference source not found.
Error! Reference source not found.
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Proposed interchange at U.S. Route 150

18

Remnant prairie (Site 1 in 2011 INHS botanical report);
19 along abandoned railroad line; 0.19 acres; FQI 15.7
(mean C 2.4); natural quality ranged from grade C- to D;
overgrown with woody species

Proposed alignments and farm access

20

State Farm Insurance corporate headquarters
21

Veterans Parkway (Business I-55)
22

Normal Multimodal Transportation Center
23

Collector-distributor (C-D) road at I-55 and 1-39
24

Proposed connection at Ziebarth Road
25

Proposed connection at Northtown Road

26
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ESH EA Field Visit Meeting Notes

Date: February 15, 2012
Subject: ESH EA — Agency Field Visit Location Description Key and Notes

The purpose of the field visit was to provide the regulatory agencies with an overview of the
project and the alternatives, and familiarize them with the project study area. The field visit
began at the McLean County Department of Transportation, and then by vehicle travelling the
study area. The following people were in attendance:

Norm West, USEPA

Steve Hamer, IDNR

Jan Pilland, FHWA

Eric Schmitt, McLean County
Jerry Payonk, CDI

Linda Huff, Huff and Huff
John Lazzara, HDR

Janice Reid, HDR

Questions:

Q: Will the alternatives adequately the east-west travel needs?

A: Yes. All alternatives improve networkwide travel. The proposed ESH will have some east-west
components. The project will include improvements for those which the ESH worsens the
congestion level. The environmental impacts of those improvements will also be evaluated in the
EA.

The “east-west only” alternative, which consists of widening a number of east-west roads, was
eliminated because it had a much larger number of residential impacts compared to the other
alternatives, and it did not improve congestion on Towanda-Barnes Road.

Q: At this point, how defined are the interchanges? Some are quite large.

A: Most are still conceptual right now. Geometrics are being developed. Two interchange
locations are more complex. Because the proposed interchanges at I-55/ESH and Towanda
Barnes Road/ESH are in close proximity, they must be developed as one large interchange.
Similarly, at the southern end, the proposed interchanges of US150/ESH and Towanda Barnes
Road/ESH are also in close proximity to each other and must be developed together as one
large interchange.

Refer to the 2/15/2012 ESH Map Book prepared for the field visit. The points of interest noted
below are highlighted on the maps.

Point of Description Notes
Interest
Village of Towanda, Old Rt. 66 The 2035 no-build traffic volumes
1 through here are very high; would

have a detrimental effect to the
town; existing interchange with I-
55 would remain with the
alternatives under consideration.




East Side Highway Agency Field VisitError! Reference source not found.
Error! Reference source not found.

Page 2
Remnant prairie (Site 3 in 2011 INHS botanical report); The proposed Chicago-St.Louis
2 located between Old Rt. 66 and Union Pacific railroad; HSR project will be going through
1.05 miles (4.9 acres); natural quality ranged from grade | this corridor and could impact
C+ (mid-successional or moderately to heavily disturbed | these prairies as well.
communities) to D (early successional to severely
disturbed communities)
Remnant prairie (Site 2 in 2011 INHS botanical report); The proposed Chicago-St.Louis
3 located between Old Rt. 66and Union Pacific railroad,; HSR project will be going through
1.7 miles (7.2 acres; natural quality ranged from grade this corridor and could impact
C+ (mid-successional or moderately to heavily disturbed | these prairies as well.
communities) to D (early successional to severely
disturbed communities)
Lamplighter subdivision along east side of Towanda Subdivision is not incorporated to
4 Barnes Road Towanda, Bloomington or Normal.
Alternative sections T19 and T3
came very close to Lamplighter
and would have affected access.
These were eliminated.
Money Creek crossing at E 1750 N bridge (Site FS508-
5 19 in 2011 INHS aquatic report); state-threatened
slippershell mussel (Alasmidonta viridis) specimen
identified; fewest number of total individuals and total
number of taxa of all sites investigated degraded stream
habitat and erosion from cattle
Eagle View and Eagle View Estates subdivisions east of | Many comments from these
6 Towanda Barnes Road and south of Fort Jesse Road residents concerned about
proximity of BN2 and BN3
corridors to their homes.
New Bloomington park planned at
the southeastern end of Eagle
View Estates.
Proposed interchanges at Fort Jesse Road BN3 alignment currently curves
7 away from existing road 2000
East to avoid two homes;
however, one of the homeowners
would prefer to be taken rather
than close to interchange; other
homeowner is against the project.
Project team may adjust the
alignment back to follow existing
road.
BN2 alignment will take home
further to north, and also one in
southeast quadrant of
interchange.
General Electric Road City of Bloomington is requesting
8 that this be the interchange rather

than Fort Jesse Road. However, it
is in close proximity to proposed
interchange at IL9 (Empire Road).
Still being worked out.
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9

Central lllinois Regional Airport (CIRA) west of Towanda
Barnes Road

While one airliner has announced
plans to leave CIRA, two others
are coming. New routes are also
being added to existing carriers.
Limited freight now. ESH would
expand CIRA’s freight transport
abilities. Many travelers from
central lllinois use CIRA rather
than their hometown airports
(Champaign, Decatur, Peoria,
Springfield) due to less expensive
flights and free parking.

10

Harvest Point subdivision along north side of Empire
Road (IL 9)

Many lots yet to be sold or homes
constructed. Homes on eastern
edge of subdivision would be
taken for BN2 interchange. Prairie
Commercial Park to east would
also be taken for BN2. Could
possibly modify BN2 interchange
using only land south of Empire
Road to avoid these property
takes.

11

Proposed interchanges at Empire Road

Two homes in BN3 interchange
location (northwest quadrant and
southeast quadrant).

12

Kickapoo Creek crossing along N 2100 E Road (Section
BN4)

Location shown on map is
incorrect, it is further to the south.
BN4 section crosses Kickapoo
Creek AND a tributary to it.

13

The Grove subdivision, Benjamin Elementary School
along the north side of Ireland Grove Road, and a
tributary of Kickapoo Creek

The Grove is located near
interchanges for BN2 and BN3
with Ireland Grove Road. This is a
planned community, with
expansion plans to the north and
east of Kickapoo Creek. Benjamin
School located between Kickapoo
Creek and 2100 East. Many
comments from residents
concerned about noise, safety,
and road in close proximity to their
homes. Cornerstone Christian
Academy is further east on Ireland
Grove Road. This K-12 school
has a great deal of traffic in the
morning and afternoon. This
school is in favor of the ESH.

14

Proposed interchanges at Ireland Grove Road

See comments for 13. For BN2
interchange with Ireland Grove
Road, conceptual plan modified to
avoid impacting pond and farm to
the south.
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Proposed interchange at Towanda Barnes Road
15
Subdivisions east and west of Towanda Barnes Road BN1 alternatives which widen
16 Towanda Barnes Road would
have high residential impacts.
Sections D5, D6, and D9 were
eliminated because they would
divide the neighborhoods and
community.
Village of Downs; mesic/wet-mesic floodplain forest at US150 crosses Kickapoo Creek.
17 Kickapoo Creek (Site 4 in 2011 INHS botanical report); Build alternatives may require
located at U.S. Route 150 and Seminary Street; natural widening of US150. Existing
quality grade C (mid-successional or moderately to interchange with 1-74 goes
heavily disturbed communities); clear-cut swath within through the Village of Downs.
forest; FQI 30.8 (mean C 2.9) 2035 no build traffic expected to
increase.
Proposed interchange at U.S. Route 150 Numerous interchange locations
18 were studied. Some eliminated
due to the residential impacts.
This interchange is tied in with the
interchange with Towanda Barnes
Road. US150 is main route into
State Farm Insurance Corporate
South headquarters from the
south.
Remnant prairie (Site 1 in 2011 INHS botanical report);
19 along abandoned railroad line; 0.19 acres; FQI 15.7
(mean C 2.4); natural quality ranged from grade C- to D;
overgrown with woody species
Proposed alignments and farm access One ESH/I-74 interchange
20 alternative (D2). Farms located
north and south of 1-74 which will
have farmland impacts,
severances, and possibly access
impacts.
State Farm Insurance corporate headquarters Located near US150 and
21 Hamilton Road. Largest employer
in Bloomington-Normal area.
Veterans Parkway (Business |-55) Veterans Parkway is major
22 commercial corridor. Runs north

to south through Normal and
Bloomington. Congested
conditions.
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28

Normal Multimodal Transportation Center

Did not see on field visit. New
center brings together Amtrak,
high speed rail, local bus, and
regional bus. In Uptown Normal.
Funded through TIGER grant.
Currently under construction.

24

Collector-distributor (C-D) road at I-55 and 1-39

Did not see on field visit. This is
similar to what would be
developed for the proposed I-
55/ESH/Towanda-Barnes Road
interchange.

25

Proposed connection at Ziebarth Road

AT 1700 East, north of Ziebarth
Road, is Nicor Gas underground
storage. In southwest quadrant of
of 1700 East/Ziebarth Road
intersection is Heather Ridge
subdivision, in Normal.

26

Proposed connection at Northtown Road

1700 East/Pipeline Road will be
widened north of Northtown Road
.Heather Ridge subdivision in
northwest quadrant. Ironwood
Country Club/residential
development south of Northtown
Road, west of Pipeline Road.
Existing Veterans Parkway
interchange with 1-55 located just
to the south.




FEDERAL AND STATE AGENCY MEETING

CULTURAL RESOURCES
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MEETING NOTES

Project: East Side Highway Environmental Assessment
Subject: Project Team Meeting with the SHPO, IDOT Cultural Resources
Date: September 21, 2012, 10:00 AM

Location: IHPA, Springfield, IL

Minutes of this meeting were prepared by Jamie Bents of Huff & Huff, Inc. Please
inform her of corrections or modifications.

Project Team Attendees: Eric Schmitt (McLean County), Tom Winkelman
(IDOT - CBLRYS), Jerry Payonk (CDI), Janice Reid (HDR), Jamie Bents (Huff &
Huff)

Agency Attendees: Emilie Eggemeyer (IDOT — BDE, Cultural Resources), Brad
Koldehoff (IDOT - BDE, Cultural Resources), Anne Haaker (IHPA)

The purpose of the meeting was to review the current East Side Highway (ESH)
alignments in the vicinity of US 66, with respect to potential cultural resource
impacts.

Jerry Payonk began the meeting with a history of the East Side Highway project
and the alternatives development process.

Anne Haaker reviewed the two ESH alignments in the vicinity of US 66. She
stated that the section of US 66 in the vicinity of the ESH is not eligible for the
National Register. Her initial comments included:

e Northtown Road Alternative:
0 Less visually intrusive to Duncan Manor than the Ziebarth
alternative
0 ESH crosses US 66 four times

e Ziebarth Road Alternative:
o Greater visual impacts to Duncan Manor than Northtown alternative
o Brad Koldehoff stated that the National Register listing for Duncan
Manor should be reviewed to determine the boundaries of the site.
If the boundaries include the agricultural field surrounding Duncan
Manor, the site could be impacted by the Ziebarth alternative.

McLean County is currently seeking additional funding for the US 66 trail from
Towanda to 2.5 miles north of Towanda where the old alignment of Route 66 ends.

Clark Dietz, Inc. 125 West Church Street Champaign, Illinois 61820 T: 217.373.8900 F:217.373.8923



Meeting Notes

East Side Highway Environmental Assessment

Project Team Meeting with the SHPO, IDOT Cultural Resources
September 21, 2012

Page 2

IDOT Cultural Resources is still working on cultural resources identification in the
ESH project area. No major resource impacts have been identified in the database
review and survey to this point. In addition to Duncan Manor, one other house
was identified as eligible for the National Register, but this house is not in the
vicinity of the project alternatives. IDOT anticipates there will be some Phase Il
investigative sites in the alignment areas that will need to be surveyed.

Anne Haaker directed the project team to:

e Keep US 66 open for travel, and keep access to US 66.

e Send an invitation for agencies involved with the US 66 trail project
(including the McLean County Historical Society and the individual US 66
scenic byway associations involved in the project) to comment on the ESH
project with respect to the US 66 bike trail and US 66 for Section 106.

e The statewide US 66 association and the McLean County Historical
Society should be invited as participating agencies for the ESH project.

e Send an invitation for the current owners of Duncan Manor to comment on
the ESH alternatives.

Emilie Eggemeyer will determine the extent of the Duncan Manor site, and
transmit the information to the project team.

The project team will develop letters to invite comments from the US 66 agencies
and from the current Duncan Manor owners.

Eric Schmitt will find contact information for the current owner of Duncan Manor,

and provide contact information for the McLean County Historical Society and US
66 association contacts from the bike trail project.

Clark Dietz, Inc. 125 West Church Street Champaign, Illinois 61820 T: 217.373.8900 F:217.373.8923
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FEDERAL AND STATE AGENCY MEETING

FIELD REVIEW

SEPTEMBER 3, 2013



East Side Highway Environmental Assessment
Agency Field Visit

Date: Tuesday, September 3, 2013, 1:00 - 3:00 p.m.
Subject: ESH EA — Agency Field Visit Location Description Key

Point of A

Interest Description Notes

Jefferson Street in Towanda; US 66 kiosk
1 and trail, trail extension

Duncan Manor

Money Creek at E 1750 N, INHS mussel
sampling location

CR 2000 E, looking west towards
4 subdivision at Fort Jesse Road

Eagle View subdivision (including newly
5 constructed homes and park) east of
Towanda Barnes Road and south of Fort
Jesse Road
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Point of .
- Description Notes

2035 Land Use Plan boundary near

6 northern project limits
Constitution Trail along General Electric

7 Road, east of Towanda Barnes Road
CR 2000 E between Fort Jesse Road and

8 Empire Street (IL 9)
Empire Street (IL 9)/Towanda Barnes

9 intersection

Harvest Point Subdivision along Empire
10 Street (IL 9) east of Towanda Barnes
Road (newly constructed homes and
home impacts resulting from Alternative
126)

Prairie Commercial Park along Empire
11 Street (IL 9) which will be acquired for
Alterative 126

The Grove subdivision along Ireland
12 Grove Road, restoration area and
Kickapoo Creek crossing

Benjamin Elementary School and
13 Cornerstone Christian Academy along
Ireland Grove Road
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Point of .
- Description Notes

Proposed Cheneys Grove interchange

14 and Hamilton Road extension
US 150 near proposed interchange with

15 ESH
Downs

16
Towanda Barnes Road (development

17 adjacent including homes, businesses,
parks, churches)
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LOCAL AGENCY MEETING

MCcLEAN CounTY TRANSPORTATION
COMMITTEE

MARCH 1, 2011



Agenda

Introduction
Forecasted Growth
Traffic Analysis
Purpose and Need

lllinois NEPA/404 Merger Meeting

February 15, 2011 = Summary of Public Comments
= Next Steps
East Side Highway = Questions

Environmental Assessment

US Department
of Transportation
Federal Highway McLean County

Administration

< SIDE HIGH»
&> 2

Access Mobility Safety




Agenda

Introduction

Forecasted Growth

Traffic Analysis

Purpose and Need

Summary of Public Comments
Next Steps

Questions

2100 NORTH
=

STUDY AREA

Towanda
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Introduction Introduction

P&N Developed during 2009 ESH
Corridor Study

Stakeholder involvement

Updated with current data for EA
Additional stakeholder involvement

PROBLEM STATEMENT

*COMMUNITY CONTEXT SURVEY
*STAKEHOLDER WORKSHOP

PURPOSE
AND NEED
REPORT

ENGINEERING ANALYSIS

*GROWTH FORECASTS
*TRAFFIC DATA ANALYSIS

PUBLIC AND AGENCY COORDINATION
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2035 Land Use Plan




Projected Population Growth Projected Employment Growth
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Woods & Poole Economics

Introduction

Forecasted Growth

Traffic Analysis

Purpose and Need

= Summary of Public Comments

= Next Steps
= Questions




Traffic Analysis Agenda

Introduction

Forecasted Growth

Traffic Analysis

Purpose and Need

= Summary of Public Comments
= Next Steps

= Questions

Assessment of Operating Conditions

= Capacity Analysis

= Travel Demand Model




Purpose and Need

Problem Statement

“Provide transportation infrastructure on the east
side of Bloomington-Normal, defined by the project
study area map, that will accommodate managed
growth and address future mobility and safety

needs.”

Purpose and Need

Project Purpose

To improve local and regional mobility and access
that accommodates the managed growth
forecasted on the east side of Bloomington-

Normal.




Purpose and Need

Project Needs

1. Accommodate Managed Growth

2. Provide Improved Mobility and Access

a. Improve Local and Regional Mobility

b. Address Local and Regional Access
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@51

Access  Mobility  Safety

Ky,

Purpose and Need

Need: Accommodate Managed Growth

Téch;kal
Analysis

Stakeholder
Input

Census data

Regional and local
land use plans

2035 population
and employment
forecasts

Long Range
Transportation Plan
2035

\

Issues of sprawl

Consistency with
land use plans

Concerns regarding
farmland
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Purpose and Need

Need: Provide Improved Mobility and Access

Introduction
Forecasted Growth
Traffic Analysis
Purpose and Need

Technical = Summary of Public Comments
Analysis Input = Next Ste ps
Traffic data Improve access into .
Origin-Destination i ou't of - QU eSt Ions
Study Bloomington-
Normal

Traffic forecasts

Travel Demand
Model

\

Improve access at I-

55 and I-74

Address existing
areas of congestion

North/south
mobility
East/west mobility
/
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Summary of Public Comments Summary of Public Comments

Public Information Meeting —
January 25, 2011 l

= 53 attendees —
= 54 comments and two ® Not in Support
information requests received

0 20 40 60

# of Comments




Summary of Public Comments

Summary of Public Comments
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Forecasted Growth

Traffic Analysis

Purpose and Need

Summary of Public Comments
Next Steps

Questions
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Agenda

Introduction

= Forecasted Growth

= Traffic Analysis

= Purpose and Need

= Summary of Public Comments
= Next Steps

= Questions




LOCAL AGENCY MEETING

BLOOMINGTON PLANNING COMMISSION
APRIL 27, 2011



April 2011

Environmental Assessment

Agenda

= Planning for the Future
» Study Process

= Public Involvement

= Questions
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Mitsubis hi Motomyay

Mitsubis hi Motonweay

Towanda Barnes Rd
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Projected Population Growth

2035 i from 2009
and 2035 population projections

Projected Employment Growth

200,000

187 325
172,345

142,395

127,420

112,445

108,808 109,737
96,216

Note: Employment data for
Bloomington and Narmal i
unavailable for 1990.




Planning for the Future

 Trails on
Sunset
Lake

OO Franklin Hihts

Harvest Pointe

The Grove

Study Process
Environmental Assessment

® National BvirenpaersalrBaligy st iNEPA) of 1969




Study Process

Obijective

Identify and evaluate the environmental, cultural and socio-economic impacts of
a single alternative alignment on the east side of Bloomington-Normal that will
improve regional access and relieve urban traffic congestion.

Bloomington




Study Process

Provide transportation infrastructure on the east
side of Bloomington-Normal, defined by the
project study area map, that will accommodate
managed growth and address future mobility and
safety needs.

(J
ﬂ\ Problem Statement

Study Process

Accommodate Managed Growth

Improve Local and Regional Mobility

ﬂ‘ Purpose & Need

(J
ﬁ\ Problem Statement




Study Process

Develop Preliminary Corridors

Screen & Consolidate Corridors

Perform Macro Analysis

Alternative Evaluation - Environmental Considerations

XY

-_..._ ppess




Alternative Evaluation - Sustainability

Minimize impacts and consumption
Preserve and enhance aesthetics
Encourage multi-modal uses

Use innovative approaches
Integrate project into the community

Alternative Evaluation - Other Considerations




Corridor Screening Example

High Quality Wetlands (acres)
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Public Involvement

Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS)

A project fits into its unique surroundings

Public Involvement

Meetings Advisory




The End Result...

Schedule

FINDING OF NO
ALTERNATIVE SIGNIFICANT
PURPOSE DEVELOPMENT PREFERRED IMPACT
AND NEED & ANALYSIS ALTERNATIVE (FONSI)
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Questions?

+ Website: www.eastsidehighway.com

* Email: ESHEA@clark-dietz.com

» Telephone: (217) 373-8901




LOCAL AGENCY MEETING

NORMAL TowN COUNCIL
JUNE6,2011



June 6, 2011
Normal Town Council

Agenda

= Planning for the Future
= Study Process

= Public Involvement

= Questions
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Projected Population Growth

234,280
> Tss

190,665
178,644

130,644
e VL 2N COUNTY

111,463 Bloomington-Normal Area
+

Fut i intsh 2010and
2035 arek latedfrom 2009 K
and 285 population projections

Projected Employment Growth

Mclean County
~ Bloomington-Normal Area

2005

and 2085 are it
data and 2035 empleyment projections

Note: Employment data for
Bloomington and Normal is
unavailable for 1990.




Planning for the Future
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Study Process

Objective

Identify and evaluate the environmental, cultural and socio-economic impacts of
a single alternative alignhment on the east side of Bloomington-Normal that will
improve regional access and relieve urban traffic congestion.

Project Study Area

ATUBY AREA




Study Process

Provide transportation infrastructure on the east
side of Bloomington-Normal, defined by the
project study area map, that will accommodate
managed growth and address future mobility and
safety needs.

J
ﬁ\ Problem Statement

Study Process

Accommodate Managed Growth

Improve Local and Regional Mobility
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Study Process

Develop Preliminary Corridors
Screen & Consolidate Corridors

Perform Macro Analysis

Alternative Evaluation - Environmental Considerations

Air Quality:
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Alternative Evaluation - Sustainability

Minimize impacts and consumption
Preserve and enhance aesthetics
Encourage multi-modal uses

Use innovative approaches
Integrate project into the community

Alternative Evaluation - Other Considerations




Corridor Screening Example
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Public Involvement

Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS)

* A project fits into its unique surroundings

Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS)
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eal are Industry
Public Works
Utility Companies
Local Businesses

Township Reps




Public Involvement

Advisory

Meetings
g Groups

The End Result...




Schedule

FINDING OF NO
ALTERNATIVE SIGNIFICANT
PURPOSE DEVELOPMENT PREFERRED IMPACT
AND NEED & ANALYSIS ALTERNATIVE (FONSI)
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2010 2011 ..2012 ..2013 .2014

A\ PUBLIC MEETING
E PUBLIC HEARING

@ STUDY MILESTONE

Questions?

+ Website: www.eastsidehighway.com

* Email: ESHEA@clark-dietz.com

» Telephone: (217) 373-8901




LOCAL AGENCY MEETING

MCcLEAN CounTtY FARM BUREAU
MARCH 6, 2012
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MEETING NOTES

Project: East Side Highway Environmental Assessment

Subject: Project Team Meeting with McLean County Farm Bureau
Date: March 6, 2012, 10:00 AM

Location: McLean County Farm Bureau, Bloomington, IL

Minutes of this meeting were prepared by Jamie Bents of Huff & Huff, Inc. Please
inform her of corrections or modifications.

Project Team Attendees: Eric Schmitt (McLean County), Jim Karch (City of
Bloomington), Jerry Payonk (CDI), Linda Huff (Huff & Huff), Jamie Bents (Huff
& Huff)

The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the status of the East Side Highway
project with the McLean County Farm Bureau (Farm Bureau) and to gain
understanding of the Farm Bureau’s concerns and viewpoints.

Mike Swartz of the Farm Bureau stated that the last project meeting (January
2012) was very well attended, but now they were looking for more information
regarding farm vehicle access associated with the East Side Highway (ESH). At
the public meeting, Jerry stated that farm vehicles were a safety hazard when
operating on the ESH due to speed differentials. The Farm Bureau stated that the
ESH needs to be designed to make crossing the ESH as easy for farm vehicles as
possible. All crossings should be properly sized for farm vehicle heights and
widths. Overpasses present a sight distance problem for farm vehicles that must
take up both lanes of a two-lane bridge, and operators’ sight of oncoming vehicles
may be obscured. The Farm Bureau stated that farm vehicle operators cannot even
cross the Towanda-Barnes bridge over I-74 when there is an oncoming vehicle due
to insufficient bridge width. According to Jerry Payonk (CDI), speed differential
issues with farm implements are being studied by the project team; the team is
continuing to gather information about the topic and will present the information in
the future.

Jim Karch (City of Bloomington) asked if there are standards for farm equipment
size, as well as turning radii information, that could be used when designing the
ESH. The Farm Bureau was not aware of such information.

The Farm Bureau asked if there are design differences between an interstate
facility and a freeway. Jerry Payonk explained the two are built alike, but
sometimes the Federal government doesn’t take jurisdiction of freeways for
interstate roadways.
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Tim Bittner stated he felt mislead by the project team, because in the early days of
the project they were told that the ESH would be no larger than an expressway,
and the intent was never to build an interstate facility. Jerry Payonk pointed out
that the ESH corridor report stated that the ESH facility type would be determined
in the future. Jerry Payonk stated that the Project Study Group (PSG) reviewed
and approved the selection of a freeway instead of an arterial or expressway. 1-55
on the west side of Bloomington-Normal impeded development beyond the
interstate because there were very few access points in that area, and there were no
utility extensions west of 1-55. The ESH will be different because it will have
many east-west connections for access, and utilities are already present in this area.
An arterial ESH was removed from consideration because it didn’t function
adequately with future traffic volumes. An expressway or freeway ESH would
operate nearly the same, but a freeway was selected due to access spacing and
speed differential concerns.

The Farm Bureau asked if interstate access was a higher priority than local road
access when selecting the ESH alignment. Jerry Payonk referenced the project
Purpose and Need Statement. The P&N statement says that the project will
accommodate managed growth, improve access on the east side of Bloomington,
and improve local and regional mobility. The only component of the P&N that
specifically pertains to interstate access is the need to improve regional mobility;
the remainder of the P&N pertains to local access.

The Farm Bureau asked how the project team would address road closures from
the ESH, and if an underpass or overpass would be constructed. Jerry Payonk
stated that no east-west road would be closed to the extent possible, but grade
separation would be provided.

The Farm Bureau believed the goal of the ESH is to improve travel on the east side
of Bloomington-Normal. Congressman Tim Johnson told them he felt the Federal
government wouldn’t want to provide a “convenience road” for freeway traffic to
bypass Bloomington-Normal. Jerry Payonk stated that the project team was not
aware of the Congressman’s statement, but that local trips are accounted for in the
transportation models used to project traffic for the ESH.

The Farm Bureau asked what types of improvements would be made to east-west
roads with this project, because the ESH will increase traffic volumes on these
roads. Jerry Payonk stated that the project team evaluated an option that only
improved east-west roads. The east-west road improvement option would not
provide sufficient capacity to accommodate future volumes. The team doesn’t yet
know the extent of east-west road improvements that will be needed, but these will
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be identified as the project moves forward and those impacts will be studied in the
Environmental Assessment.

The Farm Bureau asked if the footprint of the ESH would change depending upon
the facility type selected. Jerry Payonk stated that an arterial facility cross-section
would take less than 200 feet in width, but that freeway and expressway cross-
sections would be similar, ranging from 200 feet to 250 feet in width.

The Farm Bureau stated that farmers still needed access to their farms with the
freeway option, and that if the ESH were on existing roads, access roads on both
sides of the ESH may be needed. Jerry Payonk stated that these topics will be
discussed with the Focus Working Group and land owners.

Jim Karch stated that landlocked parcels of land due to the ESH were studied in
the alignment analysis. Jerry Payonk stated that it was impossible to completely
avoid creating landlocked parcels with this project because the ESH alignments all
contained diagonal sections.

Tim Bittner believed that west side development in Bloomington-Normal has
increased since the west bypass was developed. He thought a freeway version of
the ESH will increase truck traffic and truck stops, which will not mix with
residential development. Because of that, there could be land use changes on the
east side. Mr. Bittner was concerned that higher truck traffic would result from the
freeway version of the ESH rather than the expressway. Arterial roads and
expressways are friendlier to agricultural operations because freeways do not allow
farm equipment. Jerry Payonk stated that the detailed transportation model for this
area shows that both freeway and expressway ESHs would operate similarly.
Signals are projected to be warranted for the ESH immediately after its
construction if it was an expressway. However, due to IDOT access spacing
policies and interchange construction policies, most major access points would be
interchanges or two-way stop controlled intersections. Because of this, there
would be little difference between an expressway and a freeway ESH.

The Farm Bureau asked if agricultural and farm impacts from the ESH would be
studied. Linda Huff stated that they would be, and the alignment analysis already
completed for this project included identification of agricultural severances and the
number of farm tracts affected. The Department of Agriculture was one of the
Federal agencies that reviewed the project and the alignment analysis at the recent
Section 404/NEPA merger meeting, and they have had no objections to the
alternatives carried forward. The Environmental Assessment will include detailed
assessments of severances, tracts affected, access change, uneconomic remnants,
adverse travel, and more. Linda Huff concluded that the project team will have
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direct communication with impacted owners and operators (as available) in order
to determine their needs. The Farm Bureau asked if agricultural impacts would be
determined for both freeway and expressway options. Jerry Payonk stated that the
project team received concurrence on the freeway alternative from the Federal
agencies at the NEPA/404 meeting, and that is the alternative that will be studied.

The Farm Bureau stated that they and their members much prefer an ESH
expressway rather than a freeway. Limiting roadway access will result in a greater
mix of farm vehicles with residential traffic. If farm vehicles could travel on the
ESH, there would be fewer farm vehicles on side roads with residential uses on
roads accessing the ESH. Crash exposure between farm vehicles and cars would
increase because the length of farm vehicle trips would increase given that they
would need to travel around the ESH. Jerry Payonk replied that the project team
looked at several scenarios where the ESH would be built as an expressway until
traffic volumes would warrant the construction of a freeway; because the analysis
showed that an expressway and freeway would be very similar due to access
spacing policies, an expressway was not considered further. Additional east-west
crossings constructed to accommodate agricultural vehicles could be provided for
agricultural access but the cost of the roadway would increase, because every east-
west crossing of the ESH would require a structure.

The Farm Bureau asked if the potential Enbridge pipeline was considered or
included in the ESH analysis. Jerry Payonk stated that a pipeline was not being
considered as part of an ESH. Enbridge was not granted eminent domain so the
pipeline is on hold for now.

Jim Karch stated that the ESH project is needed, as documented in the Purpose and
Need Statement. The Farm Bureau stated they understand the P&N criteria, and
that local traffic drives the needs to accommodate local growth, provide access,
and improve local mobility, and that improving regional mobility is also part of the
P&N Statement. The Farm Bureau understands that the project team is doing its
due diligence to determine the ESH’s location but an expressway is a better choice
for local residents and for farmers, but that the ESH may attract regional truck
traffic to the project area. Jerry Payonk stated that transportation models
developed for the project estimate truck travel in the area with or without an ESH,
and truck traffic will be studied.

Tim Bittner stated that farmers need a network of north-south and east-west roads,
and that some roads need to continue through suburban developments (some roads
currently end within developments). Mr. Bittner asked if the traffic projections
reflected current conditions, and were adjusted for the recession. Jerry Payonk
stated that the project team adjusted the projections lower due to the recession, but
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that even national studies project growth in Bloomington-Normal. Projections,
however, do not include unforeseeable events, such as a major employer shutting
down. In the case of an unforeseeable event, local planners and officials will
revisit the future land use plan and future projects. Mike Swartz of the Farm
Bureau acknowledged that the project team lowered their projections to reflect
recession and post-recession data.

Tim Bittner opined that the ESH project would never be funded due to greater
transportation needs in Illinois. Jerry Payonk acknowledged that funding projects
is a problem due to the status of the Federal transportation bill and its proposed
changes to project funding. Linda Huff stated that planning of the ESH is smart
planning for the area’s future. Jim Karch stated that it could be decades before the
ESH is constructed but planning needs to be done.

Bart Bittner asked how the team will address future land use changes with the
ESH. Jim Karch stated that any development needs utilities, which many portions
of the east side already have. The ESH may change the type of development that
would occur on the east side, but this development will be based on the future land
use plan and any changes that would be made to the future land use plan. Bart
Bittner stated that development in the ESH area has slowed since the start of the
ESH EA, and residential developers have struggled to sell lots. Jim Karch stated
that as plans for the ESH are finalized there could be some land speculation in the
ESH area, but the area will follow the long-term vision as set in the comprehensive
plan. The goal will be to make the ESH project the best it can be for Bloomington-
Normal. Bart Bittner asked what would happen to the ESH corridor if
development starts again and reaches the ESH corridor area, and if the ESH would
be moved. Jerry Payonk stated that if project area conditions change significantly
before the ESH is built, the location of the ESH would be reassessed.

Bart Bittner asked if there would be improvements to east-west roads before the
construction of the ESH. Jerry Payonk stated that programmed projects will occur
first, and these are included in the ESH analysis. There are programmed
improvements on Ireland Grove Road and Hamilton Road.

Tim Bittner stated that one ESH alignment contains high-powered electric lines
within the footprint. Jerry Payonk stated that alignments are being continually
tweaked as impacts are identified, and utilities are considered in the location of the
final alignment.

The Farm Bureau expressed a concern that the ESH could impact watersheds. Jim

Karch replied that the project team is looking into sustainability elements so the
road’s impact will be minimized. Linda Huff stated that the sustainability
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assessment will include looking at minimizing the farmland needed for an ESH so
as to leave more farmland in production.

Jim Karch suggested that the project team have a separate meeting with the
Bittners due to their projected personal and business impacts from the project. The
Bittners stated that their family farm was soon to be 100 years old. They stated
that their objection to the ESH came to light when it was announced the ESH
would be a freeway. They believe that a freeway would bring increased truck
traffic, which will lead to the construction of truck stops, taking away truck stop
business from the west side of Bloomington-Normal.

Mike Swartz of the Farm Bureau stated that originally, the Bureau’s position on
the ESH was that the corridor should use existing roads and be as far east of
Bloomington-Normal as possible. Now, the Bureau does not support that position,
as that would be a bypass of Bloomington-Normal, and the Bureau now supports a
facility that will accommodate local traffic. Linda Huff agreed, stating that a
corridor far east of Bloomington-Normal would not help local traffic, and draws
less traffic than an ESH closer to Bloomington-Normal. In order to determine
impacts, the project team would benefit from farm owner/operator information for
affected tracts so the team can understand how each affected tract functions. The
team needs to meet with as many owners or operators as possible to study access.
The Farm Bureau stated they do not have all the owner and operator information
for the area but they can see what information they can gather from their
membership.

The Farm Bureau asked when the ESH alignments will be narrowed down again.
Jerry Payonk stated that in one year, the project team will be recommending a
preferred alignment to Federal agencies. While FHWA makes the ultimate
decision regarding the preferred alignment, a range of Federal agencies (including
the Department of Agriculture) must concur with FHWA’s decision.

The Farm Bureau asked if the project team had any other information they would
want to discuss. Linda Huff stated that natural resource surveys are currently
underway in the project area. No threatened and endangered species were found in
the project area. If the Farm Bureau has questions about the environmental
inventory or other environmental questions, the project team could give a
presentation about the environmental factors considered during NEPA. Tim
Bittner stated that he believed the state will only complete existing projects and
projects within existing right-of-way, and that new roads would not be funded at
this time.
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AGENDA

1. Purpose of the Planning Study

2. Alternative Corridors Considered

3. Public Input on a Preferred Alternative Corridor
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POPULATION TRENDS AND FORECASTS
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EMPLOYMENT TRENDS AND FORECASTS
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HERSHEY ROAD TRAFFIC GROWTH
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Northbound left turn lane onto Raab Road —a.m. peak




TOWANDA BARNES ROAD AT IRELAND GROVE

Northbound left turn lane onto Ireland Grove Road — a.m. peak

TOWANDA BARNES ROAD AT IRELAND GROVE

Southbound right turn lane onto Ireland Grove Road —a.m. peak




JEFFERSON STREET RECONSTRUCTION (BEFORE)

JEFFERSON STREET RECONSTRUCTION (AFTER)
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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
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INITIAL SCREENING CRITERIA

Does the alternative:
e Directly impact State/Federally protected areas?

e Meet the horizontal and vertical clear zone
requirements for the airport?

* Divide or isolate a neighborhood or community?
(follows IDOT Community Impact Assessment Manual)
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PURPOSE & NEED SCREENING

4 I
Is/does the alternative:
AccommOdate e compatible with adopted land use plans?
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ey ¢ reduce congestion in the study area?
MObIIIty e improve N-S travel efficiencies?
e improve E-W travel efficiencies?
e _/
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Does the alternative:
A ¢ improve travel efficiency to the interstate system?
ccess e provide N-S connectivity?
e provide E-W connectivity?
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MACRO ANALYSIS CRITERIA
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TOWANDA BARNES ROAD WIDENING
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ALIGNMENT ANALYSIS CRITERIA
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TYPES OF HIGHWAY FACILITIES

fl

Arterial Expressway Freeway




FREEWAY VS. EXPRESSWAY

Results of Analysis:

* Freeway is safer because it only allows access
at interchanges. Expressways may have
driveways that would create conflict points
and increase risk of crashes.

e Speed variance between farm vehicles and
other vehicles on an expressway renders it
less safe than a freeway.

FREEWAY VS. EXPRESSWAY
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FOCUS WORKING GROUPS (FWG)

* Advisory group with specific interests and
knowledge

* Review specific planning and design materials

e Member selection occurred in a fair and
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e June 19, 2013

e 230 attendees

e 115 comments received
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Of those that commented on the alternatives:
17% prefer Alternative 126
83% prefer Alternative 127

The majority of commenters were against the highway
or did not see the need for the road.

The purpose of the EA is to identify and protect a
corridor. If the increased growth and traffic does not
occur in the future, the ESH will not be constructed.
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CONTACT US

Website: www.eastsidehighway.com
E-mail address: ESHEA@clarkdietz.com
Fax: (217) 373-8923

Phone: (217) 373-8901
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PROJECT INTRODUCTION

EAST SIDE HIGHWAY | ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Introduction

The East Side Highway (ESH) Environmental Assessment (EA) is a transportation planning study
administered by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the lllinois Department of Transportation
(IDOT), and McLean County. The ESH is being planned to accommodate Year 2035 traffic.

The goal of the EA is to identify a Preferred Alternative corridor. The Preferred Alternative corridor is
selected based on minimizing community and environmental impacts, as well as engineering feasibility,
traffic models, and public input. The intent is to preserve the corridor by limiting certain types of
development in its proposed path. By planning for the ESH, if or when it is needed, community impacts
and relocations will be lessened, compared to what would occur if planning for the ESH corridor had not
taken place. The ESH will not be built unless the need for it is present in the future.
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Two Remaining Alternative Corridors - Alternative 126 and Alternative 127
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Bloomington-Normal Growth Projections and Project Need

Since the 1970s, Bloomington-Normal has experienced continuous population and employment
growth. The trend is expected to continue.

There are various reasons for continued growth. The economy is diverse and includes
agriculture, finance and insurance, higher education, and manufacturing. The economy is not
completely dependent upon one business or industry to continue its strong growth in the future.
Also, the region is in a desirable location, at the nexus of three interstates.

The population and employment forecasts for the ESH have been and will continue to be
adjusted with the most recent data available (2013).

Forecasts and data from Woods & Poole Economics, IHS Global Insight, and the lllinois
Department of Employment Security were used to forecast population and employment growth for
the area. These forecasts were developed independently of the ESH project, and the preparers
of these documents are not involved in the ESH analysis and have no stake in the project.

The recession of 2008-2009 caused employment to decline in McLean County and throughout
the U.S. However, the area is already recovering and the unemployment rate for McLean County
is among the lowest in lllinois.

According to the U.S. Census Bureau (2012), Normal has the #1 fastest growing population of all
lllinois cities, and Bloomington is ranked #4.

The ESH is being planned to accommodate Year 2035 traffic and growth that is based on the
region’s adopted 2035 Land Use Plan. By planning for the future there is a transportation system
in place or that has been planned for implementation that can accommodate the growth, should
the need occur.

If population and employment growth does not occur as anticipated, the ESH schedule can be
modified or terminated.

The existing roadway network currently does meet existing traffic needs; however, traffic is
expected to increase in the project area with or without an ESH due to a projected increase in
population and employment, and because the 2035 Land Use Plan for the region anticipates
continued urban growth, especially on the east side of the metro area. The existing roadway
network will not be able to accommodate the projected increase in traffic.
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Historic and Projected Bloomington-Normal Corporate Limits, 1970-2035
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Forecasted Traffic Increase

Traffic models indicate that roads in the study area would be operating over their capacities by 2035 even
with planned and programmed improvements.

Towanda Barnes Road Future Traffic Operations

HrAjunos

fl=====3l0061}P

—

EEmpire"S t s gy e
¥

Q) [=

oy

| 1

Location: Towanda
Barnes Road, south of
Empire St.
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Existing Conditions:

e Four lane arterial (2 thru lanes in each direction + left turn lane)
e Existing Traffic = 12,700 vehicles per day (vpd)

PROBLEM (Purpose and Need): In 2035, traffic will increase by 30,000 vehicles per day
(vpd), based on the 2035 Land Use Plan. Year 2035 traffic at this location is 42,200 vpd, with

no improvements made. This is similar to the existing congestion experienced on Veterans
Parkway (see photo).
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PM Rush Hour Congestion on
Veterans Parkway (at
Clearwater)

SOLUTIONS to PROBLEM (Alternatives to Meet Purpose and Need)

A. Widen Towanda Barnes Rd. to 6-lane Arterial (3 thru lanes in each direction)
Result:

61,400 vpd on Towanda Barnes Road

e Congested conditions (similar to Veterans Parkway)

¢ Minimized footprint needed (1 additional lane in each direction)

e Some impacts to homes, businesses and churches

-OR-

B. Build Towanda Barnes Rd. as a 4-lane freeway (2 lanes in each direction), with interchanges
Result:

e 43,600 vpd on Towanda Barnes Road

e Better operations better due to free-flow conditions of freeway
e Wider footprint needed

e Airport flight path restricts height of freeway grade separation
e More impacts to homes, businesses and churches

-OR-

C. Build a new ESH, 4-lane freeway (2 lanes in each direction) in a location east of Towanda Barnes Rd.
Result:
e 31,700 vpd on Towanda Barnes Road
e Best operations
e Least impact to homes, businesses and churches

EAST SIDE HIGHWAY Project Introduction September 30, 2013 PAGE 5



Alternative Comparison

Improvements to Towanda Barnes Road were included in the range of alternatives considered for the
ESH but resulted in disproportionately high impacts to residences, commercial buildings, and parks when
compared to the other alternatives under consideration. Even if Towanda Barnes Road were constructed
to six lanes from I-55 (Towanda) to 1-74 (Downs), the traffic congestion forecasted for 2035 would not be
relieved without a facility like the ESH. Alternative 35 (which uses Towanda Barnes Road) is shown in
red in the figure below alongside the two remaining alternatives, 126 and 127.
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The table below compares the impacts resulting from Alternative 35, and the remaining two alternative

corridors.
Alternative
Category 35 Description of Impacts
(TB Rd) 126 127
A detailed wetland investigation was not completed
Wetlands (acres) 0.0 0.71 0.0003 along Towanda Barnes Road as it was eliminated in
’ ' ' the screening process before detailed field studies
were conducted.
Most special waste impacts are fuel storage tanks on
Special Waste (number 4 18 15 farms. Alternative 126 has more impacts due to the
of sites) impact at the Prairie Commercial Park along IL 9
(Empire Road).
Alternatives that utilize Towanda Barnes Road
Residential impact  significantly more residences. Five
Displacements 39 21 13 residences in Harvest Pointe are impacted by
(nu?nber) Alternative 126; no homes in The Grove or Eagle
View are displaced by Alternative 126. Alternative
127 does not displace homes in any subdivision.
Alternative 35 displaces various businesses along
Business Towanda Barnes Road. The  business
Displacements 7 7 0 displacements for Alternative 126 occur at the ESH
(number) interchange with IL 9 (Empire Road), at the Prairie
Commercial Park.
Alternative 35 impacts two parks: Walt Bittner Park
on the north and the baseball fields on the southwest
Parklands (acres) 11.0 0.0 0.0 corner of Towanda Barnes Road and Ireland Grove
Road.
Most noise impacts occur within 500 feet of the
. roadway edge. Noise levels will be projected for the
?::L';ebzf\?ﬁmﬁ:zoo feet 256 141 120 Preferred Alternative, but the number of noise
of alternative) receptors (such as homes, parks, or schools) within
500 feet shows the potential for noise impacts by
proximity to each alternative.
Agricultural Criteria: Alternatives that use Towanda Barnes Road result in
the fewest farm impacts, due to its higher level of
Prime and Important 616 832 859 urbanization. Alternatives 126 and 127 minimize
Farmland (acres) farm impacts compared to the other alternatives
- evaluated, with the exception of Towanda Barnes
I(:naurmb(ztj)tbundlngs 34 42 30 Road alternatives.
Tract Severances 17 14 12
(number)
Tracts with Access
Changes (number of 34 11 9
tracts)
Farms Otherwise Affected 56 100 109
(acres)
Total Right-of-Way "
(acres) 678 1,053 1,078

*Total does not include interchange right-of-way as Alternative 35 was eliminated prior to interchange development.

EAST SIDE HIGHWAY Project Introduction September 30, 2013 PAGE 7




1DE HI

Access Mobility Safety

FACT SHEET

Perception: The ESH is not needed.

Fact: The ESH EA is a planning study. The ESH is being planned to
accommodate Year 2035 traffic. The goal of the EA is to identify a
Preferred Alternative corridor. The intent is to preserve the
corridor by limiting certain types of development in its proposed
path. By planning for the ESH, if or when it is needed, community
impacts and relocations will be lessened. The ESH will not be built
unless the need for it exists in the future. At this time, there are
no funds for construction.

Perception: The ESH will not be used locally.

Fact: The ESH is not intended as a bypass. The purpose of the
proposed ESH is to serve both local and regional travel, increase
mobility, and enhance transportation options on the east side
with an emphasis on serving forecasted/expected growth in the
Bloomington-Normal area. In the future (2035), congestion is
expected to increase on portions of the existing local road system
without an ESH.

Perception: Widening Towanda Barnes Road is the best solution.
Fact: Widening Towanda Barnes Road was included in the range
of alternatives but resulted in disproportionately high impacts to
residences, commercial buildings, and parks when compared to
the other alternatives under consideration. Thus, alternatives
using Towanda Barnes Road were eliminated. Even if Towanda
Barnes Road were constructed to six lanes from |-55 (Towanda)
to I-74 (Downs), the traffic congestion forecasted for 2035 would
not be relieved without an ESH facility.

Perception: The ESH should be located further east, such as along
Lexington-Leroy Road.

Fact: Numerous alternatives that were located to the east of the
remaining alignments were developed and evaluated. These
alternatives were eliminated for a number of reasons, including
the inability to meet the Purpose and Need of the project, which
is to accommodate growth on the east side and address both
local and regional mobility and access. Locating the ESH further
east, such as along Lexington-Leroy Road, would make the ESH
less desirable for local traffic. Some eastern alternatives were
eliminated due to a higher number of farmland impacts in
comparison to other alternatives. The far eastern alternatives
were less compatible with future land use plans and may have
encouraged sprawl or other unintended negative land use
consequences.

Perception: The projected employment and population data is
outdated or not realistic.

Fact: The population and employment forecasts have been
adjusted with the most recent data available (2013). The
forecasts are obtained from national and state agencies (Woods
& Poole Economics, HIS Global Insight, and lllinois Department of
Employment Security) that have no stake in the ESH project.
Based on the revised forecasts, there is continued need to plan
for this project. Independent of the ESH project, population and
traffic are predicted to increase within the study area. The
transportation agencies have a responsibility to plan for orderly

improvement to the infrastructure to accommodate that growth
or the result will be congestion, and the negative impacts that it
brings. According to the U.S. Census Bureau 2012 data, both
Bloomington and Normal are in the top five fastest growing cities
in Illinois.

Perception: The ESH will negatively impact residential areas and
property values.

Fact: Residential displacements and proximity to existing and
planned residential areas are considered when planning the ESH.
Both direct and indirect impacts of the ESH will be analyzed in
detail. This analysis will include acquisition of residences,
farmland conversion, safety, potential impacts to land use, noise
levels, air quality, community impacts, and water quality.
Generally, research has not yielded any definitive property value
impacts from transportation projects. National research has
found that property value benefits may occur for those living
near a transportation facility that provides reduced travel times
and increased accessibility. The impact of the ESH on property
values may vary depending on the location of the property in
proximity to the project.

Perception: The ESH is being initiated by developers, the planning
commission, or engineering firms.

Fact: The ESH EA is being conducted through the joint efforts of
McLean County and the communities of Bloomington and
Normal, who recognize the need for additional future
transportation capacity on the east and southeast sides of the
communities to accommodate forecasted growth. The project
team has not and continues to have no involvement with
developers.

Perception: This project will pave over some of the best farmland
in the U.S. and result in agricultural impacts.

Fact: Agricultural impacts, including adverse travel, severances,
prime farmland acreage, farm outbuildings, farm residences,
uneconomical remnants, and landlocked parcels were evaluated
for the ESH alternatives. The alternatives with the highest
agricultural impacts were eliminated during the alternative
evaluation process. The 2035 Land Use Plan was considered
during the alternative evaluation process. According to the 2035
Land Use Plan, it is expected that much of the area within the
alternatives will be developed by 2035.

Perception: The data used to assess impacts is outdated.

Fact: Flights to obtain aerial images are not flown on a monthly
basis due to cost issues. Therefore, the aerial images shown in
public meeting materials may not show all of the recently
constructed homes on the east side of Bloomington-Normal.
However, the project team conducts field visits of the project
area to gather data on location of new homes, schools, parks, etc.
and update the proposed impacts accordingly. The future phases
of the east side subdivisions are known and considered in the ESH
project. Future parks and schools are included in the analysis;
however these structures must be planned.
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Frequently Asked Questions

How many alternatives currently remain for further consideration?

To date, two Build Alternatives remain that will be studied in detail in the Environmental Assessment Analysis. In addition, the No-Build
Alternative will be included in the Environmental Assessment Analysis and compared against the Build Alternatives. The remaining
alternatives will be evaluated and a Preferred Alternative corridor will be selected. The alternatives can be viewed on an interactive map
on the project website (www.eastsidehighway.com).

When and how will a preferred alternative corridor be selected?

The results of the Environmental Assessment Analysis (which includes community, agricultural, cultural, environmental, and sustainability
impacts and also assesses engineering design) and public comments will be considered when selecting a recommended Preferred
Alternative corridor. The lllinois Department of Transportation (IDOT), Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and McLean County are
responsible for making the final recommendation on the Preferred Alternative corridor. A summary of the public comments and the
recommended Preferred Alternative corridor will be presented to the FHWA and the Federal and State resource agencies in November
2013. At the meeting, each agency representative must give concurrence on the recommended Preferred Alternative corridor in order
for the project to move forward. The resource agencies can choose to select the No Build Alternative as the Preferred Alternative corridor
if they find that the Build Alternatives 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 November
meeting to provide an update on the status of the Preferred Alternative corridor. The Preferred Alternative corridor will be presented to
the public at a Public Hearing.

What type of roadway is recommended?

Three different facility type options were considered for the north-south Build Alternatives: Freeways, Expressways, and Arterials. The
Freeway Option is recommended as the most appropriate facility type for the ESH. It is the best option to accommodate future traffic
volumes, enhance mobility, provide appropriate access, and reduce crash potential.

When will the roadway be constructed?

At present, Phase Il (Detailed Engineering) and Phase Ill (Construction Phase) are not yet funded. One of the reasons for performing the
Phase | (Environmental Assessment) is to determine if the project should go forward. As such, construction funding is often not available
for projects until the Phase | study has been approved by the FHWA. The source of funding for construction has not been determined, but
funding can come from a variety of sources. There are many Federal programs which fund construction projects. Some State funds may
be available, and some funding may come from the County or City.

Who is responsible for maintaining the ESH?

The agency (i.e. IDOT or McLean County) responsible for maintaining the ESH has not yet been determined. That will be determined later
in the project process.

Could the money for the ESH planning study have been used for other purposes such as improving existing roads or
schools?

The funding for this project comes from the “lllinois Jobs Now!” Capital Bill. The Illinois Jobs Now! program specifically identified funds for
preliminary engineering on the ESH. Capital Bill funds can only be used for projects specifically identified by the legislature or the
governor’s office. If the McLean County Board would have voted against studying the project, the funds could not be used elsewhere in
McLean County for any other purpose and cannot be reallocated for use on any other activity.

How will traffic noise be evaluated?

The EA will include a detailed noise assessment for the Preferred Alternative. A detailed noise assessment will identify all sensitive land
uses (residences, parks, schools, etc.) where there is a potential for noise impacts. The assessment will identify existing noise levels and
calculate the change in these levels associated with the preferred alternative. Where noise walls are found to be both reasonable and
feasible, the public and immediate property owners will be notified. A public meeting or hearing will present the results of the traffic
noise analysis and proposed abatement measures. The viewpoints on proposed noise walls will be solicited from residents who would
benefit from the abatement, and the viewpoints determine if a noise wall will be constructed.

September 2013



Stakeholder Meeting Summary

Date

Meeting

Topics Discussed

August 25, 2010

Public Information
Meeting

Project Introduction, EA objectives and schedule, public
involvement process, seek volunteers for the Community
Working Group, seek input on scope, study area, and
community or environmental issues

October 26, 2010

Normal Community High
School

Project Introduction, public involvement process, project
schedule, project team contact information

October 28, 2010 g(r)(r)wargumty Working Introduction to the EA process
December 7, 2010 g(r)cr)r;?umty eIt Purpose & Need overview and alternative brainstorming

December 1, 2010

Watershed Oversight
Committee

The group provided an update of work within the Lake
Bloomington Watershed and to review the Urban
Implementation section of the Lake Bloomington
Watershed Plan.

January 13, 2011

Public Information

Review and seek input on the project’s Purpose and
Need, including population and employment trends, and

Meeting forecasted traffic
January 25, 2011 Community Working Engl'neenng concepts, environmental regulations, and
Group continued alternative development

January 27, 2011

Normal American Legion

Project Introduction, public involvement process, project
schedule, project team contact information

February 16, 2011

Watershed Oversight
Committee

The group provided an update of work within the Lake
Bloomington Watershed and to review the Urban Area
Best Management Practices section of the Evergreen
Lake Watershed Management Plan.

February 21, 2011

Bloomington Kiwanis
Club

Project Introduction, public involvement process, project
schedule, project team contact information

McLean County

Project Introduction, public involvement process, project

March 1, 2011 Transportation schedule, project team contact information
Committee
March 1, 2011 AASR Masons Project Introduction, public involvement process, project

schedule, project team contact information

March 2, 2011

Normal Lions Club #604

Project Introduction, public involvement process, project
schedule, project team contact information

March 10, 2011

Normal Kiwanis Club

Project Introduction, public involvement process, project
schedule, project team contact information

March 30, 2011

Sunset Rotary

Project Introduction, public involvement process, project
schedule, project team contact information

April 10, 2011 Community Warking Alternative consolidation

Group

American Business Project Introduction, public involvement process, project
April 14, 2011 Women’s Association schedule, project team contact information

Heartland Chapter
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Stakeholder Meeting Summary

Date Meeting Topics Discussed
lllinois Society of Project Introduction, public involvement process, project
April 21, 2011 Profes;:lonal Engineers - | schedule, project team contact information
Bloomington-Normal
Chapter
. Downtown Business Project Introduction, public involvement process, project
April 25, 2011 - : . .
Association schedule, project team contact information
. Bloomington Planning Project Introduction, public involvement process, project
April 27, 2011 e ; X .
Commission schedule, project team contact information
May 14, 2011 Community Working Alternative evaluation process
Group
June 7, 2011 Normal City Counci Project Introduction, public involvement process, project

schedule, project team contact information

June 28, 2011

Community Working
Group

Socio-economic update and alternative evaluation

August 18, 2011

Public Information
Meeting

Project review, alternative development, alternative
evaluation to date, seek input on evaluation and
alternatives

September 13,
2011

Bloomington Young
Men'’s Club

Project Introduction, public involvement process,
alternative development and evaluation to date, project
schedule, project team contact information

September 19,
2011

lllinois Wesleyan
University

Project Introduction, public involvement process,
alternative development and evaluation to date, project
schedule, project team contact information

October 20, 2011

Bloomington Rotary

Project Introduction, public involvement process,
alternative development and evaluation to date, project
schedule, project team contact information

November 3, 2011

Normal Kiwanis

Project Introduction, public involvement process,
alternative development and evaluation to date, project
schedule, project team contact information

November 16,
2011

CareerLink’s Workforce
Investment Board

Project Introduction, public involvement process,
alternative development and evaluation to date, project
schedule, project team contact information

December 1, 2011

Community Working
Group

Alignment Analysis and facility type discussion

January 11, 2012

Public Information
Meeting

Alternative evaluation to date, remaining alternatives to
date, roadway facility type, seek public input on meeting
materials

January 12, 2012

American Business
Woman’s Association

Project Introduction, public involvement process,
alternative development and evaluation to date, project
schedule, project team contact information

February 7, 2012

Bloomington Sunrise
Rotary

Project Introduction, public involvement process,
alternative development and evaluation to date, project
schedule, project team contact information
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Stakeholder Meeting Summary

Date

Meeting

Topics Discussed

March 6, 2012

McLean County Farm
Bureau

Discuss the status of the East Side Highway project with
the McLean County Farm Bureau (Farm Bureau) and to
gain understanding of the Farm Bureau’s concerns and
viewpoints.

March 14, 2012

Land Use and Access
Management Focus
Working Group

Brainstorm how an ESH may affect land use and
access, develop list of concerns

March 15, 2012

Sustainability Focus
Working Group

Project history, field study findings, IDOT’s sustainability
manual

March 15, 2012

Alternative Modes Focus
Working Group

IDOT'’s Complete Streets legislation, regional plans and
policies, transit, bicycle and pedestrian travel

Land Use and Access

April 11, 2012 Management Focus Discuss local mobility and farmland operations

Working Group
N Discuss stream buffers, habitat protection, fish passage,
. Sustainability Focus : ) ;

April 30, 2012 . tree preservation, stormwater, detention basins,

Working Group .
bioswales, and porous pavement

Land Use and Access Discuss agricultural mobility, emergency response

May 2, 2012 Management Focus access, residential barriers, noise, west side businesses,
Working Group drainage, safety, and forecasted growth
Northbridge Project Introduction, public involvement process,

May 24, 2012 Homeowner’s alternative development and evaluation to date, project
Association schedule, project team contact information

November 29,
2012

Alternative Modes Focus
Working Group

Local long-range transportation and plans and potential
transit expansion, review preliminary bicycle and
pedestrian trail plan

December 10,
2012

Sustainability Focus
Working Group

Descriptions, benefits, and maintenance requirements of
Best Management Practices

February 7, 2013

Land Use and Access
Management Focus
Working Group

Review alternative and interchange refinements, review
agricultural access location and bike path

February 7, 2013

Alternative Modes Focus
Working Group

Potential crossings over I-55 and I-74, proposed
locations for trail overpasses and underpasses, review
revised preliminary bicycle and pedestrian trail plan

June 6, 2013

Community Working
Group

Environmental Assessment Evaluation

June 19, 2013

Public Information
Meeting

Alternative evaluation process to date, remaining two
alternatives, socioeconomic update, seek public input on
remaining alternatives
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Stakeholder Meeting Summary

Summary of Public Comments from 6/19/13 Public Meeting

The following is a summary of public comments received after Public Information Meeting #5 held on
June 19, 2013. The commenters were asked to provide comments on the remaining two alternative
corridors, Alternative 126 and Alternative 127. Approximately 230 people attended the Public Information
Meeting; 115 comments were received during and after the meeting.

Of the 115 people who submitted comments four were in support of the project. 25 were neutral, and 86
were not in support and/or proposed other alternatives. Of the 86 not in support, 43 stated that they or
their property was affected or impacted by the alternatives.

Of the 115 commenters, nine prefer Alternative 126, 44 Prefer Alternative 127, 57 prefer the No Build
Alternative, 33 proposed different alternatives/refinements, and 29 did not comment on the alternatives
(note the total does not add to 115 because many people had multiple preferences i.e., prefer No Build
and also suggest another alternative be considered).
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Newspaper and Radio Article Archive

Date

Source

Title

June 15, 2010

The Pantagraph and
www.pantagraph.com

$10.4M east-side highway study approved

August 25, 2010

The Pantagraph and
www.pantagraph.com

Volunteers needed for local highway study

October 23, 2010

The Pantagraph and
www.pantagraph.com

B-N traffic surveys to begin

January 13, 2011

The Pantagraph and
www.pantagraph.com

Comments sought today on east-side highway study

January 14, 2011

The Pantagraph and
www.pantagraph.com

Public voices highway concerns

June 6, 2011

The Pantagraph and
www.pantagraph.com

East-side highway corridor sites under review

August 18, 2011

The Pantagraph and
www.pantagraph.com

East-side highway routes concern residents

January 7, 2012

The Pantagraph and
www.pantagraph.com

East side highway down to four proposed options

January 11, 2012

The Pantagraph and
www.pantagraph.com

Meeting on highway options draws 400

February 16, 2012

The Pantagraph and
www.pantagraph.com

Proposed highway, park grant among citizen'’s forum
topics

February 20, 2012

The Pantagraph and
www.pantagraph.com

East-side highway hot topic at meeting

October 4, 2012

The Pantagraph and
www.pantagraph.com

Sorensen: Businesses should back east-side highway

June 19, 2013

The Pantagraph and
www.pantagraph.com

Editorial: Time for your opinions on east-side highway

June 19, 2013

The Pantagraph and
www.pantagraph.com

East-side highway still has doubters

June 19, 2013 WJBC gnd Mixed reactions to 2 Eastside Highway proposals
www.wjbc.com
WJBC and Eastside highway engineers will respond to public

July 7, 2013

www.wjbc.com

comments

August 12, 2013

The Pantagraph and
www.pantagraph.com

Meeting Tuesday to discuss east side highway project

August 13, 2013

The Pantagraph and
www.pantagraph.com

East-side highway foes voice objections

August 13, 2013

WJBC and
www.wjbc.com

Panelists discuss Eastside Highway with public
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Introduction

Project Background

The purpose of the Stakeholder Involvement Plan (SIP) is to provide a guide for
implementing a public involvement plan for the East Side Highway Environmental
Assessment (EA). The project will involve the study and recommendations for a new
transportation facility east of Bloomington-Normal in McLean County, lllinois. The project
study area is identified as follows: 2100 North Road on the north, the 2400 East Road on
the east, and US 51, -39 and Veterans Parkway (I-55 Business) on the west. The south
boundary is defined as approximately the 700 North Road east of Downs, then sloping
south west to the vicinity of the 350 North Road and US 51 intersection.

A 2002 Feasibility Study examined the ability to connect 1-55 to I-74 east of Bloomington-
Normal, Illinois. It explored the impacts of providing a new major facility that would relieve
urban traffic congestion and improve regional access.

A 2009 Corridor Study re-examined the need for a transportation facility on the east side
and concluded that there was warrant for further study in more detail. The Bloomington-
Normal urban area has experienced growth in the metropolitan area and this growth is
expected to continue. This expansion is expected to place stress on all existing
infrastructure networks; transportation, water, sewer, education, etc. A new transportation
improvement is being considered to mitigate the impacts of the new and continued
development on the east side. Considerable public interest was experienced during the
development of the Corridor Study. The SIP will build upon the work performed and the
stakeholder input received during the Corridor Study.

Legal Requirements

The process for this project will meet State and Federal requirements meant to integrate
environmental values and public interaction into transportation improvements. Per
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) guidance, the East Side Highway project will
adhere to the requirements set forth in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the
Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act. A Legacy for Users
(SAFETEA-LU), and Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS).

The FHWA, the lllinois Department of Transportation (IDOT) and McLean County acting
as joint lead agencies on the East Side Highway EA, developed this SIP to meet the
requirements of CSS and to address the Coordination Plan requirements of 23 USC
139(g) within the context of the NEPA process.

1.2.1 National Environmental Policy Act

The FHWA, IDOT, and McLean County will complete EA for the East Side Highway
project in order to satisfy NEPA requirements. The NEPA process requires Federal
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agencies to integrate environmental values into their decision making processes by
considering the environmental impacts of their proposed actions and reasonable
alternatives to these actions. The FHWA is the Federal agency responsible for final
approval of the environmental document. This study and the supporting environmental
documents will be governed by NEPA and state regulatory requirements. NEPA
encourages coordination with the public and resource agencies throughout the project
development process.

1.2.2 NEPA/404 Merger Process

Since the mid-1990’s, lllinois has had a Statewide Implementation Agreement (SIA) in
place that provides for concurrent NEPA and Section 404 (Clean Water Act) processes on
Federal-aid highway projects in lllinois. The purpose of the SIA is to ensure appropriate
consideration of the concerns of the Signatory Agencies as early as practical in highway
project development. The Signatory Agencies are the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE), the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), and the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG). The intent is also to involve
the lllinois Environmental Protection Agency (IEPA), the lllinois Department of Agriculture
(IDOA), and the lllinois Department of Natural Resources (IDNR) at key decision points
early in project development to minimize the potential for unforeseen issues arising during
the NEPA or Section 404 permitting processes.

All Federally funded highway projects that require an Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) or an EA, and require an Individual Permit from the USACE under Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act are processed under the NEPA/404 SIA. The process requires
Signatory Agency concurrence at three key decision points in the NEPA process:

1) Project Purpose and Need
2) Alternatives to be Carried Forward
3) Preferred Alternative

FHWA and IDOT will seek Signatory Agency input and concurrence at these key decision
points in conjunction with public and agency involvement through the CSS process, at
regularly scheduled formal concurrent NEPA/404 meetings.

1.2.3 Clean Water Act

The Clean Water Act (33 USC 881251-1387) was enacted to maintain and restore the
chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the waters of the U.S. Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act states that it is unlawful to discharge dredged or fill material into waters
of the U.S. without first receiving authorization from USACE.

As discussed previously, EIS and EA projects that require an Individual Permit under
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act are processed using the NEPA/404 SIA. Both the
NEPA and Section 404 processes involve the evaluation of alternatives, the assessment
of impacts to resources, and the balancing of resource impacts and project need. Merging
the NEPA and Section 404 permit processes expedites project decision making and
avoids a duplication of work effort
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The Project Study Group (PSG) will provide early and continuing opportunities for public
involvement during the identification of water resources, and during the decision-making
process relating to proposed water resource impacts as regulated under Section 404.

1.2.4 Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for
Users

On August 10, 2005, SAFETEA-LU was passed into law which established additional
requirements for the environmental review process for FHWA and Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) projects (Pub.L. 109-59, 119 Stat. 1144, Section 6002; codified as
23 USC 8139). The environmental review process is defined as the project development
process followed when preparing a document required under NEPA, and any other
applicable Federal law for environmental permit, approval, review or study required for the
transportation project.

The SAFETEA-LU requirements apply to all FHWA and FTA transportation projects
processed as an EIS. The FHWA has the authority under Section 6002 to apply these
requirements to individual projects that are classified as EAs. For EA projects, the
decision to adhere to Section 6002 is made by the FHWA Division Office, with the
concurrence of other lead agencies on a case-by-case basis. The FHWA has confirmed
that the East Side Highway EA will be subject to Section 6002 requirements. 23 USC
8139(g) requires the lead agencies for these projects to develop a Coordination Plan to
structure public and agency participation during the environmental review process.

1.2.5 National Historic Preservation Act

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires Federal agencies to take
into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties and afford the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation a reasonable opportunity to comment on such
undertakings. The Section 106 process seeks to accommodate historic preservation
concerns with the needs of Federal undertakings through consultation among the agency
official and other parties with an interest in the effects of the undertaking on historical
properties, commencing at the early stages of project planning. The goal of consultation
is to identify historic properties potentially affected by the undertaking, assess its effects
and seek ways to avoid, minimize or mitigate any adverse effects on historic properties.
This project is considered a Federal undertaking by FHWA. This document describes
coordination activities that will occur during the project development process to satisfy the
Section 106 requirements.

1.2.6 Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS)

This project is being developed using the principles of CSS per IDOT Context Sensitive
Solutions Policy and Procedural Memorandum 48-06.
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“CSS is an interdisciplinary approach that seeks effective, multi-modal transportation
solutions by working with stakeholders to develop, build and maintain cost-effective
transportation facilities which fit into and reflect the project’s surroundings — its “context”.
Through frequent communication with stakeholders, and a flexible approach to design, the
resulting projects should improve safety and mobility for the traveling public, while seeking
to preserve and enhance the scenic, economic, historic, and natural qualities of the
settings through which they pass.”

The CSS approach will provide stakeholders with the tools and information required to
effectively participate in the study process including providing an understanding of the
NEPA process, transportation planning guidelines, design guidelines, and the relationship
between transportation issues (needs), and project alternatives. In other words, using the
CSS process should provide all project stakeholders a mechanism to share comments or
concerns about transportation objectives and project alternatives, in addition to improving
the ability of the project team to understand and address concerns raised. This integrated
approach to problem solving and decision-making will help build community consensus
and promote involvement through the study process.

As identified in IDOT’'s CSS policies, stakeholder involvement is critical to project success.
The CSS process strives to achieve the following:

Understand stakeholder’s key issues and concerns.

Involve stakeholders in the decision-making process early and often.

Establish an understanding of the stakeholder’s role in the project.

Address all modes of transportation.

Set a project schedule.

Apply flexibility in design to address stakeholder’s concerns whenever possible.

An SIP is critical to the success of CSS principles on a project. This SIP was developed
to meet the requirements of CSS and to address the Coordination Plan requirements of
23 USC 8§139(g) within the context of the NEPA process.

2.0 Goals and Objectives

The purpose of the SIP is to provide a guide for implementing a public involvement plan
for the East Side Highway EA. The SIP:

¢ Identifies the roles and responsibilities of the joint lead agencies.

e |dentifies project stakeholders.

e |dentifies the Cooperating Agencies (CAs) and Participating Agencies (PAs) to be
involved in agency coordination.

e Establishes the timing and type of coordination efforts with stakeholders, CAs,
PAs and the public.

e Defines the process for Project Development Activities.

The SIP, by its very nature, is a work in progress and thus subject to revision anytime
events warrant.
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Agency and Public Participation

Joint Lead Agencies

Per SAFETEA-LU, the joint-lead agencies for this project are FHWA, IDOT, and McLean
County. As joint lead agencies, they are responsible for managing the environmental
review process and preparing the environmental document for the project.

Agency Name Role Other Project Roles Responsibilities
Federal Highway Lead Federal Agency * NEPA/404 Agency * Manage Environmental Review Process
Administration *PSG * Prepare EA

* Provide opportunity for public and
Participating/Cooperating Agency

involvement
lllinois Department of Joint-Lead Agency * NEPA/404 Agency * Manage Environmental Review Process
Transportation *PSG * Prepare EA

* Provide opportunity for public and
Participating/Cooperating Agency
involvement

environmental data
*Manage CSS Process

McLean County Joint-Lead Agency PSG *Prepare EA

* Provide opportunity for public and
Participating/Cooperating Agency
involvement

environmental data
*Manage CSS Process

3.2

3.3

Cooperating Agencies

Per NEPA, a Cooperating Agency is any Federal agency that has jurisdiction by law or
special expertise with respect to any environmental impact involved in a proposed project.
A State or local agency of similar qualifications or, when the effects are on lands of tribal
interest, a Native American tribe, may by agreement with FHWA, IDOT, and McLean
County be a Cooperating Agency. Cooperating Agencies are permitted to, by request of
the lead agencies, assume responsibility for developing information and preparing
environmental analyses for topics about which they have special expertise. Furthermore,
they may adopt, without re-circulating, a lead agencies’ NEPA document when, after an
independent review of the document, they conclude that their comments and suggestions
have been satisfied. See Appendix B for a list of Cooperating Agencies and their roles
and responsibilities.

Participating Agencies

Per SAFETEA-LU, a Participating Agency is any Federal, state, tribal, regional, and local
government agency that may have an interest in the project. By definition, all Cooperating
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Agencies listed in Appendix B will also be considered Participating Agencies. However,
not all Participating Agencies will serve as Cooperating Agencies. A list of Participating
Agencies and their roles and responsibilities can be found in Appendix C.

3.4 Section 106 Consulting Parties

The FHWA is responsible for involving consulting parties in findings and determination
made during the section 106 process. The section 106 regulations identify the following
parties as having consultative role in the section 106 process:

a) State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)

b) Indian Tribes and Native Hawaiian Organizations

c) Representatives of local governments

d) Applicants for Federal assistance, permits, licenses and other approvals

e) Individuals and organizations with a demonstrated interest in the undertaking

The FHWA has worked with IDOT and the SHPO to identify potential section 106
consulting parties, which are listed in the Appendix C. Individuals or organizations may
request to become a consulting party for this project by contacting David Speicher by
email david.speicher@illinois.gov. Consulting parties may provide input on key decision
points in the section 106 process, including the project's Area of Potential Effect,
determination of eligibility and finding of effect, and if applicable, consulting to avoid
adverse effects to historic properties.

The FHWA and IDOT will utilize IDOT’s public involvement procedures under NEPA to
fulfill the Section 106 public involvement requirements.

3.5 Project Study Group

Per IDOT’s CSS procedures, a PSG has been formed. The PSG is an interdisciplinary
technical team, for developing the East Side Highway EA project. The PSG will make the
ultimate project recommendations to the leadership of FHWA, IDOT, and McLean County.
The disciplines within the PSG, which will depend on the context of the project, may
include individuals and agencies that participated in the Corridor Study. The membership
of the PSG is not static and will evolve as the understanding of the project’s context does.

The primary objectives of the PSG include:

Expedite the project development process.

Identify and resolve project development issues.

Promote partnership with stakeholders to address identified project needs.
Work to develop consensus among stakeholders.

Provide project recommendations to the joint lead agencies.

Based on initial project scope and its apparent context components, the persons listed in
Appendix D will form the PSG for the East Side Highway EA.
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Stakeholders

Per CSS procedures, a stakeholder is anyone who could be affected by the project and
has a stake in its outcome. This will include property owners, business owners, State and
local officials, special interest groups, and motorists who utilize the facility. The role of the
stakeholders is to advise the PSG and the joint lead agencies. The PSG will consider
stakeholder input when making project decisions.

Advisory Groups

Advisory groups are a subset of the stakeholders list. These groups focus on specific
issues affecting specific parts of the community, such as business interests or
neighborhood residents. If recommended by the stakeholders and determined necessary
by the PSG, advisory groups may be formed for this project. The membership of the
advisory groups may include prior participants from the Corridor Study advisory groups
and new participants.

Each group will have a defined role during the study process and are essential to the CSS
process. In general, the role of the advisory groups will be to provide input in addition to
assisting the PSG with building overall consensus as the project moves forward. Advisory
groups may include a Community Working Group (CWG) and Focus Working Groups
(FWG). The hierarchy or the advisory groups as they relate to the PSG and the various
agencies described in Section 3.0 is identified on the following page.

Community Working Group (CWG)

The CWG is comprised of the individual community’s stakeholders identified by the PSG,
as well as those individuals or groups expressing an interest in serving on the committee.
Certain agencies identified as Participating Agencies will most likely be a member of one
of these CWGs. CWG involvement is critical to the CSS process. The role of the CWG is
to advise the PSG, which will consider CWG input when making project decisions.

The CWGs will be working committees. Typically, CWG meetings will have a workshop
format. Throughout the design and planning process the CWG members will be required
to participate in a number of workshop-style exercises developed to solicit input and
garner consensus from the members when managing community issues; addressing
design/environmental and technical issues; as well as defining proposed design
alternatives. A chairperson of this group may be elected to serve as a community liaison
to the PSG. The chair person would be selected by CWG consensus and would attend
PSG meetings on as as-needed basis.

A list of CWG members will be maintained throughout this project in Appendix E of this
SIP. As CWG groups are formed the table will be populated.

Focus Working Group (FWG)
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The FWG is a specific and structured form of an advisory group with specific interests and
knowledge, e.g., aesthetics, historical, agricultural, environmental resources,
sustainability, etc. They are assembled to review specific planning and design materials
and advise the PSG at key milestones, before the information is finalized. FWGs will be
formed for this project as necessary. Members of the focus groups may serve on the
CWG.

A Table of FWG members and their contact information will be maintained throughout this
project in Appendix F of this SIP as necessary.

Figure 1: Agency/Advisory Group Hierarchy

Joint Lead Agencies

Cooperating
Agencies

Participating
Agencies

Project Study
Group (PSG)

Advisory
Groups

a o\’
Stakeholders

50 Ground Rules for Stakeholder Involvement
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All stakeholders will operate under a set of ground rules that form the basis for the
respectful interaction of all parties involved in this process. The ground rile may be
changed at any time based on stakeholder input. The ground rules are as follows:

a) Allinput from all participants in the process is valued and considered.

b) All participants will come to the process with an open mind and participate openly
and honestly.

¢) All participants in the process will treat each other with respect and dignity.

d) The project must progress at a reasonable pace based on the original project
schedule.

e) The role of the CWG is to advise the PSG. A consensus of CWG and FWG
concurrence is sought prior to project decisions. Consensus is defined as a majority
of the stakeholders in agreement with the minority agreeing that their input was duly
considered. The PSG will fully consider all CWG, FWG, and stakeholder input when
making project decisions. The list of CWG and FWG members is subject to change
at any time as events warrant.

f) All decisions of the joint lead agencies must be made in a clear, transparent manner
and stakeholders should agree that their input was duly considered.

g) Project milestones (Purpose & Need, Range of Alternatives) will not be altered once
concurrence has been granted unless substantial new information becomes
available.

6.0 Project Development Activities and Stakeholder Involvement

6.1

6.2

The intent of the public involvement requirements of NEPA, SAFETEA-LU, and CSS is to
involve the stakeholders early and throughout the project development process. The
following section details the steps that will be followed to develop the EA and the
opportunities for stakeholder involvement. As of January 2011, one Public Information
Meeting (PIM) was held on August 25, 2010, and the second PIM was held on January
13, 2011.

Develop Draft SIP

The draft SIP sets the framework for how the joint lead agencies will develop the project
and how the stakeholders and the public will interact with the joint lead agencies and
provide input into the project. The draft SIP identifies the list of potential stakeholders in
the project, potential Cooperating and Participating Agencies, which may change as the
project advances and additional stakeholders are identified. The key coordination points,
including which agency is responsible for activities during that coordination point are
identified in Appendix H.

Project Initiation Letter

The joint lead agencies have submitted the Project Initiation Letter to prepare an EA for
this project.
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6.3 Cooperating and Participating Agency Invitation Letters

FHWA will send invitations to Federal agencies identified as potential Cooperating or
Participating Agencies, and any non-Federal agency that is identified as a potential
Cooperating Agency. IDOT will send invitation letters to all State and local agencies
identified as potential Participating Agencies.

IDOT and FHWA will send the letters after FHWA and IDOT agree to the draft SIP. The
invitation letters will include information sufficient for the agencies to determine if they
have any jurisdiction or authority, special expertise or interest related to the project.

Federal agencies invited to participate will automatically be treated as Participating
Agencies unless they submit in writing by hardcopy or email to FHWA or IDOT that they:

1. Have no jurisdiction or authority with respect to the project;
2. Have no expertise or information relevant to the project; and
3. Do notintend to submit comments on the project.

Non-Federal agencies must respond to the invitation in writing by hardcopy or email within
the specified timeframe (ho more than 30 days) in order to be recognized as Participating
Agencies. If FHWA and IDOT disagree with an invited agency declining to participate,
FHWA and IDOT will attempt to resolve the disagreement through established dispute
resolution procedures (see Section 10).

Agencies not initially invited to participate or that have declined an invitation to participate
may become involved for several reasons listed below:

- an invited agency declines to participate, but the lead agencies think the
invited agency has jurisdiction or authority over the project which will effect
decision making

- an agency declines invitation, but new information indicates that the agency
indeed has authority, jurisdiction, special expertise, or relevant project
information

- an agency declines invitation and later wants to participate, then the agency
should be invited to participate, but previous decisions will not be revisited

- an agency was unintentionally left out and now wants to participate, the
agency would be invited. FHWA and IDOT will determine whether previous
decisions need to be revisited

Any agency that declines to be a Participating Agency may still comment on a project
through established public involvement opportunities.

It is the responsibility of Participating Agencies to provide timely input throughout the
environmental review process. Failure of Participating Agencies to raise issues in a timely
manner may result in these comments not receiving the same consideration as those
received at the appropriate time. FHWA and IDOT will address late comments only when
doing so will not substantially disrupt the process and established timelines. If a
Participating Agency disagrees with the methodologies FHWA and IDOT propose, they
must describe a preferred alternative methodology and explain why they prefer the
alternative methodology.
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6.4 Agency and Stakeholder Scoping

Scoping is a formal coordination process required by the NEPA regulations which
determines the scope of issues to be addressed, and identifies the significant issues
related to the proposed action. Scoping can be done by letter, phone or formal meeting.
Scoping will initiate the stakeholder involvement process and involve both affected
agencies and interested public. The early coordination of the scoping process melds with
the principles of CSS and provides an introduction of the project to stakeholders. Agency
and public scoping will be conducted concurrently.

6.4.1 Agencies

IDOT will conduct scoping activities with State and Federal Resource Agencies as
follows: the project was introduced to State and Federal Environmental Resource
Agencies at the September 2010 NEPA/404 merger meeting and by correspondence
thereafter.

McLean County, with input from FHWA and IDOT, will be responsible for developing
impact assessment methodologies to be utilized in the environmental analyses for the
project. McLean County will assume primary responsibility for providing the
methodologies to the Cooperating and Participating Agencies for their review and
comment. FHWA, IDOT, and McLean County will consider the input of the agencies in
developing the methodologies; however, the environmental review process does not
require agency consensus on the methods chosen. FHWA, IDOT, and McLean County
will determine the level of detail for the analysis. FHWA, IDOT, and McLean County
intend this phase of the environmental review process to occur during scoping.

6.4.2 Stakeholders

The PSG will conduct scoping activities with the general public in the form of a Public
Information Meeting (PIM) held in the project study area. The purpose of the first PIM,
held on August 25, 2010, was to introduce the project to public stakeholders, gather any
additional information on issues and concerns in the project study corridor, and present
the Purpose and Need (P&N) previously drafted in the Corridor Study.

The PSG also solicited members for future involvement in the CWG. The content of the
meeting re-iterated the roles of the stakeholders in the process, discussed the ground
rules of participation, and provided a detailed description of the IDOT project development
process. An explanation of potential environmental issues was identified and addressed
during the development of the project.

As of September, 2010, the PSG is in the process of conducting scoping activities with
State Legislators, Federal Legislators, City Councils, Mayors, City Managers, Economic
Development Directors, Chamber of Commerce representatives, and any local, regional,
statewide, or national groups with potential interest in the project as follows:

e Scoping Meetings: The purpose of these meetings is to share general
information regarding the project and to gather input to assist in identifying and
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focusing on the important issues related to the project. Scoping meetings will be
conducted concurrent with kick-off meetings and initial PSG meetings.

e Scoping Package: In addition to meetings, a scoping package will be sent to
invited agencies. The scoping package will include an introduction to
stakeholders of the CSS approach, presentation of the project timeframe and SIP
for their review and comment, an explanation of advisory groups that will be
formed and an explanation of their roles and responsibilities. The PSG will seek
suggestions on who should be members of these advisory groups.

Purpose and Need

Based on information gathered during the scoping process, the PSG will update the
project P&N document developed during the Corridor Study. The PSG provided an
opportunity for the Participating Agencies and the general public to provide input into the
updated P&N at the first PIM during the scoping process and an opportunity to review the
final P&N document at the second PIM. McLean County will send the Participating
Agencies a copy of the draft P&N statement for their review and comment. The comment
period will be 30 days.

The PSG will then take the input received and make any identified refinements to the P&N
statement. If major changes are made to the P&N statement at this point, additional
advisory group meetings may be required. If additional meetings are not required, then
FHWA, IDOT, and McLean County will take the P&N to the next scheduled NEPA/404
meeting for agency concurrence. Upon obtaining concurrence from the NEPA/404
merger agencies, the P&N will be considered finalized for inclusion in the EA. Ultimately,
FHWA is responsible for the final decision on the P&N.

Alternatives Analysis

Following concurrence on the P&N, the PSG will work with the advisory groups to develop
the reasonable range of alternatives. This would include the need to incorporate multi-
modal transportation solutions. An opportunity for the Participating Agencies and the
general public to provide input into the Alternatives to be Carried Forward will be provided.
A PIM will be held to share the results of technical studies and the input received from the
advisory groups. McLean County will provide Participating Agencies a copy of the draft
Alternatives to be Carried Forward for their review and comment. The comment period
will be 30 days.

The PSG will take the input received from these efforts and make any additional
refinements to the Alternatives to be Carried Forward. If major changes are made to the
Alternatives to be Carried Forward, additional advisory group meetings may be required.
If additional meetings are not required, the joint lead agencies and the FHWA will take the
Alternatives to be Carried Forward to the next scheduled NEPA/404 merger meeting.
Upon obtaining concurrence from the NEPA/404 merger agencies, the alternatives to be
carried forward will be considered finalized for inclusion in the EA. FHWA, IDOT, and
McLean County will consider input of the public and the agencies; however, the
environmental review process does not require agency and public consensus on the
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range of alternatives chosen. Ultimately, FHWA is responsible for the final decision on the
Alternatives to be Carried Forward.

Preferred Alternative

Input from stakeholders will be considered by FHWA, IDOT, and McLean County to make
a decision on the selection of the Preferred Alternative and preliminary mitigation
measures. The PSG will present the Preferred Alternative to the advisory groups to obtain
consensus. The selection of the Preferred Alternative and preliminary mitigation measures
will be presented at public meetings. The final Preferred Alternative will be reached by
consensus from the PSG, considering input from stakeholders.

The PSG will then take the input received at these meetings and make any further needed
refinements to the Preferred Alternative. If major changes are recommended to the
Preferred Alternative, additional advisory group meetings may be required. If additional
meetings are not required, FHWA, IDOT, and McLean County will take the Preferred
Alternative to the next scheduled NEPA/404 meeting for agency concurrence on the
Preferred Alternative. Upon obtaining concurrence from the NEPA/404 merger agencies,
the Preferred Alternative will be considered finalized for inclusion in the EA. Ultimately
FHWA and IDOT will consider public and agency input in selecting the Preferred
Alternative; however, the environmental review process does not require agency
consensus on the Preferred Alternative.

EA Preparation

McLean County and IDOT will prepare the EA in cooperation with FHWA. The Preferred
Alternative will be identified in the EA. Approval of the EA lies solely with FHWA. IDOT
will be responsible for circulating the EA for the 30-day waiting period. No sooner than
fifteen (15) days after FHWA approves the EA, McLean County will hold a Public Hearing
which will be advertised in local newspapers and on the project website. Any comments
received during the waiting period will be answered by letter.

Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI)

If it is determined that the Preferred Alternative will result in no significant impacts to the
environment, a FONSI will be prepared to conclude the process and document the
decision. The FONSI document is a statement describing the reasons for determining
there are no significant impacts, and includes the EA, modified to reflect all applicable
comments and responses, by reference. No formal public circulation of the FONSI is
required, but the state clearinghouse must be notified of the availability of the FONSI. In
addition, FHWA recommends that the public be notified through notices in local
newspapers. If the FHWA makes a determination at any time during the project that
environmental resource impacts are significant and the preparation of an EIS is required,
a FONSI will not be issued.
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Limitations on Claims

SAFETEA-LU Section 6002 includes a provision limiting the time period to 180 days on
claims against Federal agencies for certain environmental and other approval actions,
provided this Statute of Limitations (SOL) notification is published in the Federal
Register. The SOL applies to a permit, license, or a specified approval action such as an
action related to a transportation project. See PART A on page 44 of the FHWA/FTA
SAFETEA-LU Environmental Review Process Final Guidance (November 2006) for the
FHWA Process for Implementing the Statute of Limitations. The SAFETEA-LU
Environmental Review Process Final Guidance (November 2006) is available on the
FHWA website at www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/strming/es2safetealu.asp#sec 6002.
IDOT intends to publish this 180 day SOL notice for the East Side Highway EA.

Additional Methods for Involving Stakeholders

In addition to the input opportunities identified above, other opportunities will be afforded
to stakeholders and the public throughout the development of the EA. Those additional
opportunities may include, but are not limited to the following activities:

Community Groups Briefings

Presentations to community/civic groups, business groups, or other interested groups or
organizations over the course of the EA process will be used as an opportunity to
introduce the project, provide project updates, and receive public input on the project.
Those meetings may include presentations to the local Farm Bureau, the local Rotary,
Kiwanis, or Lions Club, church groups, or town councils. Groups will be encouraged to
attend public meetings and provide written comments.

Identification of Special Outreach Areas

Constituents requiring special outreach to ensure they have access to information and the
opportunity to make comments, regardless of their race, religion, age, income or disability,
will be identified in the project area. Identification of these populations will include using
census data or information obtained from groups or organizations known to have
knowledge of these populations.

Media Relations

Local newspapers, radio and television stations will be identified for use in disseminating
information about the project. Notices and reminders of project meetings will be sent to
these media outlets in advance of public meetings. PSG members may appear on public
broadcasting outlets such City Vision or make themselves available for radio or
newspaper interviews on WJBC or with the Pantagraph, respectively, to generate public
interest in the project.
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Project Newsletters

Project newsletters will be prepared to keep the project area residents, business and
property owners, interested citizens, civic groups, schools, local agency officials, and local
public officials, and all stakeholders informed of the status of the project. Newsletters will
be published at appropriate project milestones.

Project Website Content

The website for the project will be maintained throughout the duration of the project as a
means of transmitting information and gathering input. The website will be updated with
newsletters, public meeting announcements and transcripts, and other project information
as needed. The public will be able to download presentation exhibits and project maps.
Other web-tools to be used will include a public comment service for collecting comments
online through the project website. For continuity, the project website address will remain
the same as the Corridor Study Website: www.eastsidehighway.com.

Frequently Asked Questions

To provide direct answers to some of the most Frequently Asked Questions (FAQSs) posed
by the public, FAQ sheets will be prepared and will be distributed via the project website
and hardcopies will be available at briefings, public meetings and other public involvement
events. These questions/answers will be updated as new information becomes available
and based upon stakeholder comments, inquiry, and input.

Comment Forms

Comment forms will be provided at all public meetings and smaller group meetings to
encourage participants to provide their comments on the project. An electronic comment
form will also be available on the project website, providing visitors the opportunity to send
comments to the project team.

Comments may be provided in writing or electronically. Comments will be accepted at
any time during the EA process. All comments will be reviewed and incorporated as
appropriate.

Project Informational Materials

An information packet will be prepared early in the study process to provide an overview
of the ESH study and the EA process. The information will cover the entire general EA
process so that it may be used throughout the length of the project. The packet will be in
a reader-friendly-format, incorporate graphics, and avoid excessive use of technical terms.

A fact sheet will be prepared to provide ESH study information, address misperceptions
about the study, and list Frequently Asked Questions. The fact sheet will be in a reader
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friendly format and avoid use of excessive technical terms. The fact sheet may be
updated or new versions may be produced as the project proceeds.

The information packet and fact sheet will be distributed to key target stakeholders as
listed in Appendix K. The stakeholder list will be maintained and updated throughout the
duration of the project. Contacts on the list may be notified of upcoming meetings via mail
or email.

8.0 Modification of the SIP

FHWA, IDOT, and McLean County will provide updated versions of the SIP to all
stakeholders, as necessary. Agency contact information may require updating as staffing
changes over time. FHWA and IDOT ask that Cooperating and Participating Agencies
provide notification if staffing and contact information changes.

FHWA, IDOT, and McLean County will develop the timeline to be included in Appendix | of
the SIP. Formal agency concurrence in the schedule is not required. Only the FHWA,
IDOT, and McLean County may modify the established periods identified in the SIP. They
may lengthen the established periods only for good cause and must document the
reasons for the lengthening in the administrative record. FHWA, IDOT, and McLean
County may only shorten the established review periods in the SIP with the concurrence
of affected Participating and Cooperating Agencies. IDOT will document the Cooperating
and Participating Agency concurrence in the administrative record.

IDOT will maintain a record of modifications to the SIP. FHWA, IDOT, and McLean County
will make this record available to all involved agencies and the public upon request.

9.0 Public Availability of the SIP

IDOT will make the current SIP available to the public at project meetings and on the
project website. Availability and notification will follow the public involvement procedures
established in the Context Sensitive Solutions Policy for lllinois and the Public
Involvement Guidelines in the IDOT Bureau of Design and Environment Manual (Chapter
19) available on the IDOT website at www.dot.state.il.us/desenv/bdemanual.html.

10.0Agency Dispute Resolution

FHWA, IDOT, and McLean County are committed to working with all agencies in the
environmental review process to identify project issues early and seek consensus on
disagreements.

This section describes the overall project dispute resolution process that will be used by

FHWA, IDOT, and McLean County as part of the project stakeholder involvement
program. Additionally, FHWA, IDOT, and McLean County will follow the existing dispute
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resolution process outlined as part of the NEPA/404 Merger agreement for resolving
issues with Signatory Agencies.

FHWA, IDOT, and McLean County are committed to building stakeholder consensus for
project decisions. However, if an impasse has been encountered after making good-faith
efforts to address unresolved concerns, FHWA, IDOT, and McLean County may proceed
to the next stage of project development without reaching consensus. FHWA, IDOT, and
McLean County will notify agencies of their decision and a proposed course of action.
FHWA, IDOT, and McLean County may propose using an informal or formal dispute
resolution process as described below.

Informal Dispute Resolution Process

In the case of an unresolved dispute between the agencies, FHWA, IDOT, and McLean
County will notify all agencies of their decision and proposed course of action. The
decision to move an action forward without consensus does not eliminate an agency’s
statutory or regulatory authorities, or their right to elevate the dispute through established
agency dispute resolution procedures. FHWA, IDOT, and McLean County recognize and
accept the risk of proceeding on an action without receiving a Signatory Agency’s
concurrence and will work with any agency to attempt to resolve a dispute.

Formal Dispute Resolution Process

23 USC 8139(h) established a formal dispute resolution procedure for the environmental
review process. This process is only intended for use on disputes that may delay a project
or result in the denial of a required approval or permit for a project. Only the project
sponsors or the lllinois State Governor may initiate this formal process; they are
encouraged to exhaust all other measures to achieve resolution prior to initiating this
process.

Appendix J contains a copy of a diagram illustrating the formal dispute resolution process
included in the FHWA/FTA SAFETEA-LU Environmental Review Process Final Guidance
(November 2006) and available on the FHWA website at
www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/strming/es2safetealu.asp#sec _6002.

(Flow chart for schedule of involvement activities to be added later.)
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Appendix A: Project Study Area Map
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Appendix B: List of Cooperating Agencies, Roles, and Responsibilities

The stakeholders include the co-lead(s), Cooperating, and Participating Agencies that have agreed to
take part in the development of the proposed project and whose contact information is listed in
Appendices B and C. The Contact Person is the agency representative that is responsible for attending
project meetings and reviewing environmental documents.

Provide comments on purpose and
need, methodologies, range of
alternatives, & preferred alternative

Requested Other S
Agency Name Role Response Roles Responsibilities Contact
U.S. Environmental Cooperating NEPA/404 Signatory | Section 404 permit jurisdiction; Kenneth Westlake
Protection Agency Agency environmental reviews; wetlands.

Agency

lllinois Department of Cooperating None Fish & wildlife resources; endangered Steve Hamer

Natural Resources Agency & threatened species; natural areas &
nature preserves; wetlands; prairies;
forests. Provide comments on
purpose and need, methodologies,
range of alternatives & preferred
alternative

U.S. Army Corps of Cooperating NEPA/404 Signatory

Engineers Agency

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Cooperating NEPA/404 Signatory

Service Agency

lllinois Department of Cooperating None

Agriculture Agency

lllinois Environmental Cooperating None

Protection Agency Agency

lllinois Historic Cooperating None

Preservation Agency Agency

Section 106 Cooperating None

June 2012, SIP
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Appendix C: List of Participating Agencies, Roles, and Responsibilities
Requested Otr_]er A
Agency Name Role Response Project Responsibilities Contact
Roles
Federal Agencies
Natural Resources Participating
Conservation Agency
Service
Advisory Council Participating
on Historic Agency
Preservation
Federal Participating
Aeronautics Agency
Administration/
lllinois Division of
Aeronautics
Local/{County Agencies|
City of Bloomington | Participating
Agency
Bloomington- Participating
Normal Public Agency
Transit System
Town of Normal Participating
Agency
Village of Towanda | Participating
Agency
Village of Downs Participating
Agency
Townships Participating
Agency
Hudson Township Participating
Agency
Money Creek Participating
Township Agency
Normal Township Participating
Agency
Towanda Township | Participating
Agency
Bloomington Participating
Township Agency
Bloomington Participating
Township Fire Agency
District
Bloomington Participating
Township Public Agency
Water Distribution
Old Town Participating
Township Agency
Randolph Participating
Township Agency
Randolph Participating
Township Fire Agency
District
Downs Township Participating
Agency
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Agency Name

Contact Person/Title

Federal Highway Administration

Heidi Liske

McLean County

Eric Schmitt

City of Bloomington

James Karch

Town of Normal

Gene Brown

McLean County Regional Planning
Commission

Paul Russell

lllinois Department of Transportation —
District 5

Darla Latham

Clark Dietz, Inc.

Jerry Payonk
Project Manager

HDR Engineering

John Lazzara
Environmental Assessment

Huff & Huff Engineering

Linda Huff
Environmental Lead

June 2012, SIP

23



Appendix E: Community Working Group

East Side Highway EA
Stakeholder Involvement Plan

Name Interest Area
Mark Hines Agriculture
Frank Wieting Agriculture
Jerry Erb Bicyclists
Andy Shirk Business
Dave Rasmussen Business

Charlie Moore

Economic Development

Ken Springer

Economic Development

Gary Niehaus

Education

Curt Simonson

Education

Sarah Franks

Emergency Services

Angelo Capparella

Environmental

Nancy Armstrong

Environmental

Charles L. Rohrbaugh

Environmental

Terry Giannoni

Government

Carol Reitan

Homeowner/Resident

Arthur Eiff

Homeowner/Resident

Bruce Naffziger

Homeowner/Resident

Melvyn Jeter Homeowner/Resident
Eric Penn Labor

Mike Matejka Labor

Rusty Thomas Law Enforcement
Robert Wall Law Enforcement
John Kennedy Parks

Mike Steffa Parks

Kent Bohnhoff

Soil & Water Conservation District

Carl Olsen Transportation
Bernie Anderson Utilities
Tim Muellenberg Utilities
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Land Use and Access Management FWG

Name

Affiliation

William Brummel

Homeowner/Resident

Guy DiCiaula

Bloomington Normal Area Home Builders

Terry Giannoni

Government - Money Creek Township

Curtis Hawk McLean County Emergency
Management Agency
Mike Humer Normal Fire Department

John Kennedy

Homeowner/Resident

Charlie Moore

McLean County Chamber of Commerce

Jeanette Otis

Homeowner/Resident

James Pearson

Homeowner/Resident

Dave Rasmussen

State Farm

Larry Reeser

Homeowner/Resident

Randy Shaalb Homeowner/Resident
Mike Swartz McLean County Farm Bureau
Rusty Thomas Sherriff Department
Jeff Trimble Homeowner/Resident
Robert Wall Bloomington Police Department
Frank Weiting Homeowner/Resident
Sustainability FWG
Name Affiliation
Joan Brehm ISU
Aaron Carr Homeowner/Resident

Angelo Capparella

ISU, Friends of Kickapoo Creek, JWP
Audubon

Tom Haynes

ISU

Jan Holder

Friends of Kickapoo Creek

John Kennedy

City of Bloomington

David Lamb

City of Bloomington

Missy Nergard

ISU

Dale Strain

Homeowner/Resident

Robin Weaver

Town of Normal
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Alternative Modes FWG

Name

Affiliation

Dan Anderson

McLean County Wheelers

Christine Brown

Homeowner/Resident

Mercy Davison

Town of Normal

Laura Dick

SHOWBUS

Scott Douglas

Homeowner/Resident

Jerry Erb

League of lllinois Bicyclists

Mike James

Village of Downs

Andrew Johnson

BNPTS

Diane Quijano

Homeowner/Resident

Mike Steffa

McLean County Parks

Bob Williams

Homeowner/Resident
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Appendix G: Revisions to the SIP

| Version |  Date Revision Description
1 5/11/11 Updated Appendix E
2 5/2/12 Added stakeholder ground rule g to Section 5.0.

June 2012, SIP

Updated Section 7.1, 7.6, and 7.7 and added Section 7.8
Updated Appendix F
Added Appendix K
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Coordination Point

Requirement

§6002 | NEPA | CsSs

Action

Agency Responsible

IDOT/County | FHWA

Remarks

1. Project Initiation Activities

1.0 Project Initiation . . Send project initiation letter to FHWA Division Administrator . . This is the first step in the entire process. IDOT submits this letter to FHWA prior to performing any work on the
project.

11 Formation of Project Study Group Identify members of the PSG PSG is formed prior to any other work being completed on the project. The PSG is an interdisciplinary technical

. team. The PSG will make project recommendation to the leaders of IDOT and FHWA.

1.2 Establish Timeframe Agreement . Develop specific timeframe for this project ‘ . A Timeframe will be established and agreed to by FHWA and IDOT.

1.3 Identify Stakeholders, Participating PSG identifies preliminary stakeholders list, PAs and CAs to receive FHWA and IDOT, as joint lead agencies, must agree upon the content of the SIP before it is released externally.
Agencies (PAs) and Cooperating invitations, and then develops the SIP that includes all items required to Specific information that will be included in the SIP include: scoping activities, Development of the P&N,
Agencies CAs, and Develop Stakeholder . be part of a Coordination Plan by 6002 . identification of the range of alternatives, collaboration on methodologies, , identification of the preferred
Involvement Plan (SIP) alternative, completion of the EA, FONSI, and other permits or approvals.

2. Agency and Public Coordination

2.0 Invite Cooperating and Participating Send invitation letters to PAs and CAs. IDOT invites all state PAs and CAs. FHWA invites Federal PAs and CAs and Tribes with an interest in the project
Agencies (CA's and PA's) . . . area. Environmental Resource Agencies (ERAs) that are not CAs will most likely be PAs.

2.1a | Agency Scoping Invite and hold introductory meetings with identified agency The purpose of these meetings is to share information regarding the project status and next steps and to gather

stakeholders. input. Meetings may be held with State Legislators, Federal Legislators, City Councils, Mayors, City Managers,
. Economic Development Directors, Chamber of Commerce representatives, State and Federal Resource Agencies
and any local, regional, statewide, or national groups with potential interest in the project.

2.1b Prepare scoping materials. Send Scoping Package. A Scoping package will be sent to the invited CA's and PA's for their review. The scoping package will include an
introduction to stakeholders of the CSS approach, presentation of the project timeframe and SIP for their review

. . . and comment, an explanation of advisory groups that will be formed and an explanation of their roles and
responsibilities and draft Methodologies for environmental resource evaluation.

2.1c Invite ERAs to participated in Agency Scoping This task will gather information and input from the ERAs. In addition to typical environmental scoping activities,
this meeting will explain the CSS process, present the agreed to timeframe and SIP for input, explain the advisory

. . . . groups, their roles and responsibilities (CWG, FWG, NEPA/404,...) and the ERAS' roles and responsibilities in
these groups, and how the ERAs will be involved throughout this process. IDOT will provide proposed methods
on environmental surveys & analyses and solicit agency input on these methods. This scoping may be done by
correspondence after the project introduction.

2.2 Public Scoping Invite public to Public Scoping/Information Meeting; hold Public This meeting will be an introduction to public stakeholders and will gather scoping input from the general public.

Scoping/Information Meeting In addition, the timeframe and SIP would be presented for review and comment, CSS would be explained,

. . formation of advisory groups (CWG. FWG) and the public’s roles and responsibilities. Volunteers to serve on the
advisory groups will be solicited at this meeting. This meeting will be held in three geographical areas in the
project corridor.

2.3 Formation of Stakeholder Groups PSG identifies members of Stakeholder Groups Volunteers from the Public Information meetings will be contacted to confirm their interest in serving on an
advisory group. Other stakeholders including but not limited to emergency services, transit, schools, agricultural,
business will also be contacted by the PSG to serve on advisory groups (CWG, FWG).

3. Purpose and Need Development
3.1 PSG Meeting Convene PSG Meeting; Consultant prepares: overview of updated P&N The following will occur at this meeting: 1) Consultant prepare and present a draft updated P&N; 2) Refine and
which was developed with stakeholder input during the Corridor Study. reach PSG consensus on P&N in preparation for presenting to public, PAs and CAs (this may involve multiple
versions of the P&N and review outside of this meeting; and 3) Discuss next Public Meeting.
. This task may require one or more meetings of the PSG.

3.2 Stakeholder Briefing and Public Provide opportunity for the general public, PAs and CAs to be involved At this meeting, the draft project P&N will be presented for input. The information that will be presented at this
Information Meeting in the development of the P&N meeting will also be sent to the PAs and CAs asking for their input as well. This meeting will serve as meeting the

. . ‘ SAFETEA-LU 6002 requirements that PAs and the public have an opportunity to provide input into the P&N prior
to final decisions on P&N.

3.3 PSG Meeting Convene PSG Meeting; prepare overview of Public Meeting; The following will occur at this meeting: 1) EAST SIDE HIGHWAY Partners presents an overview of Public

summarize of comments on P&N; revise P&N per comments.

Meeting; 2) Make any necessary refinements to the P&N per input from Public Meeting (if there a major changes
to the P&N, take back to the CWG prior to finalizing); and 3) Seek FHWA approval to proceed with NEPA/404
meeting on P&N.
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3.4 NEPA/404 Concurrence Point Meeting Obtain a spot on the agenda at one of the scheduled NEPA/404 Obtain Signatory Agency concurrence on Concurrence Point #1 - P&N.
. meetings; provide FHWA approved P&N Package 30 days prior to .
meeting
4. Development of Range of Alternatives and Alternatives to be carried forward
4.0 CWG Meetings Convene CWG The following will be covered at this meeting: 1) present developed alternatives; 2) Seek CWG input on these
alternatives and ideas on additional alternatives; 3) reach CWG consensus on alternatives to be considered.

. . FWG may be formed to add further input on specific issues.

4.1 PSG Meeting Convene PSG Meeting The following will occur at this meeting: 1) Discuss advisory group alternatives in terms of engineering and
‘ . environmental issues; and 2) Develop PSG suggested alternatives to carry forward.

4.2 CWG Meeting Convene CWG The following will be covered at this meeting: 1) present PSG developed alternatives to be carried forward; 2)
. . Reach CWG consensus on alternatives to be carried forward.

4.3 Stakeholder Briefing and Public Meeting Provide PAs, CAs and the public with information regarding alternatives At this meeting, all alternatives considered and alternatives that were carried forward for further consideration will
being considered; identify resources located within project area, be presented for input. The information that will be presented at this meeting will also be sent to the PAs and CAs
general location of alternatives, and potential impacts; reasons for asking for their input as well. This meeting will serve as meeting the SAFETEA-LU 6002 requirements that PAs
eliminating some alternatives and keeping others; solicit comments; and the public have an opportunity to provide input into the alternatives being considered prior to final decisions

. . hold public meeting . being made. If, as a result of this meeting, additional alternatives would need consideration or if there are major
changes to the alternatives already being consider, subsequent PSG, and advisory group meetings will be
required.

4.4 PSG Meeting Convene PSG Meeting The following will occur at this meeting: 1) Discuss alternatives to be carried forward in terms of engineering and

. . environmental issues; and 2) Get FHWA approval to take to NEPA/404 meeting.

4.5 NEPA/404 Concurrence Point Meeting Obtain a spot on the agenda at one of the scheduled NEPA/404 Obtain Signatory Agency concurrence on alternatives to be carried forward.

. meetings. .
5. Preferred Alternative Development

5.1 CWG Meeting . Convene CWG . The following will be covered at this meeting: develop and reach CWG consensus on Preferred Alternative.

5.2 Stakeholder Briefing and Public Meeting Provide PAs, CAs and the public with information regarding alternatives At this meeting, all alternatives considered, alternatives that were carried forward for further consideration, and
being evaluated; identify resources located within general location of the Preferred Alternative will be presented for input. The information that will be presented at this meeting will
alternatives and potential impacts; reasons for eliminating alternatives also be sent to the PAs and CAs asking for their input as well. If, as a result of this meeting, additional

. and choosing the Preferred Alternative; solicit comments; hold public . alternatives would need consideration or if there are major changes to the Preferred Alternative, subsequent
meeting advisory group meetings will be required.

5.3 PSG Meeting . Convene PSG Meeting . The following will occur at this meeting: 1) Get FHWA OK to take Preferred Alternative to NEPA/404 meeting.

5.4 NEPA/404 Concurrence Point Meeting Obtain a spot on the agenda at one of the scheduled NEPA/404 Obtain Signatory Agency concurrence on Preferred Alternative.
meetings. Present rationale for Preferred Alternative to and solicit input

. from NEPA/404 Signatory Agencies. .
5.5 Development of the EA Develop EA document During this time, the EA will be developed by EAST SIDE HIGHWAY Partners. FHWA and IDOT will review this

. document and refine it to a point it is ready to be circulated to the CAs.
5.6 Circulation of EA Send EA to all agencies and appropriate legal counsel; make EA Once Legal Counsel provides legal sufficiency finding, the EA is ready for FHWA signature.
. available for public review; county makes the EA available to the public ‘
and holds a Public Hearing.

5.7 Issue FONSI County provides FONSI to FHWA for review and signature.
5.8 Completion of Permits, Licenses or Issue applicable permits, licenses or approvals Jurisdictional/ permitting agencies

Approvals after FONSI
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Appendix I: Project Timeline

East Side Highway Environmental Assessment Schedule

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

PROJECT ELEMENT July | Aug | Sept | Oct Nov [ Dec | Jan Feb | Mar [ Apr | May | June | July | Aug | Sept | Oct Nov | Dec | Jan Feb | Mar [ Apr | May | June | July | Aug | Sept | Oct Nov | Dec | Jan Feb | Mar | Apr | May | June | July | Aug | Sept | Oct Nov | Dec | Jan Feb | Mar | Apr | May | June | July | Aug | Sept | Oct Nov

Project Initation

Agency and Public Coordination

Develop Purpose and Need

Alternatives Development and
Analysis
Access Justification Report

Environmental Assessment

FONSI

ACTIVITIES

Data Collection

(1 [ | [ [ [ | |
Design Report

Environmental Resource Evaluation

Drainage Evaluation

Facility Type Determination/Alt.
Geometric Studies

Structural Studies

./ ! | I [ | | [ [ [ | [ | | | | ]
Traffic

Project Administration and
Coordination

QCIQA
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Appendix J: Formal

East Side Highway EA
Stakeholder Involvement Plan

Dispute Resolution Process, FHWA/FTA SAFETEA-LU

Environmental Review Process Final Guidance, November 2006, page 40.

Project Sponsor or State Governor notifies Federal Lead Agency concerning

an issue(s) that could substantially delay permit or approval and desireto  ——»

initiate SAFETEA-LU issue resolution procedures.

v

Federal Lead Agency contacts relevant participating agency(ies) to determine
if any information necessary to resolve issue is lacking.

I

v

Federal Lead Agency determines that all information needed to resolve issue
has been obtained

v

FHWA Division Administrator or FTA Regional Administrator convenes a meeting
to resolve the issue with the head(s) of the lead and participating agencylies),
Governor (if requestor), and project sponsor's comparable official.

YES

USDOT Field
Office notifies its
Headquarters, if

not already
notified.

Meeting attendees
resolve issue within
30 davs of meetina.

Issue resolution
—> process

complete.

FHWA Division Administrator or FTA Regional Administrator drafts nofification
including: project description, details of issue(s) that could not be resolved; names
of invited and actual agencies that participated in meeting; date of meeting; and
determination that resolution could not be reached.

v

FHWA or FTA Headquarters sends notification to heads of participating agencies;
project sponsor, Governor, appropriate Senate and House Committees, CEQ.

YES

Federal lead

pi agency

publishes
notice in
Federal
Register.

Issue awaits action
by notified parties.

Issue
resolved.

p| Issue resolution
process complete.

The SAFETEA-LU issue resolution process

Note that where two steps are not separated by a “yes” or “no” decision diamond, both

steps must be taken.

June 2012, SIP
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Appendix K: Stakeholder Outreach Groups

East Side Highway EA
Stakeholder Involvement Plan

GROUP A

Organization

Contact

Title

Address

Phone/Email

Local Government

109 E. Olive Street,

Bloomington Steve Stockton Mayor Bloomington, IL 61701 (309)434-2210
. 100 E. Phoenix Avenue, P.O.
Normal Chris Koos Mayor Box 589, Normal, IL 61761 (309)454-9503
Towanda Doug Porter Acting Mayor 2'1?'7680)( 213, Towanda, IL (309)728-2742
. P.O. Box 18
Downs Ryan McLaughlin Mayor Downs, IL 61736 (309)378-3221
Matt Sorensen Chairman 8270 Idlewood Drive, (309)378-2000

Bloomington, IL 61704

907 N. Mitsubishi Motorway,

Diane Bostic Vice Chairperson Normal, IL 61761
McLean County Transportation . . .
Board Stan Hoselton Committee 111 Melissa Drive, Lexington,
. IL 61753
Chairman
Transportation . .
Don Cavallini Committee Vice 107. Northview Drive,
. Lexington, IL 61753
Chairman
Government Center M#103
Carl Teichman Chairman 115 East Washington Street

McLean County
Regional Planning

Bloomington, IL 61701

Government Center M#103

Commission George Benjamin Vice Chairman 115 East Washington Street
Bloomington, IL 61701

Bloomington . . P.O. Box 3157, Bloomington IL

Planning & Zoning Stan Cain Chairman 61702 (309)434-2503

Normal Planning . . 100 E. Phoenix Avenue,

Commission Rick Boser Chairperson Normal, IL 61761 (309)454-9590
Downs Township Building

Downs Township Tony Wheet Trustee 103 Shafer Drive

Downs, IL 61736

US and State Government

US Senator for

230 S. Dearborn St. Suite

US Senate Senator Mark Kirk linois 3900, Chicago IL 60604 (312)886-2117
Senator Dick US Senator for 230 S. Dearborn St. Suite
US Senate Durbin lllinois 3892, Chicago IL 60604 (312)353-4952
I Congressman - 2701 Black Road, Suite 201,
Congress Adam Kinzinger District 11 Joliet IL 61453 (815)729-2308
) Congressman — 2004 Fox Drive, Champaign,
Congress Tim Johnson District 15 IL 61820 (217)403-4690
- . State Senator - 2203 Eastland Drive, Suite 3,
lllinois Senate Bill Brady District 44 Bloomington, IL 61704 (309)644-4440
- State Senator — 104 W. Lincoln Ave., Onarga,
lllinois Senate Shane Cultra District 53 IL 60955 (815)268-4090
State 202 N. Prospect, Bloomington
lllinois House Dan Brady Representative — ; pect, gton, (309)622-1100
Ao IL 61704
District 88
State
lllinois House Keith Sommer Representative — 121 W. Jefferson, Morton, IL (309)263-9242
A 61550
District 106
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GROUP B
Organization Contact Title Address Phone/Email
Economic
. . 210 S. East Street,
McLean County Bob Dobski Chairman Bloomington, IL 61701 (309)829-6344
Chamber of Charlie Moore 210 S. East Street
Commerce (CWG) CEO Bloomington, IL 61701 (309)829-6344
. 309)452-8437
200 W. College Avenue, Suite ( .
Bloomington- Marty Vanags CEO 402, Normal, IL 61761 mvanags@onbiz.
Normal Economic -
. . 200 W. College Avenue, Suite
gﬁ\éﬁlc?ilpment Bob Lakin Chair 402, Normal. IL 61761 (309)452-8437
Jeff Lynch Vice Chair 200 W. College Avenue, Suite. | 359)45 g437

402, Normal, IL 61761

Local and Regional Transportation

Central Illinois
Regional Airport

Carl Olson (CWG)

Executive Director

3201 CIRA Drive, Suite 200,
Bloomington IL 61704

(309)663-7384

Bloomington-
Normal Public
Transit Systems

Andrew Johnson

General Manager

351 Wylie Drive, Normal IL
61761

309-829-1123

ajohnson@bnpts.
com

351 Wylie Drive, Normal IL

Judy Buchanan Chair 61761
. Keith 607 W. Jefferson Street #1,

Dover Trucking Inc. Knappenburger Bloomington IL 61701 (309)821-1271

Labor Unions

Bloomington & .

Normal Trades & Ronn Morehead President P.0. Box 3396, Bloomington, (309)828-8813
IL 61702

Labor Assembly

UAW Local 2488

Mitsubishi Motors Raloh Timan President 10226 East 1400 North Road, uaw2488president

& Voith Industrial p Bloomington, IL 61705 @a5.com

Services

Teamsters Local . 407 E. Lafayette Street,

26 Pat Gleason President Bloomington, IL 61701 (309)829-9851

North Central (309)829-2545

lllinois Laborers

Great Plains PO Box 3248, Bloomington IL

Laborers 362 Tony Penn 61702 (309)828-4368

Real Estate/Developers

Bloomington- oo

Normal Association | Steve Rader President 407 Dgtron Drive, (309)275-4585
Bloomington, IL 61704

of Realtors

Bloomington- (309)633-6612

Normal Home . .

Builders Chuck Lansing President bnahba@comcast

Association .net

Environmental

Prairie Group

Chapter - Sierra Stacy James Chair P.0. Box 131, Urbana, IL
61803

Club

John Wesley

Powell Chapter of . P.O. Box 142, Normal, IL

the National Rhea Edge President 61761

Audubon Society

Kari Sandhaas President

Ecological Action
Center

Nancy Armstrong
(CWG)

Vice President

310 W. Virginia Ave, Normal
IL 61761

(309)454-7040

Friends of
Kickapoo Creek

James McManus

P.O. Box 273, Downs IL
61736

(309)454-3169
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GROUP B
Organization Contact Title Address Phone/Email
Student
Environmental Dr. Angelo
Action Coalition Capparella (CWG) (309)438-5124
(ISV)
(309) 556-3429
GREENetwork Carl Teichman Co-Chair 203 Holmes Hall
(Iwu) 1312 Park Street . .
cteich@iwu.edu
2243 Westgate Drive, Suite
McLean County Scott Hoeft President 501 (309)663-6497
Farm Bureau Bloomington, IL 61705
Mark Hines (CWG) (309)275-3738
lllinois Farm 1701 Towanda Avenue,
Bureau Bloomington IL 61701 (309)557-2111
oo & water Kent Bonhoff 402 N. Kays Drive, Normal IL | (309)452-0830
District (CWG) 61761 (ext 3)
Major Employers
. . Director of . -
Mitsubishi Motors Dan Irvin Communications & 100 N. Mitsubishi Motorway, (309)888-8205

North America

Public Relations

Normal IL 61761

State Farm
Insurance Dave Rasmussen Director One SFate Farm Plaza E12, (309)766-3580
: Bloomington, IL 61710
Companies
Country Insurance Director. Cororate 1701 N. Towanda Avenue,
& Financial Jean Lawyer c » ~Orp P.O. Box 2020, Bloomington,
h ommunications
Services IL 61702

Advocate BroMenn

P.O. Box 2850, Bloomington,

Medical Center Colleen Kannaday President IL 61704
OSF St. Joseph . Marketing 2200 E. Washington Street, :
Medical Center Christy McFarland Specialist Bloomington IL 61701 (309)665-5746

Public Schools

McLean County
Unit District 5
Board

Meta Mickens-
Baker

President, Board of
Directors

3314 Stonebridge Drive,
Bloomington, IL 61704

Dr. Gary Niehaus
(CWG)

Superintendent

3314 Stonebridge Drive,
Bloomington, IL 61704

(309)557-4040

Bloomington Public
School District 87

Millicent Roth

President, Board of
Directors

300 E. Monroe Street,
Bloomington, IL 61701

Dr. Barry Reilly

Superintendent

300 E. Monroe Street,
Bloomington, IL 61701

(309)827-6031

Tri-Valley
Community District
3

Jay Chrisman

President, Board of
Directors

410 E. Washington Street,
Downs, IL 61736

Curt Simonson
(CWG)

Superintendent

410 E. Washington Street,
Downs, IL 61736

(309)378-2351

Private Schools

Cornerstone
Christian Academy

Becky Shamess

Head of School

P.O. Box 1608, Bloomington,
IL 61702

(309)662-9900

Midwest Christian

John & Jan Walsh

2905 Gill Street, Bloomington

* | (309)663-4477

Academy IL 61704
Bloomington .
Central Catholic Joy Allen Principal 1201 A|rport Road, (309)661-7000
) Bloomington IL 61704
High School
Higher Education
lllinois State . 421 Hovey Hall
University Dr. Al Bowman President Campus Box 1000 (309)438-5677
Normal, IL 61790
(309)556-3151
lllinois Wesleyan Dr. Richard F. President 1312 Park Street,
University Wilson Bloomington, IL 61701 president@iwu.ed

u
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GROUP B
Organization Contact Title Address Phone/Email

Heartland (309)268-8100
Community Dr. Allen Goben President Allen.goben@hea
College

rtland.edu
Emergency Services/Hospital
McLean County Rusty Thomas . 104 W. Front Street,
Sheriff (CWG) Chief Deputy Bloomington IL 61701 (309)888-5034
City of Bloomington | e Kimmerling | Fire Chief (309)434-2627
Fire Department

(309)434-2355

Randall McKinley | Chief 305 S. East Street,

City of Bloomington
Police Department

Bloomington IL 61701

police@cityblm.or
g

Robert Wall (CWG)

Assistant Chief

109 E. Olive Street. PO Box
3157 Bloomington IL 61702

(309)434-2700

Town of Normal

1300 E. College Avenue,

Fire Department Mick Humer Fire Chief Normal, IL (309)454-9689
(309)454-9535

Town of Normal Rick Bleichner Chief 100 E. Phoenix Avenue,

Police Department Normal , IL 61761 rbleichner@nrom
al.org

Towanda Fire Mike Donald Fire Chief 203 W. Jackson Street, (309)728-2121

Department Towanda, IL

Downs Community .

Fire Protection 102 W. Main Street, Downs, IL | 36)378.2021

o 61736

District

McLean County 705 North East Street,

Area EMS Bloomington, IL 61701 (309)827-4348

104 W. Front Street,
McLean County Curtis Hawk Director Basement Room 10, (309)888-5020

EMA

Bloomington, IL 61701

OSF St. Joseph

Kenneth J. Matzke

President and CEO

2200 E. Washington Street,

(309)662-3311

Hospital Bloomington, IL 61701
Utilities
. . lllinois 501 E. Lafayette Street,
Ameren Leigh Morris Communications Bloomington, IL 61701 (217)535-5228
Manager of
Keith Erickson Engineering One E_nergy Way, (309)662-5330
- Bloomington, IL 61705

Corn Belt Energy Services

Tim Mullenberg
(CWG)

Vice President of
Electric Distribution

One Energy Way, PO Box
816, Bloomington IL 61702

(309)662-5330

Bernie Anderson

Senior Regional

1305 Martin Luther King Drive,

NICOR Gas (CWG) C_ommunlcatlons Bloomington, IL 61701 (309)261-4145
Director
Frontier Manager Frontier Central Region, patricia.amendola

Communications

Patricia Amendola

Communications

14450 Burnhaven Drive,
Burnsville MN 55306

@ftr.com

Gridley Telephone
Company

108 E. 3rd Street, Gridley, IL
61704

(309)747-2221

Bloomington-
Normal Water
Reclamation
District

Don Merritt

Board Member

(309) 665-0826
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GROUP C
Organization Contact Title Address Phone
Civic Organizations and Clubs
Kiwanis Club of Leann Seal . c/o Secretary, P.O. Box 1866,
Bloomington (Tricia Shaw) (President) Bloomington IL 61702 (309)275-1181
Kiwanis Club of Matt Lauritzen President (309)662-0411

Normal

District I-K
Bloomington Lions
Club

1* Vice President

Jewel Schalk

P.O. Box 5045, Bloomington
IL 61702

(309)452-1800

District I-K Normal Robert :

Lions Club Harshbarger President (309)452-4250

Knights of 1706 R T Dunn Drive,

Columbus John Braucht Club Manager Bloomington IL 61701 (309)828-9671

Sunset Rotary Doug McCarty Vice President (309)438-2083
1006 E. Lincoln Street,

VFW Club Bloomington IL 61701 (309)829-1522

AASR Masons David Young 302 E. Jefferson Street, (309)828-6077
Bloomington IL

American Business

Women'’s Jackie White (309)662-3976

Association
Heartland Chapter

American Legion —
Louis E Davis Post
56, Office

501 N. Main Street,
Bloomington IL 61704

(309)828-3641

lllinois Society of
Professional

Engineers

lllinois Corn .

Growers Rodney Weinzierl Executive Director Zig)szox 487 Bloomington IL (309)827-3257
Association

GROUP D

Organization

Contact

Title

Address

Phone

Media

310 W. Washington Street,

Pantagraph Mary Ann Ford P.O. Box 2907, Bloomington, (309)747-7323
IL 61702
Normalite 1702 . College Avenue, (309)454-5476

Suite G, Normal, IL 61761

The Argus (lllinois
Wesleyan
University)

Jackie Connelly

Editor-In-Chief

P.O. Box 2900, Bloomington,
IL 61702

(309)566-3117

The Daily Vidette
(lllinois State
University)

Rick Jones

General Manager

(309)438-2883

Spectator
(Heartland
Community
College)

Susan Salazar

(309)268-8620

WJBC 1230 AM

236 Greenwood Avenue,
Bloomington IL 61704

WSPL 1250 AM

Highway 23 North, Streator, IL
61364

(815)673-1833

WGLT (radio ISU
PBS)

Bruce Bergethon

General Manager

Campus Box 8910, lllinois
State University, Normal IL
61790

(309)438-2393
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East Side Highway Environmental Assessment - Community Working Group (CWG) Sign-Up

If you are interested in serving as a member of the CWG, please write your contact information below, circle
or indicate which interest area you feel you best represent, then answer the two questions below regarding
how you represent the interest area, and how you will communicate with the stakeholders who you
represent.

Please fill out the form and submit to a member of the Project Study Group during tonight’s meeting, or return
by mail. All forms must be received by September 8, 2010, to be considered for CWG membership. The CWG
is limited to approximately 20 members, so not everyone who volunteers may serve as a member. CWG
members are selected based upon the interest areas they represent — there should be evenly distributed
representation from the entire Bloomington, Normal, and MclLean County region for each interest area. All
volunteers will be notified by the Project Study Group in mid-September regarding the CWG selection process.
Name AV\z‘ t’go C!A My e }\m

J F)
Organization/Affiliation fi-ends of K LM\FGQ Creebe ank JWP Aodabzan Secte v7
Address  T077 S Fo | Ave., Nwm/} TL 6176
Phone 309-438- 9028 (day )

Email apcappar s tu. edn

What interest area do you best represent? Circle one or write your own.

Farming/Agriculture Homeowner/Resident Existing Business Development Enm'

Elected Official Trucking Schools/Education Airport Law Enforcement
Emergency Services Transit Bicycle Community Park District Public Works
Other:

Question 1: How do you represent this interest area?
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Question 2: CWG members are representatives who speak on behalf of the stakeholders who share the
same interest area. CWG members must be able to communicate with these stakeholders to share project
information and discuss stakeholder concerns and questions. How do you plan to communicate with the
stakeholders you represent?

via  pews ledteri of e JWP Hudunbion SGC‘P‘h avh Frrends of Kd,m,m #@LL
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Please fold along dotted lines and secure; address side should face out.

From: Place Stamp

Here

East Side Highway Environmental Assessment
Attn: Jerald Payonk, P.E.

Clark Dietz, Inc.

125 West Church Street

Champaign, IL 61820




East Side Highway Environmental Assessment - Community Working Group (CWG) Sign-Up

If you are interested in serving as a member of the CWG, please write your contact information below, circle
or indicate which interest area you feel you best represent, then answer the two questions below regarding
how you represent the interest area, and how you will communicate with the stakeholders who you
represent.

Please fill out the form and submit to a member of the Project Study Group during tonight’s meeting, or return
by mail. All forms must be received by September 8, 2010, to be considered for CWG membership. The CWG
is limited to approximately 20 members, so not everyone who volunteers may serve as a member. CWG
members are selected based upon the interest areas they represent — there should be evenly distributed
representation from the entire Bloomington, Normal, and Mclean County region for each interest area. All
volunteers will be notified by the Project Study Group in mid-September regarding the CWG selection process.

1 _
Name A\eTiue Ewe

Organization/Affiliation |\ austeeoe i s \A,C,Hﬁtw reve Pesocizmron  (QHB l\)

Address {7 =40 s Cever, BlocHgmm G oY

Phone =y onzy (@ ee

Email @\‘*@;@)\,QQ,Q@\,\

What interest area do you best represent? Circle one or write your own.

,,,,, e e At s

Farming/Agriculture Homeowner/Residehﬁ Existing Business Development Environmental

Elected Official Trucking Schools/Education Airport Law Enforcement
Emergency Services Transit Bicycle Community Park District Public Works
Other:

Question 1: How do you represent this interest area?
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Question 2: CWG members are representatives who speak on behalf of the stakeholders who share the
same interest area. CWG members must be able to communicate with these stakeholders to share project
information and discuss stakeholder concerns and questions. How do you plan to communicate with the
stakeholders you represent?

FACE-TW0- FAceE ¢on & PeCan ne\; OGN e~ = Ofke basic ,‘f‘k I V‘O\)(}f\ MEFE (TR Wil

CUER A0CIETONS, THEOG, COMMUN Y HEETAT = SN Uia Medal MEARS

F COHHON (T ocu s e Manl, Seller omd Q} YOO c"l'\ﬂc 0SS ONS

Please fold along dotted lines and secure; address side should face out.
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East Side Highway Environmental Assessment - Community Working Group (CWG) Sign-Up

If you are interested in serving as a member of the CWG, please write your contact information below, circle
or indicate which interest area you feel you best represent, then answer the two questions below regarding
how you represent the interest area, and how you will communicate with the stakeholders who you
represent.

Please fill out the form and submit to a member of the Project Study Group during tonight’s meeting, or return
by mail. All forms must be received by September 8, 2010, to be considered for CWG membership. The CWG
is limited to approximately 20 members, so not everyone who volunteers may serve as a member. CWG
members are selected based upon the interest areas they represent — there should be evenly distributed
representation from the entire Bloomington, Normal, and McLean County region for each interest area. All
volunteers will be notified by the Project Study Group in mid-September regarding the CWG selection process.
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What interest area do you best represent? Circle one or write your own.

Farming/Agriculture Homeowner/Resident Existing Business Development Environmental
Elected Official Trucking Schools/Education Airport Law Enforcement
ey
Emergency Services Transit Bicycle Community Park District Public Works
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Question 1: How do you represent this interest area?
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Question 2: CWG members are representatives who speak on behalf of the stakeholders who share the
same interest area. CWG members must be able to communicate with these stakeholders to share project
information and discuss stakeholder concerns and questions. How do you plan to communicate with the
stakeholders you represent?
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East Side Highway Environmental Assessment - Community Working Group (CWG) Sign-Up

If you are interested in serving as a member of the CWG, please write your contact information below, circle
or indicate which interest area you feel you best represent, then answer the two questions below regarding
how you represent the interest area, and how you will communicate with the stakeholders who you
represent.

Please fill out the form and submit to a member of the Project Study Group during tonight’s meeting, or return
by mail. All forms must be received by September 8, 2010, to be considered for CWG membership. The CWG
is limited to approximately 20 members, so not everyone who volunteers may serve as a member. CWG
members are selected based upon the interest areas they represent — there should be evenly distributed

representation from the entire Bloomington, Normal, and MclLean County region for each interest area. All
volunteers will be notified by the Project Study Group in mid-September regarding the CWG selection process.
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Question 1: How do you represent this interest area?
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Question 2: CWG members are representatives who speak on behalf of the stakeholders who share the
same interest area. CWG members must be able to communicate with these stakeholders to share project
information and discuss stakeholder concerns and questions. How do you plan to communicate with the
stakeholders you represent?
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East Side Highway Environmental Assessment - Community Working Group (CWG) Sign-Up

If you are interested in serving as a member of the CWG, please write your contact information below, circle
or indicate which interest area you feel you best represent, then answer the two questions below regarding
how you represent the interest area, and how you will communicate with the stakeholders who you
represent.

Please fill out the form and submit to a member of the Project Study Group during tonight’s meeting, or return
by mail. All forms must be received by September 8, 2010, to be considered for CWG membership. The CWG
is limited to approximately 20 members, so not everyone who volunteers may serve as a member. CWG
members are selected based upon the interest areas they represent — there should be evenly distributed
representation from the entire Bloomington, Normal, and McLean County region for each interest area. All
volunteers will be notified by the Project Study Group in mid-September regarding the CWG selection process.
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Question 1: How do you represent this interest area?
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Question 2: CWG members are representatives who speak on behalf of the stakeholders who share the
same interest area. CWG members must be able to communicate with these stakeholders to share project
information and discuss stakeholder concerns and questions. How do you plan to communicate with the
stakeholders you represent?
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East Side Highway Environmental Assessment - Community Working Group (CWG) Sign-Up

If you are interested in serving as a member of the CWG, please write your contact information below, circle
or indicate which interest area you feel you best represent, then answer the two questions below regarding
how you represent the interest area, and how you will communicate with the stakeholders who you
represent.

Please fill out the form and submit to a member of the Project Study Group during tonight’s meeting, or return
by mail. All forms must be received by September 8, 2010, to be considered for CWG membership. The CWG
is limited to approximately 20 members, so not everyone who volunteers may serve as a member. CWG
members are selected based upon the interest areas they represent — there should be evenly distributed
representation from the entire Bloomington, Normal, and McLean County region for each interest area. All
volunteers will be notified by the Project Study Group in mid-September regarding the CWG selection process.
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What interest area do you best represent? Circle one or write your own.
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Other:

Question 1: How do you represent this interest area?




Question 2: CWG members are representatives who speak on behalf of the stakeholders who share the
same interest area. CWG members must be able to communicate with these stakeholders to share project
information and discuss stakeholder concerns and questions. How do you plan to communicate with the
stakeholders you represent?
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East Side Highway Environmental Assessment - Community Working Group (CWG) Sign-Up

If you are interested in serving as a member of the CWG, please write your contact information below, circle
or indicate which interest area you feel you best represent, then answer the two questions below regarding
how you represent the interest area, and how you will communicate with the stakeholders who you
represent.

Please fill out the form and submit to a member of the Project Study Group during tonight’s meeting, or return
by mail. All forms must be received by September 8, 2010, to be considered for CWG membership. The CWG
is limited to approximately 20 members, so not everyone who volunteers may serve as a member. CWG
members are selected based upon the interest areas they represent — there should be evenly distributed

representation from the entire Bloomington, Normal, and McLean County region for each interest area. All
volunteers will be notified by the Project Study Group in mid-September regarding the CWG selection process.
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Question 2: CWG members are representatives who speak on behalf of the stakeholders who share the
same interest area. CWG members must be able to communicate with these stakeholders to share project
information and discuss stakeholder concerns and questions. How do you plan to communicate with the
stakeholders you represent?
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East Side Highway Environmental Assessment - Community Working Group (CWG) Sign-Up

If you are interested in serving as a member of the CWG, please write your contact information below, circle
or indicate which interest area you feel you best represent, then answer the two questions below regarding
how you represent the interest area, and how you will communicate with the stakeholders who you
represent.

Please fill out the form and submit to a member of the Project Study Group during tonight’s meeting, or return
by mail. All forms must be received by September 8, 2010, to be considered for CWG membership. The CWG
is limited to approximately 20 members, so not everyone who volunteers may serve as a member. CWG
members are selected based upon the interest areas they represent — there should be evenly distributed
representation from the entire Bloomington, Normal, and Mclean County region for each interest area. All
volunteers will be notified by the Project Study Group in mid-September regarding the CWG selection process.
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Question 1: How do you represent this interest area?

/ ey , 1
- cf?// “IJ} inn é/x:/ 2! <')"M/mw/f SN

/)
[




Question 2: CWG members are representatives who speak on behalf of the stakeholders who share the
same interest area. CWG members must be able to communicate with these stakeholders to share project
information and discuss stakeholder concerns and questions. How do you plan to communicate with the
stakeholders you represent?
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East Side Highway Environmental Assessment - Community Working Group (CWG) Sign-Up

If you are interested in serving as a member of the CWG, please write your contact information below, circle

or indicate which interest area you feel you best represent, then answer the two questions below regarding
how you represent the interest area, and how you will communicate with the stakeholders who you
represent.

Please fill out the form and submit to a member of the Project Study Group during tonight’s meeting, or return
by mail. All forms must be received by September 8, 2010, to be considered for CWG membership. The CWG
is limited to approximately 20 members, so not everyone who volunteers may serve as a member. CWG
members are selected based upon the interest areas they represent — there should be evenly distributed
representation from the entire Bloomington, Normal, and MclLean County region for each interest area. All
volunteers will be notified by the Project Study Group in mid-September regarding the CWG selection process.
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Question 2: CWG members are representatives who speak on behalf of the stakeholders who share the
same interest area. CWG members must be able to communicate with these stakeholders to share project
information and discuss stakeholder concerns and questions. How do you plan to communicate with the
stakeholders you represent?
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East Side Highway Environmental Assessment - Community Working Group (CWG) Sign-Up

If you are interested in serving as a member of the CWG, please write your contact information below, circle
or indicate which interest area you feel you best represent, then answer the two guestions below regarding
how you represent the interest area, and how you will communicate with the stakeholders who you
represent.

Please fill out the form and submit to a member of the Project Study Group during tonight’s meeting, or return
by mail. All forms must be received by September 8, 2010, to be considered for CWG membership. The CWG
is limited to approximately 20 members, so not everyoie who volunteers may serve as a member. CWG
members are selected based upon the interest areas they represent — there should be evenly distributed
representation from the entire Bloomington, Normal, and McLean County region for each interest area. All
volunteers will be notified by the Project Study Group in mid-September regarding the CWG selection process.
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What interest area do you best represent? Circle one or write your own,
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Question 1: How do you represent this interest area?
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Question 2: CWG members are representatives who speak on behalf of the stakeholders who share the
same interest area. CWG members must be able to communicate with these stakeholders to share project
information and discuss stakeholder concerns and questions. How do you plan to communicate with the
stakeholders you represent? :
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East Side Highway Environmental Assessment - Community Working Group (CWG) Sign-Up

If you are interested in serving as a member of the CWG, please write your contact information below, circle
or indicate which interest area you Teel you best represent, then answer the two guestions below regarding
how you represent the interest area, and how you will communicate with the stakeholders who you
represent,

Please fill put the form and submit to a member of the Project Study Group during tonight’s meeting, or return
by mail. All forms must be received by September 8, 2010, to be considered for CWG membership. The CWG
is limited to approximately 20 members, so not everyone who volunteers may serve as a member. CWG
members are selected based upon the interest areas they represent — there should be evenly distributed

representation from the entire Bloomington, Normal, and Mclean County region for each interest area. All
volunteers will be notified by the Project Study Group in mid-September regarding the CWG selection process,
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Question 1: How do you represent this interest area?
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Question 2: CWG membaers are representatives who speak on behalf of the stakeholders who share the
same interest area. CWG members must be able to communicate with these stakeholders to share project
information and discuss stakeholder concerns and questions. How do you plan to communicate with the

stakeholders you represent?
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East Side Highway Environmental Assessment - Community Working Group (CWG) Sign-Up

If you are interested in serving as a member of the CWG, please write your contact information below, circle
or indicate which interest area you feel you best represent, then answer the two questions below regarding
how you represent the interest area, and how you will communicate with the stakeholders who you
represent,

Please fill out the form and submit to a member of the Project Study Group during tenight's meeting, or return
by mail. All forms must be received by September 8, 2010, to be considered for CWG membership. The CWG
is limited to approximately 20 members, so not everyone who volunteers may serve as a member. CWG
members are selected based upon the interest areas they represent — there should be evenly distributed
representation from the entire Bloomington, Normal, and Mclean County region for each interest area. All
volunteers will be notified by the Project Study Group in mid-September regarding the CWG selection process.
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What interest area do you best represent? Circle one or write your own.
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Question 1; How do you represent this interest area?
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Question 2: CWG members are representatives who speak on behalf of the stakeholders who share the
same interest area. CWG members must be able to communicate with these stakeholders to share project
information and discuss stakeholder concerns and guestions. How do you plan to communicate with the

stakeholders you represent?
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East Side Highway Environmental Assessment - Community Working Group (CWG) Sign-Up

If you are interested in serving as a member of the CWG, please write your contact information below, circle
or indicate which interest area you feel you best represent, then answer the two guestions below regarding
how you represent the interest area, and how you will communicate with the stakeholders who you
represent.

Please fill out the form and submit to a member of the Project Study Group during tonight’s meeting, or return
by mail. All forms must be received by September 8, 2010, to be considered for CWG membership. The CWG
is limited to approximately 20 members, so not everyone who volunteers may serve as a member. CWG
members are selected based upon the interest areas they represent — there should be evenly distributed

representation from the entire Bloomington, Normal, and Mclean County region for each interest area. All
volunteers will be notified by the Project Study Group in mid-5eptember regarding the CWG selection process.
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Question 2: CWG members are representatives who speak on behalf of the stakeholders who share the
same interest area. CWG members must be able to communicate with these stakeholders to share project
information and discuss stakeholder concerns and guestions. How do you plan to communicate with the
stakeholders you represent?
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East Side Highway Environmental Assessment - Community Working Group (CWG) Sign-Up

If you are interested in serving as a member of the CWG, please write your contact information below, circle
or indicate which interest area you feel you best represent, then answer the two questions below regarding
how you represent the interest area, and how you will communicate with the stakeholders who vyou
represent.

Please fill out the form and submit to a member of the Project Study Group during tonight’s meeting, or return
by mail. All forms must be received by September 8, 2010, to be considered for CWG membership. The CWG
is limited to approximately 20 members, so not everyone who volunteers may serve as a member. CWG
members are selected based upon the interest areas they represent — there should be evenly distributed
representation from the entire Bloomington, Normal, and Mclean County region for each interest area. All
volunteers will be notified by the Project Study Group in mid-September regarding the CWG selection process.

Name o< Simor=ond
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Email
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What interest area do you best represent? Circle one or write your owi.

Farming/Agriculture Homeowner/Resident  Existing Business Development Environmental

Elected Official Trucking Airport Law Enforcement
Emergency Services Transit Bicycle Community Park District Public Works
Other:

Question 1: How do you represent this interest area?
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Question 2: CWG members are representatives who speak on behalf of the stakeholders who share the
same interest area. CWG members must be able to communicate with these stakeholders to share project
information and discuss stakeholder concerns and questions. How do you plan to communicate with the
stakeholders you represent?
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East Side Highway Environmental Assessment - Community Working Group (CWG) Sign-Up

If you are interested in serving as a member of the CWG, please write your contact information below, circle
or indicate which interest area you feel you best represent, then answer the two questions below regarding
how you represent the interest area, and how you will communicate with the stakeholders who you
represent.

Please fili out the form and submit to a member of the Project Study Group during tonight’'s meeting, or return
by mail. All forms must be received by September 8, 2010, to be considered for CWG membership. The CWG
is limited to approximately 20 members, so not everyone who volunteers may serve as a member, CWG
members are selected based upon the interest areas they represent — there should be evenly distributed
representation from the entire Bloomington, Normal, and MclLean County region for each interest area, All
volunteers will be notified by the Project Study Group in mid-September regarding the CWG selection process.
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What interest area do you best represent? Circle one or write your own.
Farming/Agriculture Homeowner/Resident  Existing Business Development Environmental
Elected Official Trucking Schools/Education Airport Law Enforcement
Emergency Services Transit Bicycle Community Park District Public Works

Other: yz‘.‘f//‘\/(,/

Question 1: How do you represent this interest area?
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Question 2: CWG members are representatives who speak on behalf of the stakeholders who share the
same interest area. (WG members must be able to communicate with these stakeholders to share project
information and discuss stakeholder concerns and questions. How do you plan to communicate with the
stakeholders you represent?
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East Side Highway Environmental Assessment
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125 West Church Street
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East Side Highway Environmental Assessment - Community Working Group (CWG) Sign-Up

If you are interested in serving as a meniber of the CWG, please write your contact informaliun below, drcde
nr indirate which interpst area ynii ferl ynii hest represent, then answer the twn rnastinns halmwe regarding
how you represent the interest area, and how you will communicate with the stakeholders who you

represent. FAY R/ - 373 ~594 3

Please fill out the form and submit to a member of the Project Study Group during tanight’s meeting, or retirn
by mail. All forms must be received by September 8, 2010, to be considered for CWG membership. The CWG
is linnitad to approxivnately 20 vemberns, su nul everyune whu volunteers may serve as @ member.  CWE
memhers are selected hased upon the interest areas thay raprasant ~ thare should be evenly distributed
representation from the entire Bloomington, Normal, and Mclean County region for each interest area. All
voiunteers will be notitied by the Project Study Group in mid-September regarding the CWG selection process.
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Other: DULBERS

Questian 1: How do you raprasant this interest area?
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Question 2: CWG members are representatives who speak on behalf of the stakehoiders who share the
same interest area. CWG members must be able to communicate with these stakeholders to share project

information and discuss stakeholder concerns and questions. How do you plan to communicate with the
stakeholders you represent?
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volunteers will be notified by the Project Stugy Group in mid-Se

“me Sarah Franks
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What interest area do you best represent? Circle one or write your own,

Farming/Agriculture Homeowner/Resident Existing Business Development Environmental
Elected Official Trucking Schools/Education Alrport Law Enforcement
@m Transit Bicycle Community Park District Public Works
Other:

Question 1: How do you represent this interest area?
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Question 2: CWG members are representatives who speak on behalf of the stakeholders who share the
same interest area. CWG members must be able to communicate with these stakeholders to share project
information and discuss stakeholder concerns and questions. How do you plan to communicate with the
stakeholders you represent?
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East Side Highway Environmental Assessment - Community Working Group (CWG) Sign-Up

If you are interested in serving as a member of the CWG, please write your contact information below, circle
or indicate which interest area you feel you best represent, then answer the two guestions below regarding
how you represent the interest area, and how you will communicate with the stakeholders who you

represent,

Please fill out the form and submit to a member of the Project Study Group during tonight’s meeting, or return
by mail. All forms must be received by September 8, 2010, to be considered for CWG membership. The CWG
is limited to approximately 20 members, so not everyone who valunteers may serve as a member. WG
members are selected based upon the interest areas they represent — there should be evenly distributed
representation from the entire Bloomington, Normal, and MclLean County region for each interest area. All
volunteers will be notified by the Project Study Group in mid-September regarding the CWG selection process.
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What interest area do you best represent? Circle gne or write your own.

Farhing/Agriculture Homeowner/Resident  Existing Business Development @

Flected Official Trucking Schools/Education Airport Law Enforcement
Emergency Services Transit Bicycle Community Park District Public Works
Other: '

Question 1: How do you represent this interest area?
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Question 2: CWG members are representatives who speak on behalf of the stakeholders who share the
same Interest area. CWG members must be able to communicate with these stakeholders to share project
infarmation and discuss stakeholder concerns and questions. How do you plan to communlicate with the
stakeholders you represent?
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East Side Highway Environmental Assessment - Community Working Group (CWG) Sign-Up

If you are interested in serving as a member of the CWG, please write your contact information below, circle
or indicate which interest area you feel you best represent, then answer the two questions below regarding
how you represent the interest area, and how you will communicate with the stakeholders who you
represent. Lo : - , , ,

Please fill out the form and submit to a member of the Project Study Group during tonight’é meeting, or return
by mail. All forms must be received by September 8, 2010, to be considered for CWG membership. The CWG
is limited to approximately 20 members, so not everyone who volunteers may serve as a member. CWG
members are selected based upon the interest areas they represent — there should be evenly distributed
representation from the entire Bloomington, Normal, and Mclean County region for each interest area. All
volunteers will be notified by the Project Study Group in mid-September regarding the CWG selection process.

Name Ke Sernnaee. :
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What interest area do you best represent? Circle one or write your own.

Farming/Agriculture Homeowner/Resident Existing Business Eevelopmen__t] Environmental

Elected Official Trucking Schools/Education Airport Law Enforcement
Emergency Services Transit Bicycle Community Park District Public Works
Other:

Question 1: How do you represent this interest area?
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Question 2: CWG members are representatives who speak on behalf of the stakeholders who share the
same interest area. CWG members must be able to communicate with these stakeholders to share project
information and discuss stakeholder concerns and questions. How do you plan to communicate with the
stakeholders you represent?
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East Side Highway Environmeniai Assessment - Community Working Group [CWG) Sign-Up

if you are interested in serving as a member of the CWG, please write your contact information below, circle
or indicate which interest area you feel you best represent, then answer the two guestions below regarding
how you represent the Interest area, and how you will communicate with the stakeholders whe you
represent.

Please fill out the farm and submit to a member of the Project Study Group during tonight's meeting, or return
by mail. Al fortms must be received by September 8, 2010, to be considered for CWGE membership. The CWG
is limited to approximately 20 members, so not everyone who volunteers may serve as a member. CWG
members are selected based upon the interest areas they represent — there should be evenly distributed
representation from the entire Bloomington, Normal, and Mclean County region for each interest area. Al
volunteers will be notified by the Project Study Group in mid-September regarding the CWG selection process.
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What interest area do you best represent? Circle one or write your own,

Farminﬁfﬁgriﬂuitur Homeowner/Resident  Existing Business Development Environmental

tlected Official Trucking Schools/Education firport Law Enforcement
Emergency Services Transit Bigycle Community Park District Public Works
Other:

Question 1; How do you represent this interest area?
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Question 2: CWG members are representatives who speak on behalf of the stakeholders wha share the
same interest area. CWG members must be able to communicate with these stakeholders to share project
information and discuss stakeholder concerns and qguestions. How do you plan to communicate with the
stakehoiders you represent?
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East Side Highway Environmental Assessment - Community Working Group (CWG) Sign-Up
If you are interested in serving as a member of the CWG, please write your contact information below,
circle or indicate which interest area you feel you best represent, then answer the two questions below
regarding how you represent the interest area, and how you will communicate with the stakeholders who
you represent.

Please fill out the form and submit to a member of the Project Study Group during tonight’s meeting, or
return by mail. All forms must be received by September 8, 2010, to be considered for CWG membership.
The CWG is limited to approximately 20 members, so not everyone who volunteers may serve as a
member. CWG members are selected based upon the interest areas they represent — there should be
evenly distributed representation from the entire Bloomington, Normal, and McLean County region for
each interest area. All volunteers will be notified by the Project Study Group in mid-September regarding
the CWG selection process.

Name Tim Muellenberg

Organization/Affiliation Corn Belt Energy Corporation
Address 1 Energy Way, Bloomington IL 61705

Phone 309-664-9231

Email tim.muellenberg@cornbeltenergy.com

What interest area do you best represent? Circle one or write your own.
Farming/Agriculture Homeowner/Resident Existing Business Development Environmental

Elected Official Trucking Schools/Education  Airport Law Enforcement
Emergency Services Transit Bicycle Community Park District  Public Works
Other: Utility

Question 1: How do you represent this interest area?

As Vice President of Electric Distribution for Corn Belt Energy Corporation, existing infrastructure and
service territory are directly affected by any proposed route additions or changes.

Question 2: CWG members are representatives who speak on behalf of the stakeholders who share
the same interest area. CWG members must be able to communicate with these stakeholders to
share project information and discuss stakeholder concerns and questions. How do you plan to
communicate with the stakeholders you represent?

| would communicate appropriately; email, phone, mail, face to face, etc.

East Side Highway Environmental Assessment
Attn: Jerald Payonk, P.E.

Clark Dietz, Inc.

125 West Church Street

Champaign, IL 61820



East Side Highway Environmental Assessment - Community Working Group (CWG) Sign-Up

If you are interested in serving as a member of the CWG, please write your contact information below, circle
or indicate which interest area you feel you best represent, then answer the two questions below regarding
how you represent the interest area, and how you will communicate with the stakeholders who you
represent.

Please fill out the form and submit to a member of the Project Study Group during tonight’s meeting, or return
by mail. All forms must be received by September 8, 2010, to be considered for CWG membership. The CWG
is limited to approximately 20 members, so not everyone who volunteers may serve as a member. CWG
members are selected based upon the interest areas they represent — there should be evenly distributed
representation from the entire Bloomington, Normal, and McLean County region for each interest area. All
volunteers will be notified by the Project Study Group in mid-September regarding the CWG selection process.
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What interest area do you best represent? Circle one or write your own.

Farming/Agriculture Homeowner/Resident  Existing Business Development Environmental
Elected Official Trucking Schools/Education Airport m
S —— e
[ oo
Emergency Services - Transit Bicycle Community Park District Public Works
Other:

Question 1: How do you represent this interest area?
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Question 2: CWG members are representatives who speak on behalf of the stakeholders who share the
same interest area. CWG members must be able to communicate with these stakeholders to share project
information and discuss stakeholder concerns and questions. ‘How do you plan to communicate with the
stakeholders you represent?
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East Side Hlghway Environmental Assessment - Community Working.Group (CWG) Sign-Up

If you are interested in serving as a member of the CWG, please write your contact information below, circle
or Indlcate which Interest area you feel you best represent, then answer the two questions below regarding
how you represent the interest ares, and how you will communlcate with the stakeholders who you
represent.

Please fill out the form and submlt to a member of the Project Study Group during tonight’s meeting, or return
by mail. All forms must be recelved by September 8, 2010, to be consldered for CWG membership. The CWG
Is lmited to approximately 20 members, so not everyone who volunteers may serve as a member. CWG
members are selected based upon the interest areas they represent — there should be evenly distributed
representation from the entire Bloomington, Normal, and Mclean County region far each interest area. All
volunteers will be notified by the Project Study Group In mid-September regarding the CWG selsction process.
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What Interest area do you best represent? Circle gnig or write your own.

Farming/Agriculture  Homeowner/Resident Existing Business Development Environmental

Elected Officlal Trucking Schools/Education Airport Law Enforcement
Emergency Services Transit Blcycle Community Park Distrlct Publlc Works
Other:

Cuestion 1: How do you represent this Interest area?

Stade Tom s the largest eonplonier In_Bloomington | Normal and
Melean Coondy, T antthe Diredor of F&a\llhfl Opevamn ons
tor Shate Farm's (Ocpomde. SO0t Facilihy.

DCT-88-2818  14:26 389 T35 99353

u
Ui

P.e2



Oct-08-2010 02:23 PM State Farm Companies, Inc {305;735-5066 3/3

Questlon 2: CWG members ara reprasentatives who speak on behalf of the stakeholders who share the
same interest araa. CWGE members must ba abla to communlcate with these stakeholdars to share projact
Information and discuss stakeholder concerns and gquestions. How do you plan to communicate with the
stakeholders you represent?
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East Side Highway Environmental Assessment - Community Working Group (CWG) Sign-Up

If you are interested in serving as a member of the CWG, please write your contact information below, circle
or indicate which interest area you feel you best represent, then answer the two questions below regarding
how you represent the interest area, and how you will communicate with the stakeholders who you
represent.

Please fill out the form and submit to a member of the Project Study Group during tonight’s meeting, or return
by mail. All forms must be received by September 8, 2010, to be considered for CWG membership. The CWG
is limited to approximately 20 members, so not everyone who volunteers may serve as a member. CWG
members are selected based upon the interest areas they represent — there should be evenly distributed
representation from the entire Bloomington, Normal, and MclLean County region for each interest area. All
volunteers will be notified by the Project Study Group in mid-September regarding the CWG selection process.
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Phone  36-9/£43- 73 5y

Email  Aon) @ CZrzq. Jora

What interest area do you best represent? Circle one or write your own.

Farming/Agriculture Homeowner/Resident  Existing Business Development Environmental
Etected Official Trucking Schools/Education Airport Law Enforcement
Emergency Services Transit Bicycle Community Park District Public Works

Other: /{ ﬂ'ﬁoztf
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Question 2: CWG members are representatives who speak on behalf of the stakeholders who share the
same interest area. CWG members must be able to communicate with these stakeholders to share project
information and discuss stakeholder concerns and questions. How do you plan to communicate with the
stakeholders you represent?
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East Side Highway Environmental Assessment - Community Working Group (CWG) Sign-Up

If you are interested in serving as a member of the CWG, please write your contact information below, circle
or indicate which interest area you feel you best represent, then answer the two questions below regarding
how you represent the interest area, and how you will communicate with the stakeholders who you
represent.

Please fill out the form and submit to a member of the Project Study Group during tonight’s meeting, or return
by mail. All forms must be received by September 8, 2010, to be considered for CWG membership. The CWG
is limited to approximately 20 members, so not everyone who volunteers may serve as a member. CWG
members are selected based upon the interest areas they represent ~ there should be evenly distributed
representation from the entire Bloomington, Normal, and McLean County region for each interest area. All
volunteers will be notified by the Project Study Group in mid-September regarding the CWG selection process.
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What interest area do you best represent? Circle one or write your own.

Farming/Agriculture Homeowner/Resident  Existing Business Development Environmental
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Other:

Question 1: How do you represent this interest area?
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Question 2: CWG members are representatives who speak on behalf of the stakeholders who share the
same interest area. CWG members must be able to communicate with these stakeholders to share project
information and discuss stakeholder concerns and questions. How do you plan to communicate with the
stakeholders you represent?
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East Side Highway Environmental Assessment - Community Working Group (CWG) Sign-Up

If you are interested in serving as a member of the CWG, please write your contact information below, circle
or indicate which interest area you feel you best represent, then answer the two questions below regarding

how you represent the interest area, and how you will communicate with the stakeholders who you
represent.

Please fill out the form and submit to a member of the Project Study Group during tonight’s meeting, or return
by mail. All forms must be received by September 8, 2010, to be considered for CWG membership. The CWG
is limited to approximately 20 members, so not everyone who volunteers may serve as a member. CWG
members are selected based upon the interest areas they represent — there should be evenly distributed
representation from the entire Bloomington, Normal, and McLean County region for each interest area. All
volunteers will be notified by the Project Study Group in mid-September regarding the CWG selection process.

Phone (309) 888-5034

What interest area do you best represent? Circle one or write your own.

Farming/Agriculture Homeowner/Resident  Existing Business Development Environmental

Elected Official " Trucking * Schools/Education Airport 'L’a"w EnfOrce'mén
Emefgency Services Transit Bicycle Community Park District Public Works
Other:

Question 1: How do you represent this interest area?

T am currently the Chief Deputy of the MclLean County Sheriff's Office afid assistant to "~~~
¢ Sheriff Mike Emery.




Question 2: CWG members are representatives who speak on behalf of the stakeholders who share the
! same interest area. CWG members must be able to communicate with these stakeholders to share project
information and discuss stakeholder concerns and questions. How do you plan to communicate with the

| stakeholders you represent?
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East Side Highway Environmental Assessment - Community Working Group (CWG) Sign-Up

If you are interested in serving as a member of the CWG, please write your contact information below, circle
or indicate which interest area you feel you best represent, then answer the two questions below regarding
how you represent the interest area, and how you will communicate with the stakeholders who you
represent.

3

Pleas out the form and submit to a member of the Project Study Group during tonight’s meeting, or return
by mail. All forms must be received by September 8, 2010, to be considered for CWG membership. The CWG
is limited to approximately 20 members, so not everyone who volunteers may serve as a member. CWG
members are selected based upon the interest areas they represent — there should be evenly distributed
representation from the entire Bloomington, Normal, and McLean County region for each interest area. All

volunteers will be notified by the Project Study Group in mid-September regarding the CWG selection process.
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Question 2: CWG members are representatives who speak on behalf of the stakeholders who share the
same interest area. CWG members must be able to communicate with these stakeholders to share project
information and discuss stakeholder concerns and questions. How do you plan to communicate with the
stakeholders you represent?
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East Side Higi 1y Environmental Assessment - Community Working Group (CWG) Sign-Up

If you are interc 1 in serving as a member of the CWG, please write your contact information below, circle
or indicate whi; terest area you feel you best represent, then answer the two questions below regarding
how you repr.  the interest area, and how you will communicate with the stakeholders who you
represent.

Please fill out t rm and submit to a member of the Project Study Group during tonight’s meeting, or return
by mail. All for 1ust be received by September 8, 2010, to be cansidered for CWG membership. The CWG
Is limited to a» imately 20 members, so not everyone who volunteers may serve as a member. CWG
members are . :ed based upon the interest areas they represent ~ there should he evenly distributed
representatior ' the entire Bloomington, Normal, and McLean County region for each interest area. All
volunteers will . stifiad by the Project Study Group in mid-September regarding the CWG selection process.
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Question 2; C\ :mbers are representatives who speak on behalf of the stakeholders who share the
same interest CWG members must be able to communicate with these stakeholders to share project
information a-: zuss stakeholder concerns and questions, How do you plan to communicate with the
stakeholders y. aresent? -
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East Side Highway Environmental Assessment - Community Working Group (CWG) Sign-Up

If you are interested in serving as a member of the CWG, please write your contact information below, circle
or indicate which interest area you feel you best represent, then answer the two questions below regarding
how you represent the interest area, and how you will communicate with the stakeholders who you

represent.

Please fill out the form and submit to a member of the Project Study Group during tonight’s meeting, or return
by mail. All forms must be received by September 8, 2010, to be considered for CWG membership. The CWG
is limited to approximately 20 members, so not everyone who volunteers may serve as a member. CWG
members are selected based upon the interest areas they represent — there should be evenly distributed
representation from the entire Bloomington, Normal, and Mclean County region for each interest area. All
volunteers will be notified by the Project Study Group in mid-September regarding the CWG selection process.
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Question 1: How do you represent this interest area?
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COMMUNITY WORKING GROUP

MEETING #1
OCTOBER 28, 2010



October 19, 2010

Re: East Side Highway Environmental Assessment
Community Working Group Meeting No. 1

The first meeting for the East Side Highway Community Working Group (CWG) is scheduled for
October 28, 2010 from 6:00 to 8:00 P.M. The meeting location will be held in the basement of the
Government Center located at 115 East Washington Street in Bloomington. ns will be posted in the
building identifying the room location.

You are receiving this notification because you filled out an application to serve on the CWG. At this
meeting, the public involvement and Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) process, the ground rules for the
CWGQG, and the schedule for anticipated meetings will be discussed.

Following this discussion the representation for the CWG will be established. Several of the interest areas
are over or under represented. An objective of the meeting is to establish adequate representation for all
interest areas. Please keep in mind that if you have volunteered for an interest area that is over
represented, you might not be selected to serve on the CWG. Those not selected to serve on the CWG
will still have the opportunity to provide input throughout the project process.

At the conclusion of the meeting, a brief survey regarding your thoughts on the East Side Highway will
be conducted.

Thank you for taking the time to be a part of this Environmental Assessment. If you have any questions,
please email the project team at ESHEA @clark-dietz.com or call (217) 373-8901.

You will be contacted in the near future to verify if you can attend the meeting. Feel free to e-mail or call
Barbara Moore at 217-373-8948 and let her know you are coming or if you are unable to attend.

Sincerely,

Jerry Payonk
Project Manager


mailto:ESHEA@clark-dietz.com
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_STUDY SCHEDULE

Public Information Meeting (August 25", 2010)
* Provide Study Information

* Gather Input

eDescribe the next steps

FINDING OF NO

ALTERNATIVE SIGNIFICANT
PURPOSE DEVELOPMENT PREFERRED IMPACT
AND NEED & ANALYSIS ALTERNATIVE (FONSI)

A AO AO AO O O
2010 2011 > 2012 > 2013 > 2014

A PUBLIC MEETING
@ PUBLIC HEARING

@ STUDY MILESTONE

East Side Highway

Environmental Assessment



_Agency Advisory Group Hierarchy

Joint Lead Agencies

Cooperating
Agencies

Project Study
Group (PSG)

Advisory
Groups

Z

@ Stakeholders@
East Side Highway

Participating
Agencies

Environmental Assessment



_Community Working Group Ground Rules

a)

b)

C)

d)

e)

f)
9)

East Side Highway

All input from all participants in the process is valued and considered.

All participants will come to the process with an open mind and participate openly and
honestly.

All participants in the process will treat each other with respect and dignity.

The project must progress at a reasonable pace based on the original project
schedule.

The role of the CWG is to advise the joint lead agencies and the PSG. A consensus of
CWG concurrence is sought prior to project decisions. Consensus is defined as a
majority of the stakeholders in agreement with the minority agreeing that their input
was duly considered. The joint lead agencies and the PSG will fully consider all CWG
input when making project decisions.

The list of CWG members is subject to change at any time as events warrant.

All decisions of the joint lead agencies and the PSG must be made in a clear,
transparent manner and stakeholders should agree that their input was duly
considered.

Environmental Assessment



MEETING NOTES

Project: East Side Highway Environmental Assessment
Subject: Community Working Group Meeting #1
Date: October 28, 2010, 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.

Location: McLean County Government Center

Project Team Attendees: Jerry Payonk (CDI), Joyce Tanzosh (CDI), John Lazzara (HDR),
Linda Huff (Huff & Huff), Eric Schmitt (McLean County)

Main topics discussed at the meeting are as follows:

1. Introduction (Jerry Payonk)

a.

b.

The project team staff introduced themselves and briefly explained their roles in the
project.
An overview of topics to be discussed at the meeting was presented.

2. Environmental Assessment (EA) and the Public Involvement Process (Jerry Payonk)

a.

£

The EA process flow chart was displayed. The major milestones shown on the chart
(Problem Statement, Purpose & Need, Define and Analyze Alternative, Preferred
Alternative, and Federal Approval — FONSI) were briefly described.

The EA process timeline showing expected completion dates for the process milestones
was displayed and discussed.

An overview of the Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) process was presented, including
the purpose of CSS.

The role of the CWG was discussed and the Advisory Group Hierarchy chart was
displayed. The role of the CWG is to advise the Project study Group (PSG). The CWG
members act as representatives of the stakeholders.

The CWG meeting timetable was discussed. CWG meetings will occur on an as-needed
basis, approximately every six weeks during the first part of the study, and less frequently
as the project progresses.

The CWG ground rules were presented and read aloud.

3. Selection Process (Jerry Payonk)

a.

The importance of having diversity on the CWG was discussed. The CWG members
represented a wide range of stakeholders, such as agriculture, residential, emergency
services, business, and environmental interests. The CWG members also represented a
diverse geographic area; that 1s, members from the north, west, south, east, urban, and
rural areas.

A spreadsheet listing CWG members and their affiliation was distributed. Those in
attendance at the meeting and those who indicated they could not attend the meeting were

Clark Dietz, Inc. 125 West Church Street Champaign, lllinois 61820 T:217.373.8900 F-217.373.8923



Meeting Notes

East Side Highway Environmental Assessment
CWG #1 - October 28, 2010

Page 2

included in the list. In addition, a large aerial map showing the Bloomington-Normal
and surrounding area was displayed.

b. Each CWG member mtroduced themselves, stated the interest area they represented, and
explained how they represented that group. Each member stated where they live and
work. Jerry placed a sticker on the aerial map representing these locations.

¢. The project team asked the CWG members if there were any other stakeholders who
should be represented. Members indicated that representation for historic (from historic
society or BarnKeepers), archaeological, fire, and small business interests should be
considered. The project team stated they will look into these interest areas and determine
if representation 1s warranted, and if so, attempt to find suitable representatives to join the
CWG.

d. The CWG members reviewed the aerial map and the stickers showing the member’s
work and home locations. The CWG members were asked if all geographic arcas were
represented. Members indicated that perhaps representatives from Towanda, Downs, and
LeRoy should be considered. The project team stated they will look into these interest
areas and determine if representation is warranted, and if so, attempt to find suitable
representatives to join the CWG.

4. Interactive Survey (John Lazzara)
The CWG members participated in an interactive survey in which each person received an
electronic responder, or clicker. Attendees were presented with multiple-choice questions
through a slideshow. Each person responded to the question by pressing a button on the
clicker that corresponded to their desired answer. Following each question, a chart showing
how the group answered was displayed for the audience to provide immediate feedback. The
members discussed the results of the questions.

The questions and results are as follows:

Question 1: As you may know, the East Side Highway concept has been studied since the
1990s. How much would you say you know about the history of the East Side Highway?

a. A great deal 4 responses 20%
b. Some 10 responses  50%
c¢. Not that much 6 responses 30%
d. Nothing at all 0 responses 0%

Question 2: Were you a member of the East Side Highway Community Advisory Group for
the previous corridor study?

a. Yes 5 responses 25%

b. No 15 responses  75%

Question 3: Do you think that the population in Bloomington-Normal, over the past 25 years,
has

Clark Dietz, Inc. 125 West Church Street Champaign, lllinois 61820 T:-217.373.8900 F: 217.373.8923



Meeting Notes
East Side Highway Environmental Assessment
CWG #1 - October 28, 2010

Page 3
a. Decreased 0 responses 0%
b. Increased moderately 4 responses ~ 20%
c. Increased greatly 16 responses  80%
d. Stayed the same 0 responses 0%

Question 4: Do you expect population and employment in Bloomington-Normal, over the
next 25 years, to

a. Decrease 1 responses 5%
b. Increase moderately 14 responses  70%
c. Increase greatly 4 responses 50%
d. Stay the same 1 response 5%

Question 5: How often do you travel outside your hometown in an average 7-day week?

a. Only occasionally 9 responses 45%

b. 3 times/week 3 responses 15%

c. 5 imes/week 3 responses 15%

d. Every day 5 response 25%
Question 6: When you travel for work, do you most often

a. Drive a car 17 responses  90%

b. Take public transit 0 responses 0%

c. Ride a bike 1 response 5%

d. Walk 1 response 5%
Question 7: When you travel for non-work purposes, do you most often

a. Drive a car 17 responses  85%

b. Take public transit 0 responses 0%

c. Ride a bike 3 response 15%

d. Walk 0 response 0%

Question 8: What specific change would you recommend to improve the quality of
transportation in the McLean County Area?

a. Add/Improve alternate route options 5 responses  26%
b. Reduce congestion/delay 5 responses 26%
c. Improve safety 2 responses 11%
d. Improve public transit 4 responses  21%
e. Other 3 responses 16%

Question 9: If a transportation facility is constructed on the east side of Bloomington-
Normal, do you feel that it will

a. Serve anticipated growth 7 responses  37%

b. Result in premature development 1 response 5%

Clark Dietz, Inc. 125 West Church Street Champaign, lllinois 61820 T:-217.373.8900 F: 217.373.8923



Meeting Notes

East Side Highway Environmental Assessment
CWG #1 - October 28, 2010

Page 4

c. Not change existing roadway congestion 2 responses 11%
d. Improve travel for local/regional trips 8 responses  42%
¢. Other 1 response 5%

Question 10: What would you consider to be the preferred method of informing all
stakeholders about the project?

a. Email 3 responses 15%
b. Newsletter 2 response 10%
c. Newspaper 7 responses 35%
d. Website 2 responses 10%
e. Meeting 3 response 15%
f. Radio announcements 0 responses 0%

g. Other 3 responses 15%

5. Next Steps (Jerry Payonk)
The date of the next CWG meeting was discussed, to be held in December 2010. In the
meantime, the project team will continue to develop CWG membership to ensure diverse
representation. No new members will be accepted after the next CWG meeting, as the group
will be too far along in the process to catch new members up.

Clark Dietz, Inc. 125 West Church Street Champaign, lllinois 61820 T:-217.373.8900 F: 217.373.8923



COMMUNITY WORKING GROUP

MEETING #2
DECEMBER 7, 2010



November 23, 2010

Re: East Side Highway Environmental Assessment
Community Working Group Meeting No. 2

We will be having our next East Side Highway Community Working Group (CWG) Meeting on
December 7, 2010, from 6:00 to 8:00 PM. The meeting location will be the same as the previous
meeting, in the basement of the Government Center located at 115 East Washington Street in
Bloomington. There will be directional signs posted to the meeting room.

At the meeting we will be discussing the Environmental Assessment process and the project Purpose &
Need, going over engineering and environmental considerations, summarizing preliminary alternative
locations from the prior Corridor Study, and we will conclude the meeting with a first effort at identifying
additional corridor locations.

We will be contacting you in the near future to verify if you can join us. Feel free to e-mail Barbara
Moore at Barbara.Moore@clark-dietz.com or call her at 217-373-8948 and let her know you are coming.
We look forward to seeing you on the 7"

Sincerely,

Jerry Payonk
Project Manager


mailto:Barbara.Moore@clark-dietz.com

Community Working Group (CWG) Meeting #2
December 7, 2010

East Side Highway Environmental Assessment

Tonight’s Agenda

New Member Introductions
Review of CWG#1

Ground Rules

Project History

EA Process Overview
Origin-Destination Study Summary
Purpose & Need Discussion

Alternative Development Brainstorming

o A S

Next Steps



f)
g)

Review of CWG#1

- Brief intro to the EA process & study schedule

- Reviewed the public involvement process

Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS)
Role of the Community Working Group (CWG)
Ground rules

- CWG member introductions

Interest areas
Live and work

- Interactive Survey

Ground Rules

All input from all participants in the process is valued and considered.

All participants will come to the process with an open mind and participate openly
and honestly.

All participants in the process will treat each other with respect and dignity.

The project must progress at a reasonable pace based on the original project
schedule.

The role of the CWG is to advise the PSG. A consensus of CWG concurrence is
sought prior to project decisions. Consensus is defined as a majority of the
stakeholders in agreement with the minority agreeing that their input was duly
considered. The PSG will fully consider all CWG input when making project
decisions.

The list of CWG members is subject to change at any time as events warrant.

All decisions of the joint lead agencies must be made in a clear, transparent
manner and stakeholders should agree that their input was duly considered.



Project History

L Regional Connectivity

® Three Interstates

Normal

® One Freeway

Bloomington .
Central llinois
Regional Airport

Q D DL

Project History

L Long Range Planning

@ Su bjeCt Of StUdy Si nce the m id Long Range Transportatian Plan 2035
1990'5 Bloomington — Norma.l Urbanized Area

MecLean County, llincis

® Towanda-Barnes Road

® Additional transportation
improvement on east side




Project History

L Previous Studies

CITY OF BLOOMINGTON

McLean County I

Town of

Normal

Study Process

L Environmental Assessment

® National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969

® Significant impacts are unknown

g
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Study Process

EA

dentify and evaluate the environmental, cultural and so

onomic impacts of a single alternative alignment o
side of Bloomington-Normal that will improve reg
ss and relieve urban traffic congestion.

STUDY AREA




What is the Difference Among the Studies?

Feasibility Study (2002) Objective:
* Determine if an east side was practical and feasible

Corridor Study (2009) Objectives:

* Evaluate a range of corridors

* |dentify a recommended 500 foot corridor location for a proposed roadway
* |dentified areas where more detailed studies were needed

EA Objectives:

* NEPA compliance

*  Evaluate a wide range of alignments

* Determine impacts on the human and natural environment.

* |dentify a preferred ~200 foot alternative that meets the purpose and need and
minimizes environmental impacts.

* |dentify measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate for any adverse impacts.

* Preferred alighnment approved by FHWA and IDOT

Will the Work from the Previous Studies be Used?

Yes...

« Stakeholder and CAG input
 Problem Statement
 Purpose & Need

e Corridor Development



L Problem Statement

k Purpose and Need

L Define and Analyze Alternatives

L Preferred Alternative

L Federal Approval (FONSI)

EA Schedule

Public Information Meeting (August 25", 2010)
Provide Study Information
Gather Input
Describe the next steps

FINDING OF NO
ALTERNATIVE SIGNIFICANT
PURPOSE DEVELOPMENT PREFERRED IMPACT
AND NEED & ANALYSIS ALTERNATIVE (FONSI)
A AO AO AO DO O

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 >

/\ PUBLIC MEETING
[0 eusucHeariNG
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Origin-Destination Survey

Conducted October 27 —
November 4, 2010

Cards distributed at 19 L
intersections in
Bloomington-Normal area

f TRAFFIC N
W SURVEY )

20,233 cards distributed

Approximately 6,080 cards
returned (30%)

Origin-Destination Survey Question #1

Where did your trip begin prior

to receiving this card?

Home Preliminary Findings

Work/School > During the peak hour, most

travel between home and

Shopping/Store

work/school

Recreational/Social
> Most surveyed were

Airport traveling within

Other Bloomington-Normal



Origin-Destination Survey Question #2

What was your immediate

destination when you were handed

this card?
O Home Preliminary Findings
o Work/School > Same as Question #1

0 Shopping/Store
O Recreational/Social
O Airport

a Other

Origin-Destination Survey Question #3

What was the approximate time of
this trip?

Preliminary Findings

> Average trip time was
15 to 20 minutes
> The most frequent answer

was 10 minutes.




Origin-Destination Survey Question #4

Including yourself, how many

people were in your vehicle?

Preliminary Findings

> Typically there was
only 1 person
traveling in the

vehicle.

Origin-Destination Survey Question #5

What time of the day did you

receive this card?

O Morning Preliminary Findings

QO Mid-Day > Trips seem to be evenly
Eveni divided between the
a venin
° morning, mid-day and

evening.



Origin-Destination Results Next Steps

1. Finish entering the responses into the

database
2. Summarize the responses
3. Analyze the data for travel patterns

4. Update the travel demand model

Purpose & Need Development

PROBLEM STATEMENT

*COMMUNITY CONTEXT SURVEY

*STAKEHOLDER WORKSHOP PURPOSE AND
NEED REPORT

ENGINEERING ANALYSIS

*GROWTH FORECASTS Y.
*TRAFFIC DATA ANALYSIS

PUBLIC AND AGENCY COORDINATION

4



Purpose & Need Development

® Required by Federal law

® 15t chapter of EA

® Explains the “why” of the project
® Drives the analysis process

® First standard to measure the
solution

Purpose & Need Development

Need is a tangible fact based problem ; i.e. a
transportation deficiency

Purpose is an overarching statement of why you are
pursuing the project; objectives that will be met to
address the transportation deficiency



Purpose & Need Development

PROBLEM STATEMENT

*COMMUNITY CONTEXT SURVEY
*STAKEHOLDER WORKSHOP

PURPOSE AND
NEED REPORT

ENGINEERING ANALYSIS

*GROWTH FORECASTS Y,
*TRAFFIC DATA ANALYSIS

PUBLIC AND AGENCY COORDINATION /

Purpose & Need Development

What is the Problem Statement?

® Concise, but broadly written description of the
transportation problem(s) associated with the
project

® Defines current conditions in addition to conditions
for the forecast year (2035)

® Incorporates larger community issues such as
economic development, visual identity, community
character and livability

® Does not describe specific solutions



Purpose & Need Development

Identify
Context
- Define and
c Define > Evaluation Preferred
R Evaluate
< Problem Criteria Alternatives Alternative /
Idenhf\%
Stakeholders
<+ Considerations >

Stakeholder Considerations / Community Assets

| Environmental Considerations / Compatibility with the Environment

‘ Engineering Considerations / Transportation Needs

Purpose & Need Development

What is the Problem Statement?

® Context Audit Workshop at Public Information
Meeting

® Developed with the Project Study Group and
Stakeholder input during the Corridor Study.



Purpose & Need Development

What is the Problem Statement?

“Provide transportation infrastructure on the
east side of Bloomington-Normal, defined by
the project study area map, that will
accommodate managed growth and address
future mobility and safety needs.”

Purpose & Need Development

PROBLEM STATEMENT

*COMMUNITY CONTEXT SURVEY
*STAKEHOLDER WORKSHOP

PURPOSE AND
NEED REPORT

v

ENGINEERING ANALYSIS

*TRAFFIC DATA ANALYSIS

{-GROWTH FORECASTS p,

PUBLIC AND AGENCY COORDINATION /
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Projected Population Growth

Currently being updated

Sources will include:
. U.S. Bureau of Census Data: 1970. 1980, 1990, 2000, 2005, and 2009.

* 2035 projects adopted from Long Range Transportation Plan 2035 -
Bloomington-Normal, Illinois Urbanized Area, June 22, 2007, MclLean
County Regional Planning Commission.

. The source for the 2035 population data for the State of lllinois is the 2010
Complete Economic and Demographic Data Source (CEDDS), Woods and
Poole Economics — release date September 2009.

Projected Employment Growth

Currently being updated

Sources will include:

The primary source for 1990, 2000 and 2005 data is BEA.
. lllinois and County data are from Woods & Poole (W&P) 2010 CEDDS.

. The 2009 State and County estimates are derived by applying 2007-2009
BLS rates of change to 2007 BEA as published in W&P.

. lllinois 2035 forecasts are from W&P 2010 CEDDS

*  Sub-County 2000, 2005 and 2009 are from Nielsen/Claritas, as published
by Tetrad Computer Application, Inc.



Why Analyze the Traffic Data?

® Objective assessment of existing conditions

® Model future conditions

Average Daily Traffic (ADT)

@ Existing

® Year 2035



How is Traffic Evaluated?

Assessment of Operating
Conditions

® Capacity Analysis

® Traffic Demand Model

¥ Each section of a roadway has the capacity for a certain number of \
vehicles. The volume to capacity ratio (v/c) is a measure used to
determine the traffic’s ability to flow for a given road section. '

v/ic <0.8 Under Capacity

v/ic =0.8-1.0 Near Capacity

vic =1.0-1.2 Slightly Over Capacity
vic>1.2 Substantially Over Capacity

— J

Purpose & Need Development

PROBLEM STATEMENT

*COMMUNITY CONTEXT SURVEY —
*STAKEHOLDER WORKSHOP

PURPOSE AND
NEED REPORT

ENGINEERING ANALYSIS

*GROWTH FORECASTS
*TRAFFIC DATA ANALYSIS

’—/

PUBLIC AND AGENCY COORDINATION

y

g
U



Project Purpose

To improve local and regional mobility and
access that accommodates the managed
growth forecasted on the east side of
Bloomington-Normal.

Project Needs

1. Accommodate Managed Growth.

Provide a transportation system, consistent with local
planning priorities, on the east side of Bloomington-Normal
to accommodate projected traffic growth resulting from
projected population and employment increases in the
Bloomington-Normal area.

2. Provide Improved Mobility and Access

a. Improve Local and Regional Mobility. Provide improved
north-south and east-west mobility to and from
residential areas and job center, thereby reducing
congestion and improving safety.

b. Address Local and Regional Access. Provide better local
access between the east side of Bloomington-Normal
and the urban core. Improve the linkage to the regional
transportation system, including access to the Interstate
System (I-55 and I-74) and CIRA.



Project Needs

Need: Accommodate Managed Growth

AP 'R |

Technical Analysis Saeholder Input

Census data Issues of sprawl!

Regional and local land use Consistency with land use
plans plans

2035 population and Concerns regarding
employment forecasts farmland

Long Range Transportation
Plan 2035

A y 9 Yy J

*4 .
v .7 M&‘J

Technical Analysis Stakeholder Input

Traffic data Improve access into and out
of Bloomington-Normal

Origin-Destination Study
Improve access at I-55 and I-

Traffic forecasts o
Traffic Demand Model
1 Address existing areas of
congestion
North/south mobility

East/west mobility

A y 9 Yy A




Purpose & Need - Next Steps

Public Information Meeting (January, 2011)
Present Refined Purpose & Need
Gather Input

NEPA/404 Merger Meeting (February, 2011)
Seek agency concurrence on Purpose & Need

I FINDING OF NO
ALTERNATIVE SIGNIFICANT
PURPOSE DEVELOPMENT PREFERRED IMPACT

AND NEED & ANALYSIS ALTERNATIVE (FONSI)

A AO AO AO O O
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 >

/\ PuBLIC MEETING
[0 eusucHearinG

© STUDY MILESTONE
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Alignment Development

L Define and Analyze Alternatives

' Develop Preliminary Corridors

' Screen & Consolidate Corridors

Y
-
7

' Perform Macro Analysis
' Develop Preliminary Alignments

?:(
I



Next Steps

anuary 2011

ussion of alternatives
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MEETING NOTES

Project: East Side Highway Environmental Assessment
Subject: Community Working Group Meeting #2

Date: December 7, 2010, 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.
Location: McLean County Government Center

Project Team Attendees: Jerry Payonk (CDI), Al Staron (CDI), Joyce Tanzosh
(CDI), John Lazzara (HDR), Janice Reid (HDR), Linda Huff (Huff & Huff), Gene
Brown (Town of Normal)

Main topics discussed at the meeting are as follows:

1. Introduction (Jerry Payonk)

a. New members not in attendance at Community Working Group (CWG) #1
were introduced. The interest areas represented by the new members
include local business and schools.

b. A summary of topics discussed at CWG#1 was presented.

c. The CWG ground rules were distributed. The CWG members reviewed
the ground rules and signed their initials on a master list indicating that
they agree to abide by the rules.

2. Project History (Jerry Payonk)
A series of slides summarizing the history of the East Side Highway (ESH)
were presented. Previous studies highlighted included the Long Range
Transportation Plan 2035 (McLean County Regional Planning Commission,
2007), the 2002 Feasibility Study, and the 2009 Corridor Report.

The objectives of the studies and the differences among the studies were
described. The previous studies form the framework for the EA, and work
from the previous studies will be incorporated into the EA process.
Specifically, stakeholder and Community Advisory Group (CAG) input
obtained during the Corridor Study will be incorporated, refined, and re-
evaluated in the EA process, including work to develop the Problem
Statement, the Purpose & Need (P&N); the alternative evaluation criteria, and
the corridors developed by the CAG.

3. EA Process (Jerry Payonk)
A series of slides illustrating the major milestones of the EA process were
presented. The milestones included the Problem Statement, Purpose & Need,
Define and Analyze Alternatives, Preferred Alternative, and Federal Approval
(Finding of No Significant Impact — FONSI). A graphic showing the EA
timeline was presented and discussed.

Clark Dietz, Inc. 125 West Church Street Champaign, Illinois 61820 T:217.373.8900 F:217.373.8923



Meeting Notes

East Side Highway Environmental Assessment
CWG #2 — December 7, 2010
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4. Origin-Destination (O-D) Survey (Jerry Payonk)

A series of slides summarizing the O-D Survey were presented. The survey
was conducted by project team personnel between October 27 and November
4, 2010. Over 20,000 survey cards were distributed at 19 intersections in the
Bloomington-Normal area. Approximately 30% of the survey cards were
returned, which is an excellent response rate. The preliminary summary of
responses to the questions on the survey cards was discussed. The responses
will be incorporated into the Travel Demand Model used to estimate future
traffic patterns.

5. Purpose & Need (P&N) (Jerry Payonk)

A series of slides describing the P&N development were presented. The
Problem Statement and engineering analyses form the basis of the P&N. A
Problem Statement was previously developed during the Corridor Study. A
Community Context Survey was distributed to stakeholders at a Public
Information Meeting (PIM) during the Corridor Study. Input received from
the survey in addition to stakeholder input was used to develop the Problem
Statement in 2007.

Engineering analyses used in the P&N development include population and
employment growth forecasts and traffic data analysis. Future and forecasted
(year 2035) population and employment for the Bloomington-Normal area
developed during the Corridor Study were presented. The sources of
information used were also presented. The project team is currently updating
the forecasts using the most recent data available. The project team will
present the updated forecasts to the CWG and incorporate the data into the
P&N when available. An overview of traffic data analysis concepts, including
Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) and volume to capacity ratio (v/c)
were discussed.

The preliminary Purpose and Need (P&N) was presented, and the next steps
in the P&N development were discussed. The P&N is currently being revised
based upon comments from FHWA and updated forecast data. The revised
P&N will be available for public review at a PIM scheduled for January 13,
2011. Comments received from the public will be incorporated into the P&N
as appropriate. The updated P&N will then be presented to the resource
agencies at the February 2011 NEPA/404 merger meeting. The project team
will seek concurrence from the agencies on the P&N at that time.

A summary of discussion points raised by the CWG members following the
presentation of the P&N presentation is as follows:

Clark Dietz, Inc. 125 West Church Street Champaign, Illinois 61820 T:217.373.8900 F:217.373.8923
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A CWG member requested that when the updated forecasted (year
2035) population and employment information is finalized, the project
team present the information on a graph alongside the numbers
forecasted during the Corridor Study, in order to compare the forecasts
develop during the Corridor Study and the EA. The project team
agreed to present this information at a future CWG meeting.

e A CWG member asked why the 2035 employment forecast for
McLean County is relatively high compared to the 2035 forecast for
Bloomington-Normal. The project team will discuss this with the
socio-economic consultants who prepared the forecasts, the al Chalabi
Group, and discuss at the next CWG meeting.

e A CWG member asked if the “Bloomington-Normal area” as
discussed in the P&N represents the same geographic area as the
Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA). The project team will define
these terms at the next CWG meeting.

e A CWG member suggested that an aspect of sustainability should be
incorporated into the P&N. The project team indicated that
sustainability is not addressed specifically in the preliminary P&N but
the suggestion will be taken into consideration.

e The level of detail of the “needs” identified in the P&N was discussed.
The P&N identifies transportation needs, but does not identify
solutions. At the beginning stages of the alternative development
process, the alternatives, or “solutions” to the P&N are general.
Specific details associated with the alternatives, including number of
lanes and alternative modes of transportation, for example, will be
developed later in the EA process.

e The roadway footprint was discussed. A preliminary width of 200 feet
for the roadway is assumed. The width can be widened to
accommodate other modes of transportation as necessary.

e A CWG member who represents agricultural interests stated that the
Bloomington-Normal area is home to some of the most productive
farmland in the world, which should be taken into consideration when
developing the ESH, and when planning for new growth. Agricultural
impacts (prime and important farmland acres impacted, severances,
and access) will be evaluated during the EA. The CWG members
agreed that is important to consider and balance resource impacts
when planning the ESH.

6. Alignment Brainstorming - Develop Preliminary Corridors
The four steps in the Define and Analyze Alternatives process (Develop
Preliminary Corridors, Screen & Consolidate Corridors, Perform Macro
Analysis, and Develop Preliminary Alignments) were discussed. Five 48” x
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36” aerial photographs showing the project study area were distributed. The
CWG members were invited to brainstorm corridors locations in small groups
and draw preliminary corridors on the aerials. The CWG members were
instructed that for this exercise there were no constraints on corridor location.
The evaluation criteria will be discussed in detail at a future CWG meeting
and will include adherence to the P&N, engineering feasibility, and
social/environmental resource impact minimization.

Exhibits available for reference included an aerial showing the corridors
evaluated during the Corridor Study, year 2005 traffic volumes, and
forecasted year 2035 traffic volumes (the 2035 forecasts were developed
during the Corridor Study and are currently being updated as part of the EA).
Members of the project team were available to answer questions. The exercise
lasted approximately 30 minutes.

7. Next Steps (Jerry Payonk)
Alternative development will continue at the next CWG meeting, to be held in
January 2011. The CWG members were invited to attend the PIM on January
13, 2011.
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January 11, 2011

Re: East Side Highway Environmental Assessment
Community Working Group Meeting No. 3

The first meeting of 2011 for East Side Highway Community Working Group (CWG) will be held on
Tuesday, January 25 from 6:00 to 8:00 PM. The meeting location will be the same as the previous
meeting, in the basement of the Government Center located at 115 East Washington Street in
Bloomington. There will be directional signs posted to the meeting room.

The meeting will include a review of comments from the January 13™ Public Information Meeting, a
discussion of the Purpose & Need, and the upcoming Federal Highway Administration Meeting.
Environmental and engineering considerations will be presented and the alternative development
brainstorming that was begun at the last CWG meeting will be continued.

You will be contacted in the near future to verify if you can attend the meeting. Feel free to e-mail
Barbara Moore at Barbara.Moore(@clark-dietz.com or call her at 217-373-8948 and let her know you are
able or unable to attend. We look forward to seeing you on the 25"

Sincerely,

Jerry Payonk
Project Manager


mailto:Barbara.Moore@clark-dietz.com

Community Working Group (CWG) Meeting #3
January 25, 2011

East Side Highway Environmental Assessment

Tonight’s Agenda

New Member Introductions
Project Logo

PIM#2 Summary

P&N — Next Steps

B D e

Alternative Development
a. Engineering concepts
b. Environmental resource regulations
c. Continue alternative development

6. Next Steps



Project Logo

Access Mobility Safety

y o)




PIM#2

« January 13 at Normal Community High School
« ~50 public attendees

« Exhibits and comment forms on website

PIM#2

Preliminary summary as of January 24, 2011
Official comment period ends January 27, 2011

30 comments received
« 21 did not support
4 neutral*
« 3 in support

- 2 information requests



P&N — Next Steps

Consider public comments and present at the

February 15, 2011, NEPA/404 merger meeting

Seek concurrence from:

- Federal Highway Administration

- United States Environmental Protection Agency
- United States Army Corps of Engineers

- United States Fish & Wildlife Service

- lllinois Department of Agriculture

« lllinois Department of Natural Resources

- lllinois Historic Preservation Agency

Issues raised at CWG#2

The “Bloomington-Normal area” in the P&N refers to the
communities of Bloomington, Normal, Towanda, and Downs.

The Bloomington-Normal Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA)
is the entire area of McLean County.

Sustainability is not the purpose or a need of the project.

Sustainability and the incorporation of sustainable elements is
a goal of the EA and will be included in the alternatives
analysis.



Alternative Development

Engineering 101: Terminology and
Concepts




Facility Type

Rural Cross Section S A




Vertical Alignment

Horizontal Alignment

Good Design




Sight Distance

Stopping Sight Distance (SSD)

Intersection Sight Distance
(ISD)

Design Speed

= Design speed 35 MPH; Posted Speed 25 MPH
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Environmental 101: Issues and
Regulations

Transportation and the Environment

All Federally-funded projects must follow the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969

NEPA requires the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) to examine and minimize/avoid potential
impacts to the social and natural environment when
considering approval of proposed transportation
projects.



Social and Natural Resources within the Study Area

= Water Resources = Parks/Rec Areas — 4(f)
= Wetlands = Historic Sites
= Floodplains = Public Facilities
= Threatened and = Residences
Endangered Species = Businesses
= Agricultural Land/Sail
= Title VI of Civil Rights Act of 1964
= Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970
= Americans with Disabilities Act, 1991
= Executive Order 12898 (Environmental
Justice) = Noise 23 CFR 772
= Section 4(f) of USDOT Act (49 USC 303) = Wetlands23CFR777
= Clean Air Act = National Historic Preservation Act
= Clean Water Act 404 = Economic, Social and Environmental
= Executive Order 11990 (Protection of Effects
Wetlands) = Highway Noise Standards
= Endangered Species Act = Public Hearing Requirements 23 USC
= Farmland Protection Policy Act — . it _
= Solid Waste Disposal Act = Archaeological and Historic Preservation
h Act

Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act of 1976 = Archaeological Resources Protection Act

= And more...



Balance Impacts by Alternatives

ALTERNATIVE
IMPACTS TO
RESOURCES

_—_ —————

Balance Impacts For Each Alternative

Impacts to Resources

)

WETLANDS

ALTERNATIVE
2

IMPACTS TO
RESOURCES



What Water Resources are located within the

= al N ) ?

e Money Creek

e Six Mile Creek

e Kickapoo Creek

e Little Kickapoo Creek

e Little Kickapoo Creek North

e Sugar Creek

Water Resource Regulations

® Clean Water Act (CWA)

= 33 U.S.C. 81251 et seq. (1972)
m |llinois General Use Water Quality
Regulations



McLean County Watershed Issues

m Watershed Oversight Committee

® Total maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Studies
for
= Lake Bloomington

* Phosphorous & Nitrogen
* Completed June 2008

= Kickapoo Creek
* Fecal coliform

h y
What is a Wetland?

Wetlands are transitional areas between wet and dry areas,
defined by specific plants, soil, and hydrology.

Potential Wetland Types
within the Study Area:

Forested Wetlands

= Marshes

Scrub-Shrub Wetlands
Farmed Wetlands




Why Are Wetlands Important?

Wetlands have many important functions:

Provide Flood Control
Act as Filter for Nutrients
Improve Water Quality
Provide Wildlife Habitat

found in wetlands
m Recharge and Discharge Groundwater Supplies

Wetlands Regulations

Clean Water Act of 1972 (Section 404)
Interagency Wetland Policy Act of 1989

Final Rule — CFR Part 777 Mitigation of Impacts to
Wetlands and Natural Habitat

Executive Order 11990: Protection of Wetlands

1 3 e it




What Do Wetland Regulations Say?

= Avoid
= Minimize

= Mitigate Means Replace Destroyed Wetlands
at Greater than 1:1 Ratio

L

b

What are Floodplains?

Areas adjacent to a body of water that store
floodwater during flood events

Longitudinal Impact:
Parallel to water body

Longitudinal
Impact

Transverse Impact: :
Crosses water body Transverse
Impact

Money Creek area, east of Bloomington-Normal

A transverse impact crosses the floodplain once and typically is a
lesser impact than a longitudinal impact.



Floodplain Regulations

= 23 CFR 650A

= Executive Order 11988: Balance between protecting
lives and property with need to restore and preserve
natural floodplains

= Floodplain Management and Protection Order (DOT
5650.2)

= Local floodplain control laws

What Do Floodplain Regulations Say?

= A project may not increase the base flood
elevation (BFE) by more than 1 foot, per
FEMA.

= Avoid
= Minimize
= Mitigate by replacing storage capacity taken



What are Threatened and Endangered (T&E) Species?

An endangered species is a plant or animal at risk of
becoming extinct throughout all or a significant
portion of its range

A threatened species is a plant or animal likely to
become endangered in the foreseeable future

Loggerhead shrike Kirtland's Snake
State Threatened Species State Endangered Species

The Short-eared owl (Asio flammeus) is not listed on the lllinois Threatened and Endangered
species by county as of December 1, 2010



T&E Regulations

e Federal Endangered Species Act of 1973

e lllinois Endangered Species Protection Act of
1972

What Do T&E Regulations Require?

e Must take all feasible actions to avoid impacts
to a T&E species and their habitat.

e |If impacts are unavoidable must minimize
impacts, and may be required to mitigate for
the loss of habitat



What are Agricultural Lands?

Land used for the
production of crops or
raising livestock

Agricultural Regulations

 USDA/NRCS: Farmland
Protection Policy Act

* lllinois Agricultural
Areas Conservation and
Protection Act of 1979

h




What do Agricultural Land Regulations Say?

Minimize the unnecessary and irreversible conversion
of prime and important farmland
to nonagricultural uses.

h

Impacts We Will Assess

e Loss of Farmstead Buildings

 Farmland acres taken
e Access issues

* Farm severances

e Adverse travel

e Uneconomic parcels
e Centennial farms




Typical Agricultural Impacts

il e Lateral Severance Diagonal
) Severance

Pre-construction

Severance
Management Zone

Uneconomic

k Ay . B arcel ‘

e Other Issues:

e Drainage systems

e The location of existing subsurface drainage, such as field
tile systems, will be determined during final design

* Existing surface and subsurface drainage systems
maintained to the greatest extent possible

e Borrow Pits
* Minimize prime farmland used for borrow pits.

b




Centennial/Sesquicentennial Farms

e Centennial Farm — Agricultural property owned
by same family for 100 or more years

e Sesquicentennial Farm - Agricultural property
owned by same family for 150 or more years

How Do We Protect Parks, Bike Trails, and Historic

Buildings?

Section 4(f) Property:

Any publicly owned park, recreational area, or wildlife and
waterfowl refuge or a historic site (publicly or privately
owned) of national, state, or local significance

Examples of Potential 4(f) Resources:

e Constitution Trail

e Eagle Crest Park, Towanda Park, & Walt
Bittner Park

e Benjaminville Friends Meetinghouse and
Burial Grounds

e Duncan Manor



Parks and Constitution Trail

Section 4(f) Regulations

Section 4(f) of the DOT Act of 1966 protects:

* Historic sites eligible for or listed on the National
Register of Historic Places

* Park/recreation areas open to the public

| e Publically-owned wildlife or waterfowl refuges ‘




What Do the 4(f) Regulations Say?

e Take all feasible and prudent actions to avoid
impacting Section 4(f) properties

e Section 4(f) impacts can be minimized or mitigated

* If no feasible or prudent alternative to using a
Section 4(f) property exists, FHWA may only approve
the alternative that causes the least overall harm.

b _

Historic Sites

Generally, a site at least 50 years old which processes
historical, architectural, or archaeological significance

May include buildings, bridges, landmarks, historic
districts, archaeological sites

Examples of a Historic Site

e Route 66
e Duncan Manor
*Residence near Towanda

Residence Near Towanda



Historic Sites Regulations

e Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966

e Section 4(f) of the
DOT Act, 1966,
as revised

What Do The Historic Properties Regulations Say?

= Must take all feasible actions to avoid.

= If avoidance is not possible, the proposed act must
be deemed a public necessity and be approved by
federal and state agencies




What Regulations Protect Public Facilities, Schools,
and Places of Worship?

* There are no federal or
state regulations
protecting non-Section
4(f) public facilities,
schools, or places of
worship.

e Should avoid impacting -
these resources, if -
possible.

Other Resources
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Potential Sustainable Practices

= Protecting Greenways

= Stormwater Treatment
= Mitigating Wetlands

= Construction Practices

Next Steps

CAG#4 - Early March 2011

 Continue alternative refinement

» Begin alternative screening process



Year 2035 No-Build Daily Volume to Capacity Ratios

Towanda Interchange
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Engineering Glossary

Term
Facility Type

Access
Control /
Management

Definition

Facility type describes the

characteristics of the

roadway. A freeway or

Interstate is full access -

controlled roadway with 4 or e S : G
more lanes where traffic can ol e &
move continuously at a high N — _—
rate  of  speed. An
expressway 1s partial access
control  4-lane  roadway
where traffic moves
continuously but has more
access points (crossroads)
identical to US 51 south of
Bloomington. An arterial is
a 4-lane roadway with some
access control; traffic does
not move continuously.
Veterans Parkway is an
arterial.

Access management refers to the regulation of interchanges, intersections,
driveways and median openings to a roadway. Its objectives are to enable
access to land uses while maintaining roadway safety and mobility through
controlling access location, design, spacing and operation.

Partial control of access



Engineering Glossary

Vertical
Alignment

Horizontal
Alignment

Sight
Distance

The vertical alignment refers
to the alignment of a
roadway facility based upon
crest (hills) and sag (valleys)
curves that vehicles must
negotiate.  Sight distance
becomes an  important
component of  vertical
alignment, particularly when
negotiating the passing of a
vehicle.

The horizontal alignment
refers to the alignment of a
roadway facility with respect
to curves that vehicles must
negotiate. Based upon a
given design speed there is a
minimum radius that a
roadway alignment can be
designed for before
compromising safety.

There are several types of
sight distance considerations
that the traffic engineer must
analyze in developing a
roadway alignment: stopping
sight distance, decision sight
distance,  passing  sight
distance, and intersection
sight distance.

1DE HIq
S > IR
Access  Mobility  Safety




Engineering Glossary

Design Speed

Radius

A roadway’s design speed is
the maximum speed that a
motor vehicle can be safely
operated on that road under
optimum driving conditions.
Design speed is not the same
as posted speed. The posted
speed of a roadway is
typically lower than the
design speed.

The radius of a circle
(or curve) is the length of a
line from the center of the
circle to any point on the
edge of the circle. The higher
the design speed of a
roadway, the larger the
radius is needed to safely
maneuver around a curve.

GIDE HIG
AS i
Access  Mobility Safety

SPEED|_
§| LIMIT |-
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Engineering Glossary

Capacity

Interchange

Capacity can be defined as
the maximum number of
vehicles which can
reasonably be expected to
traverse a point or uniform
section of a road during a
given time period under
prevailing roadway, traffic,
and traffic control
conditions. You will
sometimes here the term
“volume-to-capacity” or V/C
ratio. This term refers to the
measure of a roadway
facilities’ efficiency.

An interchange is a crossing
of two roads that allows
traffic on one road to travel
over or under the traffic of
another road without the
need for stopping.
Interchanges are usually used
when at least one of the
roads is an expressway or
freeway. The picture to the
right is a configuration of a
clover-leaf interchange.
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Engineering Glossary

Free Flow

Weaving

Intersection

Free-flow is the term used when
thru traffic can travel without
encountering a stop sign or traffic
light. Ramps on the cloverleaf and
trumpet  interchanges  (pictured
right) are free-flowing; a driver
does not need to stop to exit one
road and enter the other.

Weaving is a point of conflict in free-flow interchanges caused by the merging of
exiting and entering traffic in the same lane.

Intersections are an important part
of the highway system. The
operational efficiency, capacity,
safety, and cost of the overall
system are largely dependent upon
its design, especially in urban areas.
The  primary  objective  of
intersection design is to provide for
the convenience, ease, comfort, and
safety of those traversing the
intersection while reducing
potential conflicts between vehicles,
bicycles, and pedestrians.




Engineering Glossary

Channelization

System-to-
System

The purpose of channelization is to
separate conflicting traffic
movements whether physically
(medians, traffic islands) or with
roadway markings (paint).
Channelization defines driving
patterns and indicates which road
has priority at a junction.
Intersection A shows an
intersection without channelization
and intersection B shows an
intersection with medians
separating traffic flows.

System-to-System connections are interchanges that directly connect freeways

and/or expressways to each other.



MEETING NOTES

Project: East Side Highway Environmental Assessment
Subject: Community Working Group Meeting #3

Date: January 25, 2011, 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.

L ocation: McLean County Government Center

Project Team Attendees. Jerry Payonk (CDI), Joyce Tanzosh (CDI), John
Lazzara (HDR), Linda Huff (Huff & Huff), Evan Markowitz (Huff & Huff), Eric
Schmitt (McLean County)

Main topics discussed at the meeting are as follows:

1. Introduction (Jerry Payonk)
New members of the Community Working Group (CWG) were introduced.
The interest areas represented by the new members include labor unions and
archaeological interests.

2. Project Logo (Jerry Payonk)
The ESH project logo was displayed. Two winning students from Normal
Community West High School were selected. The ideas from the two
winning entries were combined to form the final project logo.

3. PIM#2 Summary (Jerry Payonk)

A series of slides were presented summarizing PIM#2, which was held on
January 13, 2011, at the Normal Community High School. The purpose of the
meeting was to present the Purpose & Need Statement (P&N).
Approximately 50 members of the public were in attendance. Attendees were
encouraged to comment on the P&N. All exhibits, handouts, and comment
form presented at the meeting were also made available on the project
website.

The preliminary results of the public comments received as of January 24,
2011, were presented. This included a graph summarizing the number of
comments opposed, in support, and neutral with respect to the project. The
most frequent reason given for not supporting the project was the validity of
forecasted population and employment growth in the area. The official
comment period ends January 27, 2010.

Clark Dietz, Inc. 125 West Church Street Champaign, Illinois 61820 T:217.373.8900 F:217.373.8923



Meeting Notes

East Side Highway Environmental Assessment
CWG #3 — January 25, 2011

Page 2

4. P&N - Next Steps (Jerry Payonk)

A slide presenting the next steps in the development of the P&N was
explained. Next steps include evaluating the public comments received from
PIM#2. The project team will present the P&N at the NEPA/404 merger
meeting on February 15, 2011. The presentation will include a summary of the
public comments, and the actual comments will be available for the attendees
to review. At the meeting, concurrence is sought from several Federal and
State resource agencies.

Several questions concerning the P&N raised at the CWG#2 meeting held on
December 7, 2010, were addressed. A summary of the issues follows:

o At CWGH#2, a member asked if the “Bloomington-Normal area” as
discussed in the P&N represents the same geographic area as the
Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA).

The “Bloomington-Normal area” in the P&N refers to the
communities of Bloomington, Normal, Towanda, and Downs. The
Bloomington-Normal MSA includes the entire area of McLean
County.

o At CWGH#2, a member asked why the 2035 employment forecast for
McLean County is relatively high compared to the 2035 forecast for
Bloomington-Normal.

The graph assumes that the corporate limits of Bloomington-Normal
do not change between 2009 and 2035. Although it is likely that the
corporate limits will expand in the future, assumptions cannot be made
without supporting factual documentation. The projections are based
on land use plans, historical trends, and 2009 data. The projections
will be updated when 2010 census data becomes available in April
2011.

Several CWG members requested additional information regarding the
future land use plan and what is driving the projected growth rate. The
project team proposed to bring a member of the McLean County
Regional Planning Commission (MCRCP) or a member of the project
team whose expertise is socio-economic forecasting to the next CWG
meeting to provide more information and to answer questions.

Clark Dietz, Inc. 125 West Church Street Champaign, Illinois 61820 T:217.373.8900 F:217.373.8923
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o At CWGH#2, a member suggested that an aspect of sustainability
should be incorporated into the P&N.

Sustainability is not a purpose or a need of the ESH. Sustainability
and incorporation of sustainable elements is a goal of the EA and will
be included in the alternative analysis.

5. Engineering 101 (Jerry Payonk)
A series of slides describing engineering terminology and concepts considered
in roadway design was presented. The factors included:
- facility type,
access control,
vertical alignment,
horizontal alignment,
sight distance,
design speed,
radius,
capacity,
interchange types,
weaving,
intersection, and
channelization.

An engineering glossary handout summarizing the concepts was distributed to
the CWG members.

Technical guidelines that engineers must adhere to were listed.

Volume to capacity (v/c) exhibits for Year 2005 and Year 2035 were on
display. The Year 2035 exhibit is from the Corridor Study and will be
updated with population and employment projections and traffic information,
including data collected during the Origin-Destination Survey, when it
becomes available. The exhibits show roadway segments with high v/c ratios
(<1.2) in red, signifying that these segments are over capacity.

A summary of main discussion points following the presentation is as follows:
e Design speed is not the same as posted speed. Design speed depends

on facility type. For instance, if a posted speed is 65 mph, the design

speed may be as great as 75 mph to safely accommodate those who

travel over the posted speed limit. For a full or partial access control

Clark Dietz, Inc. 125 West Church Street Champaign, Illinois 61820 T:217.373.8900 F:217.373.8923



Meeting Notes

East Side Highway Environmental Assessment
CWG #3 — January 25, 2011

Page 4

roadway, the posted speed is typically 65 mph. An arterial road with
more access points would be posted at a lower speed. The facility type
of the ESH will be determined largely on traffic demand, which has
not yet been determined.

e The v/c ratio is based on Annual Daily Traffic (ADT), not peak hours.
The Year 2035 exhibit shows numerous road segments at or above
capacity. The exhibits do not account for traffic reductions resulting
from a proposed ESH. When planning the ESH, north-south and east-
west roadway improvements will be considered. The ESH alternatives
will be analyzed to determine impacts on traffic in the project study
area. The ESH will not solve all traffic congestion issues in
Bloomington-Normal.

e Public transit is considered when planning for the ESH. Alternatives
modes of transportation will be evaluated in conjunction with an ESH
roadway. Existing and planned public transit routes are included in the
traffic model.

6. Environmental 101 (Linda Huff)
A series of slides presenting the environmental resources found within the
project study area, and the laws and regulations associated with the resources
was presented. The topics discussed included:

NEPA regulations,

water resources,

wetlands,

floodplains,

threatened and endangered (T&E) species,

agricultural land,

section 4(f) resources (including parks and bike trails),
historic sites,

public facilities, schools, places of worship, and
potential sustainable practices.

Social and environmental resources were evaluated at a macro level in the
Corridor Study, but will be evaluated in much greater detail during the EA.
The resource information used during the Corridor Study was obtained from
GIS-level data, and was available in the public domain. Much of the resource
information that will be used during the EA will be obtained from field studies
conducted in 2011 by scientists and resource experts.

Clark Dietz, Inc. 125 West Church Street Champaign, Illinois 61820 T:217.373.8900 F:217.373.8923
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Generally, the law and regulations state that impacts to natural and
environmental resources should be avoided. If impacts cannot be avoided,
they must be minimized and then mitigated for.

A summary of main discussion points following the presentation is as follows:
e Wetlands connected to waterways in addition to those not connected to
waterways (isolated wetlands) are considered during the EA. Ideally
mitigation for lost wetlands should occur in the same watershed.
However, if there are no wetland banks or suitable mitigation sites
available within the watershed, mitigation may occur in a different
watershed.

e The Illinois Natural History Survey (INHS) will identify T&E species,
locally rare species, and Species of Concern during field visits to be
completed in 2011. The Illinois Department of Natural Resources
(IDNR) reviews historic records of T&E species identified in the area.
A CWG member stated he has local expert findings pertaining to T&E
species. The project team offered to forward the information to the
INHS and IDNR.

A copy of the Environmental 101 presentation slides were distributed to CWG
members.

7. Alignment Brainstorming — Continue to Develop and Refine Preliminary
Corridors
The members split into two groups. A 36” x 48” aerial map showing the ESH
project study area was distributed to each group. The maps included the
preliminary corridors developed during CWG#2 as well as the location of
human (e.g., schools) and environmental resources. The resource information
is preliminary and will be updated as data collection continues and new
information becomes available. The members were encouraged to refine the
preliminary alternatives and develop new alternatives based on the
engineering criteria and environmental information presented at the meeting
and shown on the map.

8. Next Steps (Jerry Payonk)
Alternative development will continue at the next CWG meeting, to be held in
March 2011. At the meeting, members will have the opportunity to continue
to refine corridors. Additional alternatives developed by the project team and
the alternatives developed during the Corridor Study will be presented for
review. Corridor screening criteria will be presented for input.

Clark Dietz, Inc. 125 West Church Street Champaign, Illinois 61820 T:217.373.8900 F:217.373.8923
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From: Barbara A. Moore

To: Barbara A. Moore
Cc: Jerald T. Payonk
Bcc: "mwhines@ctechinternet.com"; "wieting-08181961@peoplepc.com”; “jerball@aol.com";

"ashirk@beernuts.com”; "David.Rasmussen.ASAN@Statefarm.com”; "john@meredithsproperties.com";
"Guy@Kaisnerhomes.com”; “charlie@mcleancochamber.org”; "ken@bnbiz.org"; "niehausg@unit5.org";
"csimonson@tri-valley3.org"; "sarah.franks@mcleancountyil.gov"; "apcappar@ilstu.edu"”;
"narmstr908@aol.com”; “crohr@springnetl.com"; "car@reitan.info"; "art@eiff.com”; "bpnaffy@comcast.net";
"jeter1918@msn.com"”; "epblm.laborers@frontier.com”; "matejka53@aol.com";
"rusty.thomas@mcleancountyil.gov"; “rwall@cityblm.org"; “jkennedy@cityblm.org";
"michael.steffa@mcleancountyil.gov"; "kent.bohnhoff@il.usda.gov"; "carl@cira.com"; "bander3@nicor.com”;
"tim.muellenberg@cornbeltenergy.com”; “terryldeb@aol.com”

Subject: East Side Highway Environmental Assessment - Community Working Group Meeting No. 4

Date: Thursday, February 24, 2011 1:19:00 PM

Dear CWG Member,

The next meeting for East Side Highway Community Working Group (CWG)
will be held on Thursday, March 10, from 6:00 to 8:00 PM. The meeting
location will be the same as the previous meeting, in the basement of the
Government Center located at 115 East Washington Street in Bloomington.
There will be directional signs posted to the meeting room.

At this meeting there will be a presentation on population and employment
forecasts by Suhail al Chalabi — the socio-economic consultant on the project
team. Since our last meeting we have received 2010 census data and have
made revisions to the forecasts. We will go over these in detail and take your
questions regarding this information. We will also begin screening the various
alternatives that have been developed to date.

You will be contacted in the near future to verify if you can attend the
meeting. Feel free to e-mail Barbara Moore at Barbara.Moore@clark-
dietz.com or call her at 217-373-8948 and let her know if you are able to
attend. We look forward to seeing you on the 10th.

Sincerely,

Jerry Payonk
Project Manager
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Community Working Group (CWG) Meeting #4
March 10, 2011

Easl Side Highway Environmenlal Assessmenl

Tonight’s Agenda

1. NEPA/404 Merger Meeting Summary

2. Employment and Population Forecast Updates
3. Alternative Analysis
a. Evaluation Process
b. Consolidation
4. Project Schedule
5. Next Steps



NEPA/404 Merger Meeting Summary

P&N submitted to Federal Highway Administration
and resource agencies in January, 2011

NEPA/404 Merger Meeting on February 15, 2011
- Presentation of P&N
- Updated forecasts

« Public comments

NEPA/404 Merger Meeting Summary

Obtained concurrence from each of the following agencies:

- Federal Highway Administration

- United States Environmental Protection Agency
- United States Army Corps of Engineers

- United States Fish & Wildlife Service

« lllinois Environmental Protection Agency

- lllinois Department of Agriculture

- lllinois Department of Natural Resources

- lllinois Historic Preservation Agency

Signifies that alternative evaluation can continue



Population Change

McLean County population is growing at a healthy pace.

Between 2000 and 2010, it had the 7" largest growth

(volume) of all lllinois Counties.

Growth in only 5 counties, in the Chicago Metro Area and

Champaign, was larger.

i
L

Population Change

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

i
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Population Change 1990 - 2000
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Socio-Economic Forecasts

The Northeast Sector: From Woods & Poole Economics
“CEDDS 2011 : Technical Documentation”
Illustrated is: The Percent of Total Earnings from Manufacturing: 2008

[ 0.0% to 10.9%
I 10.9% to 30.0%
W 50.0% to 40.0%
W 40.0% to 57.0%

‘Although growth throughout most of the Northeast is projected to be below the national average, ther:
reas which.are expected.to _have relatively rapid. employment.and. population.growth over the
cades. Metropolitan Statistical Areas such as: ... Bloomington-Normal IL, ... are all f
loyment growth greater than the national average through 2040.”

Socio-Economic Forecasts

Forecasts of Key Basic Industries*and Total Jobs
Comparison of McLean County, Illinois, Great Lakes and U.S.

(in 000's of Jobs)

Basic Industry Jobs Uu.S. Great Lakes Illinois McLean Co
Current (2010) 27,537 4,785 1,307 31.84
Forecast (2040) 33,426 5,451 1,532 41.43
Change - (%) Total (21%) 5,889 (14%) 666 (17%) 225 (30%) 9.59
Total Jobs

Current (2010) 174,063 25,775 7,242 110.4
Forecast (2040) 246,861 33,466 9,531 165.0
Change - (%) Total (42%) 72,798  (30%) 7,691  (32%) 2,289 (50%) 54.6

= Agriculture and related;
Auto Manufacturing and r
00ds & Poole Economics, Inc. CEDDS 2011 Insurance; and Higher



Socio-Economic Forecasts

McLean County - Population Trends and Forecasts
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Socio-Economic Forecasts

McLean County - Employment Trends and 2010 ACG Forecasts
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Problem Statement

v

Purpose and Need

V.

Define and Analyze Alternatives

Preferred Alternative |

Federal Approval (FONSI) J

Problem Statement
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EA Process

| Develop Preliminary Corridors

0

Consolidate Corridors
Initial Screening

P&N Evaluation

EA Evaluation

Criterion
Does the alternative directly impact state or federally protected
areas?

Does the corridor segment meet the horizontal and vertical clear Ye.
zone requirements for the Central Illinois Regional Airport?**
Do the termini of the corridor meet design criteria for interchange | Yes
spacing and interchange type in relation to existing interché:g “.f:
1-55 and |-74?

Does the alternative divide or isolate a neighbarhood or
community? (Is the neighborhood or cmed into
more sections? Are any sections isolated from comm:
services?)

S i S
* Clear zone requirements in accordance with-ex ans_imy initiatives presented in CIRA’s master plan

ymefurther evaluation
.Continue for fatther evaluation
“Continue for further evaluation
Eliminate from further evaluation
Continue for further evaluation
Eliminate from further evaluation

Eliminate from further evaluation

[No M Continue for further evaluation




Purpose and Need Evaluation Criteria

Need Criterion Measure
Accommodate Managed | Is the alternative compatible with adopted land | % change i
Growth use plans?

Does the alternative restrict/reduce
opportunities for uncontrolled, sporadic, or
leapfrog development?

Mobility Does the alternative reduce congestion inth
study area?

Does the alternative improve N/S travel
efficiencies? =

sibility (as compared to

vel pairs (reduced vehicle hours traveled)

Does the alternative improve | time savings from two east-west

efficiencies?

Access Does the alt y@%& nt increase in area with travel within X
i ite sy n “Fminutes to the interstate (vehicle shed) (sq

miles)

Reduced miles traveled from two north-

south travel pairs (reduced vehicle miles

traveled)

Reduced miles traveled from two east-west
travel pairs (reduced vehicle miles traveled)

* Baseline is considered to be the conditigns definediinthe No-Build Alternative.

** Planning boundaryisconsidered the limit of the 2035 land use plan for Bloomington and Normal.

500 Foot Corridor Comparative Evaluation
Criteria

Unit of Measure

Criterion Unit of Measure Criterion
Environmental Agricultural

Water Quality/Water Resources Floodplain (acres affected) Prime and Important Farmland
Floodways (acres affected)
Biologically Significant Streams (number Farmsteads
of crossings) Severances
Class | Streams (number of crossings)
Streams (number of crossings)

rime and Important Farmland (acres
affected)

Farm out buildings (number affected)
racts(number affected)

acts with access change (number
iscted)

Drinking Water Supplies - Surface Centenpial/Sesquicentennial Farms Farms:(number affected)
Water (number affected) Farms Othstwise Affected=. Farmisthumber affected)
Wetlands Wetland Areas (number affected)
Wetland Areas (acres affected) Historic Sites (number affected)
Special Waste CERCLIS, UST, RCRA Sites (number Cemeteries (number affected)
affected) Documented archaeological sites
Forested Area Forested Area (acres affected) (number affected)
T&E Species Threatened and Endangered Species
(state and fede

affected)

Statistics based on traffic operations
and design elements

Community = Safety Analysis
Residences Homes;lse.includes homes:on

farmstead-famber dispfaced). ..
=

Business . mercia
,%d)

Public Facilities & Services PublicEscilities (piirmber displaced)

Public Segvice Facilities. with access

change (ntimber affected)

Pa rklandsﬁm ber aﬁ?ﬁyed)

Parklands {acres affected)

Utilities.€rassings (number of conflicts)

Section 4(f) & 6(f) Impacts

Utilities

Utility Infrastructure -@frastructure (number affected)

Noise Sensitive Receptors (number of
sensitive receptors)




200 Foot Corridor Comparative Evaluation

Criteria

Criterion
Environmental
Water Quality/Water Resources

Unit of Measure

Floodplain (acres affected)
Floodways (acres affected)

Criterion

| Unit of Measure

Severances

Tracts(number affected)

ts with access change (number
iffected)

Biologically Significant Streams (number
of crossings)

Class | Streams (number of crossings)
Streams—main stem (number of

Centennial/Sesquicentennial Farms
Farms Otherwise Affecte

Cultural

|Farms (number affected)

Farms (number affected)

= Historic Sites (number affected)

crossings) “emeteries (number affected)
Streams—tributaries (number of Dogamented Archeological Sites
crossings) (number )

Drinking Water Supplies - Surface Water
(number affected)

ROW Acquisition (acres)

Wetlands

Wetland Areas (humber affected)

Area of Pavement (square miles)

Wetland Areas (acres affected)

Special Waste

CERCLIS, UST, RCRA Sites (number
affected)

T&E Species

Threatened and En:
(number affect

Cut & Fill (cubic yards)

Drainages Structure (number/type
required)

Estimated Cost (S)

Area of existing pavement utilized vs.

CommerciafBuildings{fnumber==-

Public Facilities & Services

Residences Homes:ineliudes homes on afarmstead area of new pavement required (+/-
(numberdisplaced) square miles)
Business Area of existing ROW utilized vs. area of

new ROW required (+/- square miles)

il i ber displaced)
PublicS&ryice Facilities with access
change {ntimber affected)

Section 4(f) & 6(f) Impacts

Pa rkland@m ber a‘@ed)
Parklands {acres affected)

Utilities

Utilities Crossings (number of conflicts)

Farmland Preservation

Area of farmland consumed vs. area of
urban/developed land consumed (+/-
acres) based on 2035 land use plan.
Number of farms located between the
developed area and the proposed
alignment.

Utility Infrastructure

Utility Infrastructure (number affected)

Watershed

Percentage affected

Noise

Prime and Important Farmland

|Sensitive'Receptors (number of

Prime and Important Farmland (acres
affected)

Farm out buildings (number affected)

Highly Erodible Soils

Traffic Analysis

Area affected

v/c, vehicle miles traveled, vehicle hours
traveled

Safety Analysis

Statistics based on traffic operations
and design elements

Environmental Assessment Evaluation

Criterion
Environmental
Water Quality/Water Resources

Unit of Measure

Floodplain (acres affected)

Floodways (acres affected)

Biologically Significant Streams (number of
crossings)

| Criterion

| Unit of Measure

Agricultural
Prime and Important Farmland

Number of impacts (mitigation required)

Prime and Important Farmland (acres
affected)

Landlocked Parcels

Class | Streams (number of crossings)

Streams—main stem (number of crossings)

Uneconomical Remnants

Uneconomical Remnants ( acres and
umber)

Streams—tributaries (number of crossings)

Drinking Water Supplies - Surface Water
and Private wells (number affected)

Streams water quality

Farmsteads

“|Residences, businesses, and Farm out
iidings (number affected)

Severanc

mumber affected)

Tracts:with access change (number affected)
i

INHS Wetlands

Wetland Areas (number affected)

e
Adverse Travel.

Wetland Areas (acres affected)

AdverseFravel ( miles)

Number of F3rifis, ownérs, 6perators

High Quality Wetland Areas (number
affected)

High Quality Wetland Areas (acres affecte

Special Waste

Recognized Environmental Conditions (REGS)
( number of RECs identified)

INAI Sites

INAI Sites (acres affected)::

High Quality Woodlands

High Quality Woodias acres affected

Farms, 6wners, operators ( number)

Centennial/Sesgtiice nial Farms
Cultural
ral

Farms (number affected

Historic Sites (number affected)

Cemeteries (number affected)

High Probability Archeological Significance
(number affected)

T&E Species Threatened and Endangered Species |ROV N ROW Acquisition (acres)
(number affacted) 3 Area of Pavement Area of Pavement (square miles)

Ecologically sensitive areas

EcologicallyzSensitive Areas (ntimber

Cover Type

Residences

Homes [mber displated

Environmental Justice

[Topolog

Cut & Fill (cubic yards)

rainage Structure

Drainages Structure (number/type required)

Estimated Cost
il Sustainability

Estimated Cost (S)

Minorityafad:Low Income-population
(percent i%ted)

Alignment Area of existing pavement utilized vs. area of
new pavement required (+/- square miles)
ROW Area of existing ROW utilized vs. area of new

ROW required (+/- square miles)

[Business

Commercial-Buildings (number displaced)

Public Facilities & Services

Section 4(f) & 6(f) Impacts

Public Facilities (number displaced)

Public Service Facilities with access change
numbetaffected

number affected)

Farmland Preservation

Area of farmland consumed vs. area of
urban/developed land consumed (+/- acres).
Number of farms located between the
developed area and the proposed
alignment.

Watershed

Percentage affected

Utilities

Visual Resources

Visual Resources ( Impact by viewscape)

tility Infrastructure

Utility Infrastructure affected)

uality

Air Quality compliance with ambient air

quality standards by pollutant

Highly Erodible Soils

Area affected
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FACT SHEET

Perception: The location of the ESH has already been
determined.

Fact: The location and alignment of the ESH will be
determined as an outcome of the ongoing Environmental
Assessment (EA) process that is evaluating feasible
alternative routes east of Bloomington-Normal connecting I-
55 to I-74. Previous studies have identified a preliminary
location; however, all feasible alternatives will be evaluated
to find the best solution for Bloomington, Normal, and
McLean County.

Perception: The ESH EA is funded with Federal money.

Fact: State funding is being used for this project as part of
the “lllinois Jobs Now!” Capital Bill; monies are allocated to
the improvement of our State’s infrastructure. The Federal
Highway Administration is involved due to the potential
new interchanges at I-55 & |-74, NEPA process compliance
and future funding eligibility.

Perception: The ESH EA is being initiated by developers
and the planning commission.

Fact: The ESH EA is being conducted through the joint
efforts of MclLean County and the communities of
Bloomington and Normal, who recognize the need for
additional future transportation capacity on the east and
southeast sides of the communities to accommodate
forecasted growth.

Perception: Nobody wants a proposed ESH.

Fact: In addition to support from the County and
municipalities, the project team has heard support for the
ESH study from residents and local businesses including the
Central lllinois Regional Airport (CIRA), the McLean County
Chamber of Commerce, and the Economic Development
Council.

Perception: The ESH will be a by-pass of Bloomington-
Normal.

Fact: The purpose of the proposed ESH is to serve both local
and regional travel, increase mobility, and enhance
transportation options on the east side with an emphasis on
serving forecasted/expected growth in the Bloomington-
Normal area. It is not intended to be a by-pass of the
communities.

Perception: A new transportation facility will not
alleviate congestion on Veteran’s Parkway or Towanda-
Barnes Road.

Fact: A new north-south roadway on the east side will

improve mobility when expected growth occurs and has
been documented in the Mclean County Long-Range
Transportation Plan. While all congestion will not be
alleviated on Veteran’s Parkway or Towanda-Barnes Road,
mobility will be improved.

Perception: Money used to fund the ESH could be spent on
existing roadway maintenance.

Fact: The type of state funding used for the ESH EA can only
be spent on this project and cannot be reallocated for use
on existing roadway repair and maintenance.

Perception: The best ESH alternative would be to use
Lexington-Leroy Road.

Fact: The Lexington-Leroy Road is five miles east of the
Bloomington-Normal Urbanized Area limits (2100E) and the
eastern limits of the 2035 Land Use Plan. An ESH located
this distance from the future urban area growth cannot
efficiently improve local and regional mobility and access.

Perception: Connecting Towanda-Barnes Road to I-55
and I-74 will solve the problem.

Fact: Connecting Towanda-Barnes Road to the Interstates
will be evaluated during the alternatives analysis as it was in
the 2009 Corridor Study, and will be compared with other
feasible alternatives that meet the purpose and need of the
project.

Perception: The ESH EA will not take into consideration
east-west traffic.

Fact: The ESH EA study includes the evaluation of east-west
routes between a proposed ESH and the eastern edges of
the Bloomington-Normal Urbanized Area. East-west
roadway improvements could be recommended as part of
alternatives that meet the purpose and need of the project.

Perception: Bloomington-Normal has already reached its
full development potential and will not grow any further.

Fact: One purpose of the ESH is to provide improved
capacity for the anticipated development as noted in the
2035 Land Use Plan adopted by McLean County. The future
transportation and land use plans show planned growth
areas based on historical trends.

Perception: The ESH EA costs $13 Million.

Fact: The ESH EA is under contract with an engineering
team led by Clark Dietz Inc. for $10,359,255.38. This
includes the cost of preliminary engineering design of the
preferred alternative.
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Frequently Asked Questions

What does “Planning Today for Tomorrow” really mean?

A project of this magnitude takes significant time and planning. If we do not start working “Today”, the most effective
alignment may be blocked by development “Tomorrow” when the project is vital to accommodate growth. The ESH is being
planned for the year 2035 based upon adopted land use and forecasted population and employment growth.

How were the forecasted population and employment numbers developed?

The land use plan was developed based upon historical growth trends in McLean County since 1970 and recent national
estimates and forecasts. It has been noted that the recent economic downturn has caused employment to decline in McLean
County, lllinois, and the U.S. As the EA progresses, the most current national, state, and local census data and
employment/population trends will be used to ensure that the growth rates are credible. The 2011 national forecast for all
states and counties was used as an input to the EA (Woods & Poole Economics) and cites Bloomington-Normal as an “area
which (is) expected to have relatively rapid employment and population growth over the next three decades”.

How do the 2035 traffic projections relate to the future socio-economic conditions?

The 2035 projected no build traffic (what will happen if no ESH is built) is based on the 2035 Land Use Plan, population and
employment projections, the 2035 adopted Long Range Transportation Plan, historical growth rates, and existing and
predicted mode shares. It assumes that those projects already programmed in the region’s Transportation Improvement
Program (TIP) and planned beyond the TIP schedule, will be in place by 2035.

What is the purpose of this project?
The purpose of the project is to improve local and regional mobility and access that accommodates the growth forecasted
and provided for on the east side of the Bloomington-Normal area.

Is this project needed?

The need for this project is based on the inability of the current transportation system to accommodate projected traffic
volumes and provide access for the future growth on the east side of the Bloomington-Normal area.

Are prior studies being considered?

The EA is taking a fresh look at the current and future transportation needs of the study area as required by the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Many of the previous studies including the 2009 Corridor Study are being used as part of
the current study.

Will pedestrian, bicycle, and transit accommodations be included in the ESH EA?

As part of the alternative development, all modes will be considered, including access across a proposed ESH. Existing and
planned bicycle accommodations have been inventoried and will be considered as part of the EA.

How will the resources in the ESH Study Area be evaluated?

Effects to identified environmental resources including farmland and farm severances will be evaluated with attempts to
minimize impacts. Public input will be sought to help identify evaluation criteria and determine which alternative best meets
the needs of the McLean County, Bloomington, and Normal.

When will ESH EA be done?

The ESH EA began in the summer of 2010. The schedule anticipates a final alternative being approved in 2014.

What happens when the study is completed?

At the conclusion of the ESH EA, the location of the preferred alternative for the ESH will be identified. East-west routes,
bicycle, transit, or other transportation improvements may also be recommended as part of the ESH EA. Upon a Finding of No
Significant Impact from the EA, the final design and land acquisition can commence. Funding is currently not established for
the final design or construction phases.

Will planning efforts continue after the ESH EA?

The EA will conclude the planning for the ESH. Land use and transportation planning will continue as adopted plans will be
reviewed and further refined to help ensure that a comprehensive development strategy is maintained in meeting future
mobility, congestion, and safety needs.



East Side Highway
Planning Today for Tomorrow

A Guide to the East Side Highway
Environmental Assessment

J

www.eastsidehighway.com
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The ESH EA project study area, shown in pink, covers a
138 square mile area.

What is an EA?

An Environmental Assessment (EA) is a study that
identifies the potential environmental impacts of a
proposed project before it is carried out and proposes
measures to minimize adverse effects. During the EA
process, the Purpose and Need of the project is defined
and the affected environment is described. A reasonable
range of transportation alternatives are evaluated, and
the environmental and cultural impacts of each
alternative are analyzed.

Project History

The ESH EA is the next stage of analysis that follows the ESH Feasibility
Study and Corridor Study. The 2002 Feasibility Study examined the ability
to connect I-55 to |-74 east of Bloomington-Normal. It predicted that the
future urban expansion of the region will stress the existing roadway
networks, and explored the impacts of providing a new major roadway
facility that would relieve traffic congestion.

The ESH Corridor Study began in March 2007 and was completed in
March 2009. The ESH Corridor Study identified a single feasible corridor
that would serve the needs of anticipated growth on the east side of the
Bloomington-Normal community. This study did not determine the
location of a specific alignment.

The EA is not a refinement of the Corridor Study’s recommended
alternative. The EA will assess a full range of transportation improvement
alternatives. The corridors developed during the Corridor Study will be
re-examined during the EA, and some will be studied in greater detail.
New corridors will be identified as potential alternatives.

McLean County, the Illinois Department of Transportation (IDOT), and th
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) are the agencies leading the E
study.

NEPA

The ESH EA is being conducted in compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969.

The Federal Highway Administration and Federal and State resource
agencies must give concurrence on project findings at milestone stages
in the process. The project team will present the project for
concurrence at the NEPA/404 merger meetings. If the FHWA and the
resource agencies grant concurrence, that means the project can
proceed to the next step.

Project Website

To read about the current
project news, find out about
upcoming meetings, sign up
for the mailing list, send the
project team an email, or to
get more information on the
study, visit the project
website at:

www.eastsidehighway.com

Page 2



EA Process

The result of the EA is the selection of a Preferred Alternative based on factors such as social and
environmental resource impacts and engineering feasibility. If, after completing the EA, it is
determined that there are no significant impacts associated with the project, a Finding of No the EA study coming
Significant Impact (FONSI) will be prepared. The FONSI will conclude the EA. from?

Where is the funding for

. . o . ) ) The funding for this pro-
If, during any stage of the process of preparing the EA, it is discovered that the project will result in ject comes from the

significant environmental impacts, an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) must be prepared. An “Uinois  Jobs  Now!”
EIS is a document required for federal projects that result in significant impacts to the Capital Bill. The Illinois

environment. Jobs Now! program spe-

cifically identified funds
for preliminary engineer-
Alternatives ing on the ESH.
Problem Preferred

Development &
Statement P Alternative

Evaluation

I I I Is there funding for con-

Data Collection struction of the road?

Currently no funds have
E A T' I' been allocated for Phase Il
Ime Ine engineering or Phase Il
construction.
The EA process will take approximately four years to complete. First, the
transportation problem must be defined. Then, a range of alternatives must be
developed and screened. The alternatives are screened in part based upon
environmental information that must be gathered by teams of scientists conducting
field investigations in areas that might be affected. These field investigations must
occur during the growing season. The coordination of these studies and the review
of results take time. Coordination with stakeholders, as well Federal, state, and local
regulators occurs during this entire period. All of these efforts must be fully

documented in the EA. No. The type of state

funds used for the ESH EA
can only be spent on this

There are three phases to an IDOT e — used for other purposes.

roadway project: Project Scoping September 2010

Can’t the money be spent
on education or other
needs?

e Phase I—Preliminary engineering Purpose & Need February 2011
and environmental analysis

o Phase Il—Detailed engineering
and land acquisition Preferred Alternative February 2013

Alternatives to be Carried Forward February 2012

* Phaselll—Construction Finding of No Significant Impact Early 2014

The EA is considered Phase I. (FONSI)
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Purpose and Need

The Purpose & Need Statement (P&N) defines transportation issues or problems in the
Problem Statement project study area and the need for improvements that will be evaluated in the EA. The

“Provide transportation infrastructure problem statement was developed with stakeholder input during the Corridor Study.

on the east side of Bloomington-
Normal, defined by the project study
area map, that will accommodate e Traffic analysis
managed growth and address future e Safety analysis
mobility and safety needs.” e Census data

The P&N is based upon:

e Socio-economic data
e Land use plans

= 4070 \ / e Planning documents
é % 7 The purpose of the ESH EA is to improve local and regional mobility and access that
f f“ © accommodates the population and employment growth forecasted and planned for on
\ Eom 3 the east side of Bloomington-Normal. The needs of the ESH EA are to:
’ “,;W 0 " e Accommodate managed growth
@ ¢ Provide a transportation system, consistent with local planning authorities,
v [ on the east side of Bloomington-Normal to accommodate projected trav
growth resulting from projected population and employment increases in
7 the Bloomington-Normal area.
2010 || s Iﬁl
L I ] { e  Provide improved mobility and access
| - ’
g 1 i ¢ Improve local (within Bloomington-Normal) and regional (outside
7 Bloomington-Normal) mobility. Provide improved north-south and east-
ool west mobility between residential areas and job centers, thereby reducing
N 1 congestion and improving safety.
¥ b ¢ Address local and regional access. Provide better local access between the
= — east side of Bloomington-Normal and the urban core. Improve the linkage
Corporate limits of Bloomington- to the regional transportation system, including access to the Interstate
Normal 1970 & 2010 System (I-55 and |-74) and the Central Illinois Regional Airport (CIRA).
Normal The entire P&N document is available for download at the project website:
www.eastsidehighway.com.
Bloomington
There is not a major traffic problem now, How were the projected population and employment numbers
so why do we need this road? developed?
The ESH is being planned for the future. The land use plan was developed based upon historical growth
The planning horizon for this study is 2035. trends in McLean County since 1970. It has been noted that the
Projected traffic for year 2035 is based recent economic downturn has caused employment to decline in
upon the adopted land use plan, forecasted McLean County, lllinois, and the U.S. As the EA progresses the
population and employment, and the study team will use the most current census data and employ-
assumption that other planned improve- ment and population trends to ensure the growth rates are
ments will have been made by 2035. credible. All data source references will be listed for public review.

Page 4



How Can the Public Provide Input?

Stakeholder input is sought throughout the project. Stakeholder perceptions regarding
transportation problems and how these problems can best be addressed by the project are an
important part of the analysis. Public meetings are held before seeking concurrence on project

Who is a Stakeholder?

milestones. At the meetings, the stakeholders are encouraged to submit comments that will be Anyone who could be
considered by the project team and the Federal Highway Administration. You do not have to wait affected by the project
for a public meeting to comment; comments are always accepted and considered, and can be and has a stake in its
submitted by visiting the project website and e-mailing the project team. outcome.

A Stakeholder Involvement Plan (SIP) has been created and will be utilized as a guide during the
project. The SIP is a blueprint for defining methods for engaging stakeholders. The SIP is a working
document, and as the project proceeds, the SIP will be updated to reflect changes or additions.
The SIP is available on the project website: www.eastsidehighway.com.

Community Working Group (CWG)

In addition to public input, the project team will work closely with a group of local
stakeholders who comprise the Community Working Group (CWG). Some facts about
the CWG are below.

e The CWG is comprised of about 30 stakeholders who represent different
interest areas (e.g., farmers, homeowners) and geographic areas.

e The members act as representatives of the stakeholders who share the
same interest area and/or geographic area.

e The project team meets with the CWG on an as-needed basis, particularly
during key steps in the process.

e The CWG is instrumental in the development and evaluation of alternatives.

e All stakeholders who volunteered to serve on the CWG early in the project
process were accepted.

e A large amount of information is covered at each meeting. New members
are generally not accepted unless it is determined that certain interest
areas are not represented.

e If you want to get in touch with a member of the CWG who represents you,
contact the project team.

23S
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No-Build Alternative

In addition to the design
alternatives, a No-Build
alternative is included in
the analysis. The No-
Build alternative is a
benchmark against which
the impacts of other
alternatives are com-
pared. As part of the No-
Build alternative, short-
term minor reconstruc-
tion, such as safety up-
grading and  mainte-
nance, are considered in
addition to long term
capacity  improvements
The No-Build alternative
may be selected as the
single Preferred Alterna-
tive.

Preferred Alternative

The Preferred Alternative
is the final alternative
selected from the
comprehensive  evalua-
tion of all alternatives. It
is the alternative that
best meets the identified
transportation needs, and
minimizes negative ef-
fects to the human and
natural environment.

Alternative Development & Evaluation

A range of alternatives are evaluated as part of the EA. The alternatives are developed and refined
throughout several CWG meetings. The project team will add any additional alternatives that might
satisfy the need of the project. Alternatives developed during the Corridor Study will also be
re-examined.

The alternatives are screened in a series of steps based on the following criteria:

e Consistency with Purpose & Need Statement
e Analysis of environmental (natural and human) effects
e  Ability to be constructed

The alternatives will be screened until a Preferred Alternative is selected. The alternative

development and evaluation process is documented and available to the public.

Traffic Data Collection

Traffic data is collected and analyzed throughout the length of
the project. This includes obtaining existing data from the
Illinois Department of Transportation, McLean County, and the
local communities. The data includes the number of vehicles
that typically travel a given roadway per day, and the number
and type of accidents that occur on a given roadway per year.

In order to collect the most current data, an Origin Destination
Survey was conducted as part of the EA in fall 2010. The
purpose of the survey was to collect data about actual trips
being made in the project study area. As part of the survey,
approximately 20,000 postage paid survey cards were
distributed at various intersections within the project study
area. The information from the survey cards 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.

A Travel Demand Model is a computer program that estimates
future traffic patterns. The model will be used to predict
where these congested locations might occur with and
without the construction of an ESH. A Travel Demand Model is
needed to help identify congested roadways and evaluate
alternatives to solve future traffic problems.

Page 6



Environmental Review Process

There are three major steps in the environmental review process:

Some of the environmental resources evaluated include:

Step 1: Collect Environmental Data

Identify what data is available and what data gaps exist.

Fill in the data gaps by contacting experts, collecting references and reference material,
and conducting field surveys.

Data collection process allows for scientific analysis, agency comments, public review
and input from local experts.

Describe the Affected Environment

Provide an understanding of the project area relative to the impacts of the alternatives.

Discuss the existing social, economic, and environmental resources and condition of
the environment within the project study area.

Identify environmentally sensitive features in the project study area.

Define the Environmental Consequences

Describe the impacts of the reasonable and no build alternatives on the social,
economic, and environmental resources. Impacts are discussed in terms of their
context and intensity.

Compare the alternatives and their impacts.

Describe in detail the impacts of the proposed action and potential measures that
could be taken to mitigate these impacts. Mitigation is considered for all impacts,
regardless of their significance.

S i

W Th E
Soil Vegetation Floodplains at.er Natural Areas reatened &. ndangered
Quality Species
Pri | H lid W.
Geology il Wetlands Wildlife Air Quality azardous af‘d el
Farmland Sites

Some of the human or cultural resources evaluated include:

. Historic . . . . .
Homes Schools | Businesses Sites Traffic Noise Recreation Socioeconomics
Farm Public . . Archeological
- eas Parks Cemeteries Land Use Visual Resources &
Buildings | Facilities Features
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Sustainability

One goal of the ESH EA is to develop a transportation
system that preserves and enhances quality of life. The
opportunities for incorporating sustainable features into
the proposed project will be identified during the EA.
Opportunities for sustainable elements include enhancing
aesthetics, community gateway opportunities, bridge
treatments, retention swales, and landscaping.
Incorporating aesthetics and sustainable elements into the
planning of the ESH allows agencies to plan for smarter
growth.

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

E-mail: ESH@clarkdietz.com

Comment Line: (217) 373-8901

Will bike accommodations
be considered?

Yes. Alternative modes of
transportation, including
bicycle and  pedestrian
travel, will be evaluated
during the EA. In addition,
existing and proposed bike
paths will be evaluated to
ensure that an ESH does not
act as a barrier for bike
travel.

www.eastsidehighway.com



MEETING NOTES

Project: East Side Highway (ESH) Environmental Assessment
Subject: Community Working Group Meeting #4

Date: March 10, 2011, 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.

Location: McLean County Government Center

Project Team Attendees: Jerry Payonk (CDI), Stacie Dovalovsky (CDI), John
Lazzara (HDR), Janice Reid (HDR), Margery al Chalabi (ACG), Suhail al
Chalabi (ACG)

PSG Attendees: Eric Schmitt (McLean County), Dave Speicher (IDOT)
Main topics discussed at the meeting are as follows:

1. NEPA/404 Merger Meeting Summary (Jerry Payonk)
The Purpose and Need (P&N) was submitted to Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) and other resource agencies in January, 2011, and the meeting took place
on February 15, 2011. Updated forecasts and public comments were
presented. Concurrence on the P&N was received allowing the project team to
move forward with the alternative analysis. Resource agencies include:

*  Federal Highway Administration

*  United States Environmental Protection Agency
»  United States Army Corps of Engineers

*  United States Fish & Wildlife Service

» lllinois Environmental Protection Agency
» lllinois Department of Agriculture

* Illinois Department of Natural Resources
» lllinois Historic Preservation Agency

2. Employment and Population Forecast Updates (Margery al Chalabi) A
series of slides were presented covering the updated forecasts.

Population:

During the corridor study, McLean County was showing strong population
growth in the future. The al Chalabi Group (ACG) is now examining how the
U.S. economic changes over the past few years have affected McLean County,
using national data and the recent 2010 census data. Results indicate that the
County population is still growing at a healthy pace. Between 2000 and 2010, it

Clark Dietz, Inc. 125 West Church Street Champaign, Illinois 61820 T:217.373.8900 F:217.373.8923
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had the 7" largest growth (volume) of all Illinois Counties. Growth in only 5
counties, in the Chicago Metro Area and Champaign, was larger.

The population growth rate from 1990-2000 was 16.5%. Growth between
2000 and 2010 was 12.7%, and is based on the most recent US Census (2010)
numbers. Population growth is also based on natural growth (births and
deaths) and met migration (domestic and international). McLean County
appears to be well-balanced in this regard.

The preliminary updated 2035 population forecasts are somewhat lower than
what was projected in the Corridor Study, although still showing steady
growth. ACG is still working with the McLean County Regional Planning
Commission (MCRPC) to finalize.

A comment was made that the MCRPC predicted a higher growth in their
November 2009 estimate. ACG responded that that it was based on the
Census’ 2009 estimate, which was over-estimated.

The Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ) maps for 1990-2000 show growth
concentrated on the east side. This continues for the time period 2000-2010. In
addition, there was also growth along major highways and at access locations,
as well as growth west of town.

Employment:

A number of sources were used to forecast employment. ACG used
information from Woods and Poole Economic, Inc (W&P). The State of
Illinois and many metropolitan planning agencies, including MCRPC, have
used W&P information since the mid 1980’s as a starting point for developing
local employment forecasts. W&P uses a uniform methodology to provide
forecasts for all counties in the United States.

W&P highlighted communities in their 2011 report that were expected to have
relatively rapid employment and population growth over the next three
decades. Bloomington-Normal was specifically cited as being forecast to
experience population and employment growth greater than the national
average through 2040.

The forecasted employment growth for McLean County centers on four basic
industries:

e Agriculture and Related (i.e. machinery, food processing)
e Auto manufacturing and related

Clark Dietz, Inc. 125 West Church Street Champaign, Illinois 61820 T:217.373.8900 F:217.373.8923
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e Insurance
e Higher Education

W&P forecasts that the total growth in these basic industries between 2010
and 2040 will be 30% for McLean County, which is a higher forecasted
employment growth than anticipated for the U.S. (21%), the Great Lakes area
(14%), and Illinois (17%). For total jobs, the growth rate is forecast at 50%
for McLean County, greater than the U.S. (42%), Great Lakes area (30%), and
Ilinois (32%). This is due in part to the diversification of jobs in McLean
County.

The Related Agriculture, higher education, and insurance sectors are expected
to grow. Auto manufacturing will likely remain stable.

ACG is using the W&P information as a base, with input from the MCRPC to
refine. ACG’s forecasts will be refined to the TAZ level. MCRPC will
forward the projections to the townships, municipalities, and County for
review.

The new forecasts are anticipated in April 2011, and new 2035 traffic
forecasts would be generated in May 2011.

3. Alternatives Analysis-Evaluation Process (Jerry Payonk)

The EA Process is now in the “Define and Analyze Alternatives” Phase. This
phase consists of developing preliminary alternatives, consolidating
alternatives to study, and evaluation of the alternatives. The project team has
drafted evaluation criteria which will be discussed with the PSG on March 11.
The evaluation process includes an initial screening; a purpose and need
screening; a macro level (500’ corridor) analysis; an alignment (200’)
analysis; and finally, more detailed analysis in the EA itself. At each step,
alternatives will be evaluated and screened to refine the number which the
project team will continue to study.

The project team will be emailing the draft evaluation criteria to the CWG
after it has been approved by the PSG, and another CWG meeting will be
scheduled in late March/early April to discuss any comments and questions
about the criteria.

4. Alternatives Analysis-Consolidation of Alternatives (John Lazzara)

John Lazzara led an exercise with the CWG members to consolidate the
preliminary alternatives that have been developed thus far. It was emphasized
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that the project team did not want to eliminate any of the preliminary
alternatives at this time; the goal was to consolidate alternatives previously
identified that met the same intent as similar corridors, had the same termini,
or were located in the same general area. Elimination would occur only after
the evaluation criteria had been approved and the evaluation process begins.
The project area was broken up into segments that looked at northern
connections to I-55; middle corridors; and southern connections to I-74.

This consolidation exercise resulted in five corridors in the central/middle
portion of the study are, four alternatives on the northern side of the study area
connecting to I-55, and seven alternatives on the southern side of the study
area connecting to I-74. Please refer to the last page of these minutes for a
graphical representation of the results of the exercise.

A question was asked regarding east-west routes in the study area, and how
they will be analyzed. At the previous CWG meeting, volume-to-capacity
(v/c) ratios were discussed. The project team will determine v/c ratios for the
2035 no-build traffic model. This model will include all transportation
improvements except an ESH. The team will then develop models for
remaining ESH alternatives and compare the v/c ratios of these alternatives to
that of the 2035 no-build. If the remaining alternatives have a higher v/c ratio
than the 2035 no-build, this means that the ESH is contributing to greater
traffic on the east-west routes. If this is the case, the study will identify
recommendations to improve these east-west routes demonstrating an
increased v/c ratio.

5. Other (All)
Handouts at the meeting included an EA Planning Packet; a perception/fact
sheet with frequently asked questions (FAQs), and minutes from the CWG #3
meeting.

6. Next Steps (Jerry Payonk)
The project team will be emailing the draft evaluation criteria to the CWG
after it has been approved by the PSG, and another CWG meeting will be

scheduled in late March/early April to discuss any comments and questions
about the criteria.

Clark Dietz, Inc. 125 West Church Street Champaign, Illinois 61820 T:217.373.8900 F:217.373.8923
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Access Mobility Safety

i
T

Re: East Side Highway Environmental Assessment
Community Working Group

A,
&t

April 4, 2011

Dear CWG member,

The next meeting for the East Side Highway Community Working Group (CWG) will be held on
Thursday, April 14 from 6:00 to 8:00 pm. The meeting location will be the same as previous meetings, in
the basement of the Government Center located at 115 East Washington Street in Bloomington. There
will be directional signs posted to the meeting room.

At this meeting we will answer questions regarding the attached Criteria Evaluation Memorandum. Please
review this document and be prepared to discuss. If time allows, we will continue forward with alternative
screening.

You will be contacted in the near future to verify if you will attend the meeting. Feel free to e-mail
Barbara Moore at Barbara.Moore@clark-dietz.com or call her at 217-373-8948 and let her know if you
are able to attend. We look forward to seeing you on the 14th.

Sincerely,
Jerry Payonk
Project Manager


mailto:Barbara.Moore@clark-dietz.com

Community Working Group (CWG) Meeting #5
April 14, 2011

Easl Side Highway Environmenlal Assessmenl

Tonight’s Agenda

1. Alternative Development

a. Review alternatives
b. Discuss transportation system management and
transit alternatives
2. Alternative Evaluation Criteria
3. Step 1 — Initial Screening
4. Next Steps



Initial Screening

Criterion Unit of Processing
Measure
Does the alternative directly impact state or | Yes

federally protected areas? (lllinois Natural No
Area Inventory Sites, Illinois Nature
Preserves, State or Federal Parks)

Does the corridor segment meet the Yes

horizontal and vertical clear zone No
requirements for the Central lllinois
Regional Airport??!

Does the alternative divide or isolate a Yes

neighborhood or community?? (Is tf

'"Contmﬂgiﬁar further evaluation

from community services?

foperational initiatives presented in CIRA’s master

IClear zone reguirements i
plan. -
2According to the IDOT Community fmpact Assessment Manual, the FHWA has identified a community as “a
distinc@omogenous, st%self—cﬁm-w‘:é_gned unit of a larger spatial area defined by geographic boundaries,
ethnic, of=cultural characteristics of thé=inhabitants; a psychological unity among the residents; and the
concentrated tise of the area’sfacilities. A community is an entity with economic, social and perhaps political
functions. It@y has a name‘identity and number of community service facilities such as business districts,
religious institutions, schadls; 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.

Purpose and Need Evaluation Criteria

Need Criterion Measure
Accommodate Managed Is the alternative compatible with % change in accessibili compared to
Growth adopted land use plans? baseline?)

Does the alternative restrict/reduce Area between the alternativeand the
opportunities for uncontrolled,
sporadic, or leapfrog development?
Mobility Does the alternative reduce
congestion in the study area?

Does the alternative improve N/S

travel efficiencies? travelgaies (reduced vehicle hours traveled)

Does the alternative impr Travel tireessavings from two east-west

- | pairifgdéiuced vehicle hours traveled)
Percentincrease in area with travel within X

minutes to the interstate (vehicle shed) (sq
miles)

Reduced miles traveled from two north-

south travel pairs (reduced vehicle miles

traveled)

Reduced miles traveled from two east-west

travel pairs (reduced vehicle miles traveled)

travel efficiencies?

Access

es thezalternative provide E/W
connectivity=.
e

1Baseline is€onsidered to be thé conditions defined in the No-Build Alternative.
2 Planning boundary is considered the outer limit of the 2035 land use plan for Bloomington and Normal.




Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZ)

* The region is divided into small geographic boundaries called
TAZ - primary unit of analysis in a travel demand forecasting
model.

e TAZs contain socioeconomic information such as number of
households, population, employment etc.

e TAZ's are used in the models to estimate trips between
geographical areas.

* TAZ size varies based on population and employment density
and spacing between roadways — TAZs in downtown areas are
generally smaller than outlying areas.

Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZ)
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Macro Analysis Evaluation Criteria

Criterion Unit of Measure
Environmental
Water Quality/Water Resources Floodplain (acres affected)
Floodways (acres affected)

Biologically Significant Streams (number of

Drinking Water Supplies -
Wetlands Wetland Areas (number a
Wetland Areas (acres affect
Special Waste CERCLIS, USEZRCRA Sites (num

Forested Area Forested Area: (acres-affected)
T&E Species Threatened End: te and federal number of

Community and Economic
Residences
Business gs (number displaced)
Public Facilities & Servic

ties with access change (number affected)

Section-4{f) & Gﬁ@ts Parklands (number affected)

Parklands (acres affected)

Utilities tilities Crossings (number of conflicts)

Utilitytafrastructure == Utility Infrastructure (number affected)
P elefines a sensitive receptor as a IaTd{mM&ﬁfﬁffﬁahﬂ@éﬁbﬂ@@b@mwakﬁvﬁswmﬁm wheigerpw traffic
noise level € O . Sensitive receptors typically iInclude homes, schools, hospitals, nursing homes, an
parks.

Macro Analysis Evaluation Criteria

Criterion Unit of Measure

Agricultural
Prime and Important Farmland Prime and Important Farmland (acres affected)
Farmsteads Farm out buildings (number affected)

Severances Tracts (number affected)

Centennial/Sesquicentennial Farms | Farms (number affected)
Farms Otherwise Affected Farms (number affected)
Cultural

Cultural Historic Sites (number affi

Cemeteries (number affecte

ROW
Termini Connections

Safety Analysis Statistics based @ traffic operations and design elements




Alignment Analysis Evaluation Criteria

Criterion Unit of Measure
Environmental
Water Quality/Water Resources Floodplain (acres affected)
Floodways (acres affected)
Biologically Significant Streams (number ofgfassin

Class | Streams (number of crossin

Drinking Water Supplies - St
Wetlands Wetland Areas (number affected)

Special Waste
Forested Area
T&E Species

Community and Economic
Residences
Business

Tax Base .-
Public:Facilities & Public Facilities (number displaced)

Public Service Facilities with access change (number affected)
Section 4(f) & 6(f) Impacts arklands (number affected)

Parklands (acres affected)

Utilities=—= Utilities Crossings (number of conflicts)
Utility Infrastructure.=—== Utility Infrastructure (number affected)
Noise Receptors (number of receptors within 500 feet of corridor)

Alignment Analysis Evaluation Criteria

Criterion Unit of Measure
Agricultural
Prime and Important Farmland Prime and Important Farmland (acres affected)
Farmsteads Farm out buildings (number affected)

Severances Tracts (number affected)

Tracts with access change (number ¢
Centennial/Sesquicentennial Farms | Farms (number affected)
Farms Otherwise Affected

Farms (number affected)
Cultural
Cultural

Design
ROW
Termini Connections

Area of Pavement

Topology
Drainage Structure




Alignment Analysis Evaluation Criteria

Criterion Unit of Measure
Sustainability
Alignment Area of new pavement required (+/- square miles)
ROW Area of new ROW required (+/- square miles

Farmland Preservation Area of farmland consumed vs. area of ur

alignment.
Watershed Percentage affected of fo

Highly Erodible Soils
Bike/Pedestrian Access

Traffic Analysis

Safety Analysis

Environmental Assessment Evaluation Criteria

Criterion Unit of Measure

Environmental

Water Quality/Water Resources Floodplain (acres affected)
Floodways (acres affected)

Biologically Significant Streams (number cxﬁ;w sing!

Class | Streams (number of crossin,

INHS Wetlands

Special Waste

INAI Sites

Threatened and Endangered Species (state and federal number of

species affected)
“Ecologically sensitive sites (number affected)

Cover Type (acres affected of each vegetation type, including
forested areas




Environmental Assessment Evaluation Criteria

Criterion Unit of Measure
Community and Economic
Residences Homes (number displaced) =
Environmental Justice Minority and Low Income population (percent imipacted)
Business Businesses (number displaced)
Parking (number of spaces lost)
Tax Base Change in tax revenue >
Public Facilities & Services Public Facilities (number displaced)
Public Service Facilities with-access changeshumber affected}-
Section 4(f) & 6(f) Impacts Parklands (number affected '

Parklands (acres affected)
Utilities Utilities Cerer of cor‘@%ﬁ)
Visual Resources Visual Resoufces ( Tmpagt by viewscape)
Utility Infrastructure )

Air Quality

Noise

Agricultural

Prime afid-importantFarmland - | Prime and Important Farmland (acres affected)

Laridlocked Parcels Landlocked Parcels ( acres and number)

Ungconomical Remnants— Uneconomical Remnants ( acres and number)

Farmstéeads esidences, businesses, and Farm out buildings (number affected)
—

Severances Tracts (number affected)

Tracts with access change (number affected)

Adverse Travel==—== Adverse Travel ( miles)
Number of Farms, owners, Farms, owners, operators ( number)
operators

Centennial/Sesquicentennial Farms | Farms (number affected)

Environmental Assessment Evaluation Criteria

Criterion Unit of Measure

Cultural Historic Sites (number affected)
Cemeteries (number affected)
High Probability Archeological Significance (ngabe

Design

ROW ROW Acquisition (acres) =

Termini Connections Engineering and operational censideration of termini co
Area of Pavement Area of Pavement (square:miles) N

Topology Cut & Fill (cubic yards)

Drainage Structure Drainages Structure (number/ty

Estimated Cost Estimated Co$t(S)

Sustainability

Alignment Area of new ‘pavementrequired (+/~square miles)
ROW Area of new REW requi squaresmiles)
Farmland Preservation =Area of farmlang ‘:ﬁd%of ‘urban/developed land
resibased upon:2035 Land Use Plan. Number of

Watershed

Area affected

Bicycle/Pedestrian Access- ﬁ Is alternative adjacent to existing or proposed bicycle/ped network?




. Continue evaluation and refinement of alternatives
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Next Steps

Jun9
CWG #6

Jun 23
CWG #7

Macro
Analysis Alignment Analysis
Evaluation Evaluation

Aug/Sep
Update

Continue Alignment
Analysis Evaluation

Dec 1
CWG
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Year 2035 No-Build Daily Volume to Capacity Ratios
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A Many Solutions™

To: ESH Project Study Group

From: ESH Project Study Team Project: ESH EA
CC:. file
Date: March 30, 2011 Job No: 142893

RE: Proposed Evaluation Criteria - Revised

The purpose of this memorandum is to define an alternatives screening methodology to identify a reasonable
range of alternatives to evaluate in detail and establish a process to select a Preferred Alternative. The
alternatives to be screened were developed with stakeholder input, including the Community Working Group
(CWG) and the Project Study Group (PSG). Input from the groups will continue throughout the screening
process as the evaluation process is implemented. The methodology includes a set of evaluation criteria to
help determine feasible and prudent dternatives for the East Side Highway (ESH) study. The evaluation
process should be flexible enough to refine the criteria and measures throughout the project. The alternative
analysis process proposed for the ESH study would utilize five levels of evaluation criteria. The levels are:

1. Initial Screening Evaluation: Eliminates unrealistic or non-feasible options.

2. Purpose and Need Evaluation: ldentifies feasible options that meet the Purpose and Need.

3. Macro Analysis. Measures the potentia effects to the socioeconomic and natural environment and
identifies a reasonable range of aternatives.

4. Alignment Analysis. ldentifies the alternatives that would be carried forward into the Environmental
Assessment.

5. Environmental Assessment Evaluation. ldentifies the Preferred Alternative that best addresses the
Purpose and Need and minimizes impacts to the socioeconomic and natural environment.

Each level will contain a set of evaluation criteria that allows for the most feasible aternatives to be carried
through to the next level of evaluation that will ultimately lead to the Preferred Alternative. The Initia
Screening Evaluation is similar to the criteria that were identified in the 2009 East Sde Highway Corridor
Report (Corridor Report). These generalized criteria will allow for unrealistic alternatives to be eliminated
while enabling a reasonable range of feasible options to be analyzed through the Macro Anaysis and
Alignment Analysis evaluation levels. The Purpose and Need Evaluation criteria are based on the Purpose
and Need Statement for the project and are based on quantitative measures. The criteria developed for the
Macro Analysis and Alignment Analysis are quantitative measures used for analyzing socioeconomic and
natural environment impacts. The Macro Analysis will be based upon GIS data and other information readily
available for screening the alternatives developed for the project. The Alignment Analysis will be amore in
depth analysis used for a limited number of alignment alternatives. The fina step is the Environmental
Assessment Evaluation that is conducted to a level of detail that allows for a Preferred Alternative to be
selected.

The alternatives evaluated are comprised of individual segments that may be a component of several different
aternatives. However, it is assumed that each alternative will be considered as a sum of its segments and
analyzed through this process as a whole. The alternatives will also describe the facility type (i.e. arterid,
freeway). It is possible to have two separate aternatives with different facility types even if they have the
same geographic alignment.

HDR Engineering, Inc. 8550 West Bryn Mawr Avenue Phone (773) 380-7900 Page 1 of 4
Suite 900 Fax (773) 380-7979
Chicago, Illinois 60631-3223 www.hdrinc.com



1 Initial Screening Evaluation

The Initial Screening Evaluation is similar to the Corridor Report Fatal Flaw analysis. The criteria may be
added to by the PSG or the CWG. If an aternative does not meet all of the criteriain this level of screening,
that alternative would be eliminated from further analysis. The measure for these criteriais a definitive Yes
or No answer as to whether the criteria are met or not. By using a Yes/No answer to the criterion in this
screening level a non-feasible alternative will not be carried forward in the aternatives evaluation process.
The Initial Screening Evaluation criteriaand their measures are presented in Table 1 in Appendix A.

2. Purpose and Need Evaluation
The Purpose and Need Evaluation criteria are based on the Purpose and Need Statement defined for the
project. Asdefined in the Purpose and Need Statement, the identified needs for the project are:

e Accommodate Managed Growth
e Provide Improved Mobility and Access

The needs were broken down into specific criteria and a quantitative measure was developed to assess the
aternatives adherence to the criteria. The criteria are based on quantitative measures that will allow the
Project Team to determine if the Purpose and Need for the project is met. The alternatives that meet the
Purpose and Need will move forward into the Macro Analysis. Table 2 in Appendix A lists the Purpose and
Need evaluation criteria.

Representative groups of alternatives will be used to measure the criteria at a macro level. Alternatives that
are located in close proximity and have the same facility type will be grouped together. This method would
limit travel demand modeling be required at this stage. More detailed traffic operations for specific
alternatives will be evaluated in later stages of the alternative evaluation process.

The measure of percentage change in accessibility determines if an aternative is compatible with the land use
plans for the region. This measure is made by comparing the baseline conditions of the accessibility index in
a Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) TAZ to other TAZs within the region. The criteria developed for the need to
accommodate managed growth measures the difference in area where an aternative is physically located in
relation to the 2035 Land Use Plan boundary. If an alternative is further away from the boundary, it becomes
harder to manage the growth within the region.

Mobility and accessibility will be measured according to volume to capacity ratio (v/c), vehicle milestraveled
(VMT), and vehicle hours traveled (VHT), between Point A and Point B for each alternative in order to
evaluate for changes in local and regiona travel. The Point A and Point B locations will be determined by
selecting a geographic distribution of the top employers and areas of high projected population growth
(respectively). Combinations of Point As and Point Bs will be paired and evaluated using Travel Time and
Travel Distance metrics in order to compare each aternative to the baseline condition. The following is a
sample of locations that may be considered. L ocations within the urban core will a so be considered.

Destination Locations (A): Origin Locations (B):
e  Country Insurance & Financial Services (NE) e TAZ11(NE)
e  State Farm (South Campus) (SE) e TAZ353(E)
e  Mitsubishi Motors (SW) e TAZ168 (SE)
e Centra lllinois Regional Airport (E)
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The quantitative measurements at the Purpose and Need Evaluation level will primarily be generated from the
Travel Demand Model. The measurements will be a direct comparison of the representative group to the
baseline condition.

3. Macro Analysis

The Macro Anaysis evaluation criteria are quantitative measures for socioeconomic and natural environment
resources. The impacts to the resources would be measured using available data sources, such as GIS
information. The width of the alternative corridors will be 500 feet. The dternatives may be directly
compared to each other based on the amount or intensity of impacts to a given resource. The criteria are
grouped for the different resource categories. The proposed groupings, criteria, and unit of measure are
presented in Table 3in Appendix A.

Each alternative will be evaluated based on the raw impacts for each of the criterion. The elimination process
would consider the range of impacts for each resource within the corridor. A unique threshold value for each
resource will be assigned based on logical breakpoints in the total range of impacts. The goa will be to
eliminate those aternatives with the greatest impacts and the threshold value will be specified to accomplish
that goal.

The alternatives that move forward will be determined by balancing the resource impacts to develop
alternatives that meet Purpose and Need but have the lowest environmental impacts. It is anticipated that up
to seven alternatives would move into the Alignment Analysis and that they are within two or three corridors
in the study area. At this stage, the Project Team would request the data needed in the Environmental
Assessment stage of the project. Asthis datais being collected the Alignment Analysis will be conducted.

4. Alignment Analysis

The remaining aternative corridors will be refined to a width of approximately 150 to 300 feet for the
Alignment Analysis dependent on facility type. Sufficient engineering studies will be conducted in order to
develop defined alignment width for the remaining alternatives.

The Alignment Analysis criteria are based on quantitative measuremen