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Purpose and Need of the Study 
 
 
 
The Illinois Department of Transportation (IDOT) initiated the Lower Illinois Regional 
River Crossing Study (LIRRCS) to determine the feasibility for a replacement of the 
existing lift-span bridge Carrying Illinois Route 106 over the Illinois River at Florence. 
Illinois Route 106 is classified as a Minor Arterial on the 5-Year Functional Classification 
Map. 
 
The existing structure is a lift-span bridge constructed in 1929.  The age of the existing 
structure (>83 years), which is well beyond its design life, combined  with the ever 
increasing maintenance costs currently being incurred by IDOT, has made this structure 
the focus of this feasibility study. The most recent sufficiency rating was 7(out of 100), 
and the bridge is currently on the BAMS critical backlog list.  The nearest downstream 
crossing is the Kampsville Ferry, located approximately 25 miles south of Florence. The 
nearest crossing to the north is I-72, located approximately 4 miles north of Florence. 
Farm implements are not allowed on I-72.  The movable bridge has very high operating 
and maintenance costs compared to costs for a similar fixed span bridge. In recent years 
barge collisions have damaged the bridge pier’s protective dolphin contributing to 
maintenance costs.  The most recent barge collision occurred in 2009.  Additionally, in 
2012 a routine inspection uncovered major structural issues with one of the towers that 
necessitated a nine month closure. The local economies’ reliance on the structure for 
continuity between Florence and local communities, agribusiness and other businesses 
to the west were also assessed and considered.   Because of the importance of this 
structure to local vitality, IDOT included Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) principles in 
their public outreach to better understand the local opinion of the alternatives studied.  
 
The dependency of the local economy on access across the river at the local level 
creates a need to economically maintain the local access across the Illinois River.  The 
purpose of this study is to assess the feasibility of improved access across the Illinois 
River in west-central Illinois. The overall study area includes Scott, Pike, Calhoun, and 
Greene Counties. The study will be focused on potential measures to maintain access, 
reduce operations costs, reduce maintenance costs and improve safety for current and 
future users of the Florence Bridge crossing. The study considers the existing and future 
transportation patterns, land use and environmental issues, identifies and evaluates a 
variety of alternatives, and develops a recommendation for additional study while 
considering input from the public. 



 

 

Existing Conditions 
 
The existing bridge at Florence is a lift-span bridge with operating and maintenance 
costs around $1.5 million per year.  Barge collisions have damaged the bridge pier’s 
protective dolphins in recent years, contributing to high maintenance costs.  Additionally, 
the bridge was recently reopened after a nine month closure, due to structural issues 
detected during a routine inspection in June, 2012.  The I-72 Valley City Bridges, just 
four miles north, are in good shape and have many years of service life left.  However, 
there is no convenient access to I-72, especially on the west side, and slow moving 
agricultural traffic is not allowed on the Interstate Highway System. 
 
Posted speeds are 45 mph on IL Route 106 for both approaches to the Florence Bridge.  
The Average Daily Traffic (ADT) of the bridge is 1,300; 250 of those are from trucks.  
There were no reported crashes on the bridge from 2009 – 2011.  Significant businesses 
exist on both sides of the Florence Bridge which depend on the bridge to move grain, 
aggregate and asphalt.  A Cargill plant and a quarry operate on the west side of the 
bridge, while a paving plant operates east of the bridge, just outside of the City of 
Winchester.  Farm fields exist on both sides of the bridge, with some farmers owning 
land on both sides, necessitating a river crossing to access fields for farm operations.  
The Florence Guest House serves as a bed and breakfast destination for travelers.  The 
nearest river crossing to the north is Interstate 72 (4 miles), and the nearest crossing to 
the south is in Kampsville (25 miles).  The existing opening in the river is narrow and the 
US Coast Guard would prefer a wider channel. 
 
The Florence Bridge has a history of closures for repairs. Routine maintenance was 
performed in 1999 (cleaning) and 2001 (washing).  In December 2003 major renovation 
was completed. The substructure and truss steel were repaired; the grid floor and 
expansion joints were replaced; and the bridge tender house renovated.  In February 
2009 the Florence Bridge was closed for 20 days to rehabilitate the lower cord, replace 
expansion joints, and repair the bridge gate.  In September 2009 the bridge was closed 
again to make repairs to the pier after a barge collision.  During a June, 2012 routine 
inspection the buckling of a primary support column for the lift portion of the bridge was 
discovered (see Figure 1), and the bridge was closed for nine months.  The June 2012 
inspection also showed additional areas of structural concern that will likely need 
addressed in the near future.  The most recent sufficiency rating was 7, and the bridge is 
currently on IDOT’s Bridge Analysis Monitoring System (BAMS) critical backlog list (the 
list indicating the highest need for replacement). 
 



 

 

 
Figure 1 –Support column showing damage from wear from sheave wheel. 



 

 

CSS/Public Involvement 
 
Public involvement is important for any planning process, and was a critical component 
of the LIRRCS Feasibility Study.  To fully and fairly assess the feasibility of the LIRRCS, 
an effort was initiated to fully engage the community and provide the opportunity to 
create and evaluate contextually sensitive alternatives.  Therefore, a Context Sensitive 
Solution (CSS) approach to public involvement was implemented.   
 
The public involvement activities associated with the LIRRCS were designed to broadly 
disseminate information and gather input from affected agencies and jurisdictions, as 
well as study area residents.  Activities were scheduled to ensure timely consideration of 
public and agency input with respect to the technical work conducted. 
 
Public involvement began at program initiation and continued throughout the duration of 
the study.  Elements of the program included public meetings, development of a 
Community Advisory Group (CAG), conducting a Community Context Audit, distribution 
of the project newsletter, and a project website. 
 
A fundamental outcome of one of the CAG meetings was the exercise for CAG members 
to rank the top three preferred alternatives.  After dividing the CAG members into three 
groups, the results of the ranking (see Figure 2) showed that all three groups chose 
Option #4 as their first preference.  Option #3 was selected as the second preference, 
with Option #5 selected as the overall third preference. 
 

 
 

Figure 2 – CAG Alternative Ranking Matrix 
 
Appendix E presents a detailed overview of the CSS public involvement process for the 
LIRRCS Feasibility Study.  



 

 

Development of Alternatives 
 
The Citizens Advisory Group (CAG) provided input into the development of a problem 
statement for the Lower Illinois River region. 
 

“The transportation problem associated with the existing crossing 
over the Illinois River at Florence, Illinois is that the bridge structure is 
reaching an age and condition such that the Department has determined 
making repairs is less cost effective than to consider replacement 
options.   
 
 Alternative bridge crossings are limited in the Lower Illinois River 
Valley making the Florence Bridge a critical point for local and regional 
traffic and economic sustainability.  Additionally, the river channel 
curvature and narrow opening at the bridge crossing, results in reduced 
navigability for barge traffic and, therefore, an increased risk for barge-
bridge collisions.” 

 
With input from the CAG the Project Study Team identified five key points to address the 
problem statement. 

 Accessibility along the existing route; 
 Affect on existing traffic patterns; 
 Impacts to social, cultural or environmental resources, travel efficiency; 
 Safety for drivers; and 
 Average Annual cost for each Alternative. 

 
The alternatives reviewed are as follows: 
 

 No action – Operate Lift bridge and repair as necessary 
 Remove Florence bridge – no improvement 
 Remove Florence bridge – construct new interchange at I-72 and improve 

County Highway 14 
 Remove and replace Florence bridge directly upstream / downstream of existing 

bridge 
 Remove Florence bridge and replace at Pearl 



 

 

Alternate 1:   
 
No action – operate lift bridge and repair as needed 
 
This alternative maintains access to goods and services for local, commercial, and 
agricultural traffic.  There would be no change to access along IL Route 106 or existing 
traffic patterns.  Likewise, impacts to the social, cultural or environmental resources 
would be minimal. No improvement to travel efficiency is added with this alternative, 
which is also affected when farm implements attempt to cross the narrow bridge.  
However, travel efficiency would be reduced when traffic interacts with river traffic 
crossing under the bridge.  Since it is a lift span bridge, barge traffic would cause the 
vehicle traffic to stop.  If the piers are struck again by river traffic crossing the narrow 
opening in the river, the bridge may be closed for repair.  Long closures could potentially 
be expected to repair the bridge.  Continuing travel along the bridge could impact the 
safety of motorists and river traffic.  Average annual cost for Alternative 1 is 
approximately $2.5 million, and the costs have been rising every year.  With the 
extensive repair history, these costs will continue to rise.  



 

 

Alternate 2:   
 
Remove Florence bridge – no improvement 
 
This alternative removes the Florence bridge and will not replace a bridge in place or 
anywhere else.  Accessibility along the existing IL Route 106 would be altered at the 
bridge location.  Existing traffic patterns would change to provide alternate routes to 
cross the Illinois River.  As mentioned earlier, I-72 is available 4 miles to the north of 
Winchester for traffic to cross the Illinois River, exiting at MM 35 north of Pittsfield.  This 
is a 32 mile detour.  However, farm implements are not allowed on the interstate. The 
second nearest route to travel across the Illinois River is 20 miles north, utilizing the IL 
Route 104 in Meredosia.  This is a 47 mile detour utilizing various local roads and Illinois 
highways.  This increased travel distance can have a social impact for residents 
accessing to and from Winchester and Florence.  Local business would see additional 
delivery costs associated with daily operations, resulting in possible closure or relocation 
from the area.  The temporary closing of the current bridge is demonstrating this impact 
currently.  Removing the Florence bridge would cause minimal impacts to cultural or 
environmental resources compared to new construction.  Travel efficiency will be 
drastically reduced compared to existing conditions.  Safety hazards would be reduced 
for both river and roadway traffic when compared to maintaining the existing structure.  
Average annual cost for Alternative 2 is approximately $29,000 and saves the annual 
operating costs for operating the lift span of the existing bridge.  Figure 3 shows the 
location of the alternate routes for Alternate 2. 



 

 

 
Figure 3 – Alternate 2 – Remove Florence Bridge – no Improvement



 

 

Alternate 3:   
 
Remove Florence bridge – construct new interchange at I-72 and improve CH 14 
 
This alternative removes the bridge in Florence, constructs a new interchange at the 
County Highway 14 crossing, and improves County Highway 14 south from I-72 to IL 
Route 106 in Detroit. Adding an intersection at CH 14 will expedite access to IL Route 
106 west of the Illinois River.  However, farm implements are still not allowed access 
along the interstate; still creating a 47 mile detour to access fields, similar to Alternate 2.  
Existing traffic patterns would change to provide alternate routes to cross the Illinois 
River.  With a route flowing through Florence removed, drive-by accessibility will impact 
local businesses.  Removing the Florence bridge would cause minimal impacts to 
cultural or environmental resources compared to new construction, but create new 
possible impacts from the new intersection.  Travel efficiency will be drastically reduced 
compared to existing conditions.  Safety hazards would be reduced for both river and 
roadway traffic when compared to maintaining the existing structure.  Average annual 
cost for Alternative 3 is approximately $223,000, while saving operating costs for the lift 
bridge.  Figure 4 shows the location for Alternate 3 and the alternate routes for cars and 
farm implements.   



 

 

 
Figure 4 – Alternative 3 – Remove Florence Bridge – construct new interchange at I-72 and improve CH 14



 

 

Alternate 4:   
 
Remove and replace Florence bridge directly upstream / downstream of existing bridge 
 
This alternative removes the old Florence bridge and replaces it directly south of the 
existing bridge.  This will continue the IL Route 106 roadway without interruption.  
Accessibility along IL Route 106 will remain unchanged.  Traffic patterns will not be 
altered with this alternative.  Travel efficiency will increase with an improved bridge type.  
The bridge would not be a lift-span bridge, allowing for continuous flow. Also, a modern 
bridge would allow for farm implements to pass without impacting opposing traffic.  
Impacts to social, cultural or environmental resources may be impacted by a slightly 
altered alignment.  The Florence Cemetery is located approximately 0.2 miles south of IL 
Route 106, just west of 2nd Street in Florence (Figure 7).  If this alternate is implemented, 
further research into the status and extent of the cemetery will be required.  An improved 
bridge type will also create a safer thoroughfare for both river traffic and motorists.  A 
modern bridge can also aid safe passage for farm implements.  Average annual cost for 
Alternative 4 is approximately $1.4 million.  A cost savings will still be realized by not 
operating the lift span every year.  Figure 5 shows the location of Alternate 2. 
 



 

 

Figure 5 – Alternative 4 – Remove and replace Florence Bridge directly downstream of existing bridge



 

 

Alternate 5:   
 
Remove Florence bridge and replace at Pearl 
 
This alternative removes the old Florence bridge and replaces it south in the town of 
Pearl, Illinois, 12 miles downstream from the existing crossing.  This alternative will 
cause adverse travel and reduced access to goods and services along the existing river 
crossing.  Travel efficiency along the exiting corridor will be reduced for the residents of 
Florence, utilizing longer alternate routes.  With a route flowing through Florence 
removed, drive-by accessibility will impact businesses.  Accessing the relocated bridge 
will be a shorter detour for farm machinery, but the roads accessing this are county 
highways compared to State highways.  However, this will increase efficiency for 
motorists in Pearl who wish to cross the Illinois River.   Impacts to social, cultural and 
environmental resources will be impacted by a new river crossing alignment.  A small 
diffuse lithic scatter was encountered and collected near the location of Alternative 5 in 
Greene County (See Figure 7).  Shovel testing would need to be conducted to determine 
the limits of the artifact scatter.  Traffic patterns for local, commercial, and agricultural 
traffic along the existing river crossing will be impacted.  This alternative will address 
safety hazards for both river and roadway traffic.  Average annual cost for Alternative 5 
is approximately $1.6 million.  A cost savings will still be realized by not operating the lift 
span every year.  Figure 6 shows the location of Alternate 5 and the alternate routes for 
cars and farm implements. 



 

 

 
Figure 6 – Remove Florence bridge and replace at Pearl



 

 

Environmental Review  
 
The following section presents the results of an initial environmental review of each of 
the three action alternatives (Alternative 3 Remove Florence Bridge - construct a new 
interchange at I-72 and improve CH 14, Alternative 4 Remove and replace Florence 
Bridge directly upstream / downstream of existing bridge and Alternative 5 Remove 
Florence Bridge and replace at Pearl) analyzed in the Florence Bridge - LIRRCS.  The 
overall study area for this Feasibility Study includes Scott, Pike, and Greene Counties in 
west-central Illinois.  When applicable to the analysis of environmental impacts, the 
study areas for each of the alternate alignments includes a corridor comprised of 1,000 
feet on both sides of each alignment and potential borrow areas associated with 
implementation of the alternative.  
 
The study area is rural in nature and existing development is minimal with agriculture as 
the predominant land use. Cultural, social, economic, and environmental resources 
located within the study area that may be impacted with implementation of any of the 
alternatives were inventoried and potential impacts to these resources were analyzed at 
a conceptual level.  A range of unavoidable direct environmental impacts are anticipated 
with all of the alternatives identified.  
 
A summary of the environmental review is presented in Table 1 below and the locations 
of some environmental constraints identified are shown on Figure 7.  Should the study 
progress into an actual project planning and design process, the magnitude of these 
impacts would be furthered measured and evaluated using acceptable methods and 
procedures. 
 
Appendix D presents a detailed overview of the potential environmental constraints 
identified below.  
 



 

 

Figure 7 – Environmentally Sensitive Areas



 

 

Cultural Resources 
 
Kaskaskia Engineering Group, LLC conducted a general environmental reconnaissance 
survey of the study area in December 2012.  A small diffuse lithic scatter was 
encountered and collected in Greene County, near the location of Alternative 5 (Figure 
7).  The likelihood of encountering additional cultural artifacts or structures throughout 
the study area is moderate to high, since the floodplain of the Illinois River is, and has 
been, a resource-rich environment that was attractive to prehistoric populations.  
Presently, the floodplain of the Illinois River in Greene County contains several quite 
significant and well-documented archaeological sites.  Therefore, once an alternative is 
selected, a Phase I Archaeological Survey of the impacted area will need to be 
conducted by professional archaeologists to determine if cultural deposits are present 
and to what extent they may be impacted.  A cut bank investigation of the nearby bank 
of the Illinois River would also help to further understand the soil stratigraphy of the area. 
 
According to the United States Geological Survey Florence Quadrangle map, the 
Florence Cemetery is located approximately 0.2 miles south of Il Route 106, just west of 
2nd Street in Florence, Illinois (Figure 7).   If Alternative 4 is implemented, further 
research into the status and extent of this feature will be required.   
 
Socioeconomic Resources 
 
Socioeconomic characteristics of the three-county study area were analyzed and are 
presented in Appendix D.  The results of this analysis indicate that areas of high minority 
populations, high ethnicity, or low-income population are not present within the study 
area; therefore, Environmental Justice impacts associated with any of the proposed 
alternatives are not anticipated.   
 
Since the Florence Bridge is a vital regional transportation link between Scott and Pike 
Counties, potential adverse impacts to the local economy and transportation network 
would occur with implementation of either Alternative 3 or Alternative 5.  Alternative 4 
would have no impacts since the Florence Bridge will remain in the same general 
location. 
 
Prime Farmland  
 
Land within the study area is primarily used for rural/agricultural uses, and soil classified 
as prime farmland or farmland of statewide importance is found throughout in the study 
area.  Acres of prime or unique farmland within the study area of each alternative were 
estimated using the Natural Resources Conservation Service online web soil survey 
(http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/HomePage.htm).  The percent of soil 
designated as prime farmland or farmland of statewide importance for each alternative is 
shown on Table 1.   
  
Threatened and Endangered Species 
 
The USFWS online database (http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/lists/illinois-
spp.html) identifies a total of five federally-listed species which may occur in the overall 
study area.  The five listed species are the endangered Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis), 
endangered gray bat (Myotis grisescens), endangered Higgens eye pearlymussel 
(Lampsilis higginsi), endangered spectablecase mussel (Cumberlandia monodonta), 

http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/HomePage.htm
http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/lists/illinois-spp.html
http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/lists/illinois-spp.html


 

 

threatened decurrent false aster (Boltonia decurrens), and threatened Eastern prairie 
fringed orchid (Platanthaera leucophaea).  Twin Culverts Cave Nature Preserve is 
located within 1.25 miles of Alternative 5 (Figure 7).  The cave has served as a migratory 
resting place for the state and the federally endangered gray bat (Myotis grisescens). 
 
Habitat for each of the federally-listed species is present in the study area and therefore 
it is anticipated that: a) avoidance/minimization of potential impacts to species will be 
needed, b) surveys for the species for the project may be required, c) coordination with 
USFWS will be needed to establish Section 7 biological conclusions for the project, and 
d) seasonal construction limitations will likely be necessary with implementation of any of 
the alternatives. 
 
In addition to federally listed threatened or endangered species, the Illinois Department 
of Natural Resources online database (http://dnr.illinois.gov/EcoPublic/) was consulted.  
According to the database, Pike County supports 33 state-listed threatened or 
endangered species, and Greene County and Scott County each support ten state-listed 
species.  
 
Several bald eagle nests were observed during field reconnaissance surveys in 
December 2012.  The nests were located in trees near the Illinois River on the east side 
of the Florence Bridge crossing (Figure 7).  Bald eagles were removed from the federal 
list of threatened and endangered species on August 9, 2007, and are no longer 
protected under the Endangered Species Act.  However, bald eagles remain protected 
under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1962 and the Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act of 1918. 
 
The IDNR Ecological Compliance Assessment Tool (EcoCAT) would be used to further 
determine the presence or absence of federal- and state-listed threatened or 
endangered species within, or adjacent to, study areas for any future project activities. 
 
Water Resources 
 
The Clean Water Act of 1972 requires IDOT to evaluate every project and determine 
whether the project could have a negative impact on any waters of the U.S. including 
wetlands, streams, and special aquatic sites.  An estimation of impacts to water 
resources from each alternative is shown in Table 1.  Direct impacts to wetlands would 
be unavoidable under any of the alternatives.  Alternatives 4 and 5 cross the base 
floodplain of the Illinois River.  Alternative 5 also crosses the base floodplain of 
Hurricane Creek and Hill Creek. 
 
In Illinois, wetland and stream mitigation typically consists of conditions related to Illinois 
Department of Natural Resources and/or U.S. Army Corps of Engineers authorizations 
or permits.  In addition, any new right-of-way or easement or fill placed within the base 
floodplain will require a floodplain development permit from the State Federal 
Emergency Management Agency.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://dnr.illinois.gov/EcoPublic/


 

 

Table 1  - Potential Environmental Impacts - Florence Bridge Feasibility Study 

Resource 
Category 

Alternative 3 - 
Remove Florence 

Bridge, New 
Interchange at I-72 

and CH 14 

Alternative 4 - 
Remove and 

Replace Florence 
Bridge 

Alternative 5 - Remove 
Florence Bridge and 

Replace at  Pearl  

Cultural 
Resources  

Potentially present. Florence Cemetery 
in alternative study 
area.  Potential for 
additional cultural 

resources.  

Potentially present. Lithic 
scatter identified in 

alternative study area. 

Social 
Impacts None None None 

Economic 
Impacts 

Adverse impact to 
local and regional 

economy 
None 

Adverse impact to local 
and regional economy 

Positive impact to 
persons residing near 

the town of Pearl. 
Prime 
farmland / 
farmland of 
statewide 
importance 

Present Present Present 

Threatened 
and 
Endangered 
Species 

Potentially present Potentially Present Potentially present 

Wetland 
Impacts: No. 
of crossings 
(acres) 

Pond: 5 (3 acres) 
Forested/Shrub: 1 

(0.5 acres) 
Emergent Wetland: 0 

Pond: 4 (18 acres) 
Forested/Shrub 
Wetland: 2 (65 

acres) 
Emergent Wetland: 

2 (1 acres) 

Pond: 18 (13 acres) 
Forested/Shrub Wetland: 

6 (43 acres) 
Emergent Wetland: 5 (11 

acres) 

River/Stream 
Crossings:  

River: 0 
Stream: 1 

River: 1 
Stream: 2 

River: 1 
Stream: 2 

Floodplain 
Crossings  0 1 3 

 



 

 

Preferred Alternate 
 
Figure 8 shows the ranking of all the alternates as ranked by the Citizens Advisory 
Group (CAG).  The No Build Alternate was removed from consideration due to a strong 
desire from the public to have a long term solution for the Region.  This concern was 
brought to the forefront of discussions with the most recent closure for emergency 
repairs to the Existing Florence Bridge (June 2012 to April 2013).   
 
Alternate 4, removing and replacing the Florence Bridge directly downstream of the 
existing bridge, was the overwhelming choice by the CAG (See Exhibit D for CAG 
Alternative Ranking).  Alternate 4 provides minimal impact to existing access and traffic 
patterns in the IL Route 100 & IL Route106 corridors. It also provides the least impact to 
social, cultural, or environmental resources of the alternates, which include replacing the 
bridge.  This alternate will also sustain the local economy.  Alternate 4 should increase 
efficiency and safety for both river and roadway traffic by providing modern design 
standards. The average annual cost of Alternate 4 is $1.4 million.   
 
Alternate 3, removing the Florence Bridge and constructing an interchange at CH 14, 
was the next choice of the CAG.  Alternate 3 has larger impacts to the existing access 
and traffic patterns; however, it has the least cultural and environmental impacts of all 
the alternates (except removing the existing bridge and the no action alternate).  
Additionally, the cost for this option is the lowest at an average annual cost of under 
$225,000 (initial construction cost = $12.3 million). Construction of a new interchange 
could also be implemented fairly quickly in the event of another unforeseen emergency 
closure of the Florence Bridge, such as being struck by river traffic or through natural 
deterioration. If alternate 3 is considered without removing the existing structure, the 
effect on the existing traffic patterns can be minimized while the existing structure is still 
operational.  By allowing the existing structure to remain in place, the initial construction 
cost can be reduced by $2.2 million (the cost of removing the structure at Florence), 
lowering the total to $10.1 million.    
 
Alternate 4 typically would take several years or more to get plans ready for a 
construction letting, from Phase I planning through final structure and roadway 
construction, if funding for all phases falls in place at the right time.  Securing funding for 
a major-project of this size often takes many years, and it also competes against all 
other structures in Illinois and nationally for these limited major bridge funding 
opportunities.  Alternate 3 could be pursued much faster, and could potentially be 
implemented in less than three years.   
 
The initial construction cost of alternate 4, replacing the bridge at Florence, has been 
estimated to be $71.8 million.  Funding for a major bridge project such as alternate 4 
would typically be dependent on the availability of major bridge funding sources.   The 
initial construction cost of alternate 3 without including the removal of the existing bridge 
at Florence (a new interchange at I-72) has been estimated to be $10.1 million.  A 
project at this initial construction cost is more likely to be included in the District’s Multi-
Year Highway Improvement Program and then eventually into the Annual Program than 
a project with a much larger initial construction cost such as alternate 4.   
 
 
 
 



 

 

Based on the findings of this feasibility report, the project study team recommends 
Alternate 3 without removal of the existing structure at Florence and Alternative 4 being 
studied further, and recommends IDOT pursue a complete Phase I study.  Also, 
applications should be made annually to pursue major bridge funds for this structure. 
 
 
 



 

 

 
Figure 8 – Decision Matrix 
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APPENDIX B – STUDY AREA 
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APPENDIX C – ANNUAL COST COMPARISON 
 



SHEET NO. JOB NO.

BY

LIRRCS - Option 1 - Repair existing structure no replacement
Interest Rate

Assumed Interest Rate will cancel escalation of unit prices over time

Year 0 Unit
Repair existing structure ls

Year 15
15 years of Operation and Maintenance of Existing Structure ls
Major Repair of existing structure ls
New Deck sqft

Year 30
15 years of Operation and Maintenance of Existing Structure ls
Major Repair of existing structure ls
Deck Overlay sqft

Year 45
15 years of Operation and Maintenance of Existing Structure ls
Major Repair of existing structure ls
New Deck sqft

Year 60
15 years of Operation and Maintenance of Existing Structure ls
Major Repair of existing structure ls
Deck Overlay sqft

Year 75
15 years of Operation and Maintenance of Existing Structure ls

Average Annual Cost over 75 years

1,000,000$    

1
15,000,000$  

1 15,000,000$  15,000,000$  
15 15,000,000.00$   

15,000,000.00$   
33,852,800.00$                3,852,800$    

15,000,000$  

15,000,000$  

23,116,800$  
15,000,000$  

1 OF 5 1019701

15

CHECK DATE

Quantity

191,439,200.00$       

$2,552,522.67

LIRRCS LIFE CYCLE COST - Option 1                                
Repair Existing Structure with No Replacement

LIFE CYCLE COST ANALYSIS
BER/IDOT DATE 8/28/12

1,000,000$    

154112

75 Design Life
0.0%

Activity Total
1 2,500,000$    

1 15,000,000$  15,000,000$  15,000,000.00$   
1,000,000$    15,000,000$  15,000,000.00$   

150$              

Price Total Present Total

23,116,800.00$   

2,500,000$    

154112 25.00$           3,852,800$    3,852,800.00$     33,852,800.00$                

15 1,000,000$    15,000,000$  15,000,000.00$   
1 15,000,000$  15,000,000$  15,000,000.00$   

15 1,000,000$    15,000,000$  15,000,000.00$   15,000,000.00$                

2,500,000.00$     2,500,000.00$                  

53,116,800.00$                

15,000,000.00$   
15,000,000.00$   

154112 150$              23,116,800$  23,116,800.00$   53,116,800.00$                

154112 25.00$           3,852,800.00$     

15

640 Pierce Boulevard, Suite 200 

TITLE: SUBJECT FILE: 
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SHEET NO. JOB NO.

BY

LIRRCS - Option 2 - Remove existing structure no replacement
Interest Rate

Assumed Interest Rate will cancel escalation of unit prices over time

Year 0 Unit
Remove existing structure ls

Average Annual Cost over 75 years

2,200,000.00$           
Activity TotalQuantity Price Total Present Total

1.00 2,200,000$    2,200,000$    2,200,000.00$     

75 Design Life
0.0%

LIRRCS LIFE CYCLE COST - Option 2                                 
Remove Existing Structure with No Replacement

LIFECYCLE COST ANALYSIS
BER/IDOT DATE 8/28/12 CHECK DATE

2 OF 5 1019701

2,200,000.00$     

$29,333.33

640 Pierce Boulevard, Suite 200 

TITLE: SUBJECT FILE: 

I:\1019700\1019701\Design\T\Cost_Estimates\Opt 2 Life Cycle Cost Appendix C



SHEET NO. JOB NO.

BY

LIRRCS - Option 3 - Improve CH #14
CH #14 Pavement Interest Rate

Assumed Interest Rate will cancel escalation of unit prices over time

Year 0 Unit
Improvement to CH #14 mi
Remove existing Florence Structure LS
Construction of typical diamond Interchange ls

Year 10
HMA Resurface 2" mi

Year 20
HMA Resurface 2" mi

Year 30
HMA Resurface 3 3/4" mi
Deck Replacement sqft

Year 40
HMA Resurface 2" mi

Year 50
HMA Resurface 2" mi

Year 60
HMA Resurface 3 3/4" mi
Deck Replacement sqft

Year 70
HMA Resurface 2" mi

Average Annual Cost over 75 years

Note: Maintenance costs only considered for additional bridge widening and ramps necessitated by the interchange

7,500,000$    7,500,000.00$     

$223,133.33

75 Design Life

3 OF 5 1019701

5.25

12,325,000.00$        

0.0%

Quantity Total Present Total

LIRRCS LIFE CYCLE COST - Option 3                         Improve 
CH #14 new I-72 Interchange

LIFECYCLE COST ANALYSIS
BER/IDOT DATE 41389.00 CHECK DATE

16,735,000.00$  

Activity Total

1.00 7,500,000$    

500,000$      2,625,000$    2,625,000.00$     
Price

1.00 2,200,000$    

1.75 200,000.00$  350,000$       350,000.00$        350,000.00$             

7500 100.00$        750,000$       750,000.00$        

200,000.00$  

330,000.00$  580,000$       580,000.00$        
1,330,000.00$          

1.75 200,000.00$  350,000$       350,000.00$        350,000.00$             

350,000.00$             

1.75 200,000.00$  350,000$       350,000.00$        350,000.00$             

7500 100.00$        750,000$       750,000.00$        1,330,000.00$          
1.75 330,000.00$  580,000$       580,000.00$        

1.75 200,000.00$  350,000$       350,000.00$        350,000.00$             

2,200,000$    2,200,000.00$     

350,000$       350,000.00$        1.75

1.75

640 Pierce Boulevard, Suite 200 

TITLE: SUBJECT FILE: 
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SHEET NO. JOB NO.

BY

LIRRCS - Option 4 - Replace Bridge at Florence
Interest Rate

Assumed Interest Rate will cancel escalation of unit prices over time

Year 0 Unit
Construction of Roadway mi
Remove existing structure ls
Construction of new structure at Florence ls

(See Bridge Cost Analysis Sheet for details)

Year 15
Resurface mi

Year 25
Deck Overlay sqft
Expansion Joints ls

Year 30
Resurface mi

Year 40
New Deck sqft

Year 45
Resurface mi

Year 60
Resurface mi
Deck Overlay sqft
Expansion Joints ls

Average Annual Cost over 75 years

4 500,000.00$  2,000,000$    2,000,000.00$     5,852,800.00$             

154112 150.00$        23,116,800$  $23,116,800.00 23,116,800.00$           

154112 25.00$          3,852,800$    3,852,800.00$     

154112 25.00$          3,852,800$    3,852,800.00$     
150,000$       150,000.00$        

4 500,000.00$  2,000,000$    2,000,000.00$     6,002,800.00$             

200,000.00$  150,000$       $150,000.00 150,000.00$                

1.00 2,200,000$    2,200,000$    2,200,000.00$     

150,000.00$        150,000.00$                

150,000.00$                150,000$       150,000.00$        

0.75

0.75 150,000$       

0.75 200,000.00$  

0.75 200,000.00$  

67,344,078.34$   71,794,078.34$           

4 OF 5 1019701

0.75 3,000,000$    2,250,000$    2,250,000.00$     
Activity Total

107,216,478.34$   

$1,429,553.04

LIRRCS LIFE CYCLE COST - Option 4                                  
Replace Bridge at Florence

LIFECYCLE COST ANALYSIS
BER/IDOT DATE 8/28/12 CHECK DATE

0.0%

Quantity Price Total Present Total

200,000.00$  

75 Design Life

1.00 67,344,078$  67,344,078$  

640 Pierce Boulevard, Suite 200 

TITLE: SUBJECT FILE: 
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SHEET NO. JOB NO.

BY

LIRRCS - Option 5 - Replace Bridge at Pearl
Interest Rate

Assumed Interest Rate will cancel escalation of unit prices over time

Year 0 Unit
Construction of Roadway mi
Remove existing structure ls
Construction of new structure at Pearl ls

(See Bridge Cost Analysis Sheet for details)

Year 15
Resurface mi

Year 25
Deck Overlay sqft
Expansion Joints ls

Year 30
Resurface mi

Year 40
New Deck sqft

Year 45
Resurface mi

Year 60
Resurface mi
Deck Overlay sqft
Expansion Joints ls

Average Annual Cost over 75 years

1,450,000.00$     1,450,000.00$             1,450,000$     

500,000.00$ 2,000,000$     2,000,000.00$     5,468,475.00$             

7.25 200,000.00$ 1,450,000$     1,450,000.00$     1,450,000.00$             

1,450,000$     1,450,000.00$     

1.00 61,578,961$ 61,578,961$   61,578,961.00$   85,528,961.00$           

138739 25.00$           

7.25 200,000.00$ 

75 Design Life

138739 25.00$           3,468,475$     3,468,475.00$     

Activity Total

2,000,000$     2,000,000.00$     6,918,475.00$             

7.25 200,000.00$ 

200,000.00$ 

3,468,475$     3,468,475.00$     
4

Quantity Price Total Present Total

123,076,761.00$   

7.25

$1,641,023.48

LIRRCS LIFE CYCLE COST - Option 5                                    
Replace Bridge at Pearl

LIFECYCLE COST ANALYSIS
BER/IDOT DATE 8/28/12 CHECK DATE

5 OF 5 1019701

7.25 3,000,000$   21,750,000$   21,750,000.00$   

0.0%

138739 150.00$         20,810,850.00$   20,810,850$   

4 500,000.00$ 

1,450,000.00$             

20,810,850.00$           

1,450,000$     

1.00 2,200,000$   2,200,000$     2,200,000.00$     

1,450,000.00$     

640 Pierce Boulevard, Suite 200 

TITLE: SUBJECT FILE: 
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47.17 3267.17 540 600 $15,283,080.00 2727.17 300 $38,592,182.67 53,875,262.67$         67,344,078.34$             0.75 $3,000,000 2,250,000$           69,600,000$        

47.17 2941.25 540 600 $15,283,080.00 2401.25 300 $33,980,088.75 49,263,168.75$         61,578,960.94$             7.25 $3,000,000 21,750,000$        83,400,000$        

47.17 2493.42 540 600 $15,283,080.00 1953.42 300 $27,642,846.42 42,925,926.42$         53,657,408.03$             1.25 $3,000,000 3,750,000$           57,500,000$        

Structure Cost Roadway Cost

Florence

Pearl

Kampsville

Arch Approach 

Lower Illinois River Regional Crossing Study - Bridge Replacement Construction Cost Analysis

Total            

Cost

Conceptual        

Bridge              

Location

Total Bridge                      

Length (FT)                              

levee to levee

Miles   

Improved

Programming   

Cost

Programming                 

Cost/Mile                      

Rural Section
CostCost / FT

Span         

Length (FT)

Width 

Feet
Span         

Length (FT)
Cost / FT Cost

Construction                  

Cost

Programming              

Cost                              

+25% Eng. & Cont.

3/22/2013 I:\1019700\1019701\Design\T\Cost_Estimates\Cost Estimate Bridge Alternatives Appendix C
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1.0 Introduction 
 
The overall study area for this Feasibility Study includes Scott, Pike, and Greene Counties in 
west-central Illinois.  The three action alternatives (Alternative 3 Remove Florence Bridge - 
construct a new interchange at I-72 and improve CH 14, Alternative 4 Remove and replace 
Florence Bridge directly upstream / downstream of existing bridge and Alternative 5 Remove 
Florence Bridge and replace at Pearl) analyzed in the Florence Bridge - LIRRCS were 
examined with respect to possible effects on the known environmental resources and 
surrounding communities.  When applicable to the analysis of environmental impacts, the study 
areas for each of the alternative alignments includes a corridor comprised of 1,000 feet on both 
sides of each alignment and potential borrow areas associated with implementation of the 
alternative.  
 
1.1 Cultural Resources 
 
Kaskaskia Engineering Group, LLC conducted a general environmental reconnaissance survey 
of the study area in December 2012.  A small diffuse lithic scatter was encountered and 
collected near the location of Alternative 5 (Remove existing bridge and replace at Pearl) 
(Figure D.1).  The site consisted mostly of stone tool debitage, which is basically the waste 
material produced during the making of stone tools.  Also collected from this area were:  a core, 
a possible hammerstone, three biface fragments, and a broken biface.  A core is simply a piece 
of stone, most often chert (or flint), from which pieces have been knocked off (or “knapped”) to 
fashion stone tools.  A biface is a piece of stone that has been worked on both sides to produce 
a tool, such as a spearpoint or arrowhead. 
 
The broken biface is tentatively identified as a Snyders or Norton type projectile point. These 
point types are attributed to the Middle Woodland period (2,200 to 1,800 years ago), a cultural 
period with several important representative sites recorded in Greene County, including the 
Koster site and the Mound House site.   
 
The lithic scatter is situated on the rise of a slight terrace within the floodplain of the Illinois River 
Valley and is exposed on the plowed surface of a bean field.  The eastern terminus of the 
artifact scatter is where the plowed exposed ground surface gives way to mowed lawn.  The 
scatter likely extends into the lawn and possibly up to the level high ground where there is a 
complex of farm silos and a shed/garage.  Shovel testing would need to be conducted to 
determine the limits of the artifact scatter.  
 
According to the United States Geological Survey Florence Quadrangle map, the Florence 
Cemetery is located approximately 0.2 miles south of Il Route 106, just west of 2nd Street in 
Florence, Illinois.   If Alternative 4 (Remove and replace Florence Bridge directly upstream / 
downstream of existing bridge) is implemented, further research into the status and extent of 
this feature will be required.   
 
The likelihood of encountering additional cultural artifacts or structures is moderate to high since 
the floodplain of the Illinois River is, and has been, a resource-rich environment that was 
attractive to prehistoric populations.  Presently, the floodplain of the Illinois River in Greene 
County contains several quite significant and well-documented archaeological sites.  Therefore, 
once an Alternative is selected, a Phase I Archaeological Survey of the impacted area will need 
to be conducted by professional archaeologists to determine if cultural deposits are present and 
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to what extent they may be impacted.  A cut bank investigation of the nearby bank of the Illinois 
River would also help to further understand the soil stratigraphy of the area. 
 
In summary, given the site found during the December 2012 general environmental 
reconnaissance survey and the already quite significant and well-documented archaeological 
sites in this resource-rich area, the general area within the floodplain of the Illinois River holds a 
high potential for encountering cultural material.  Additional survey work will be needed in future 
project phases to determine National Register of Historic Preservation eligibility for cultural 
resources that are potentially within the boundaries of the chosen alternative alignment.  
 
 

  
 

Figure D.1  
General Location of Lithic Scatter South of Alternative 5 

(Remove Existing Bridge and Replace at Pearl) 
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1.2 Socioeconomics 
 
The study area impacted by the three alternatives analyzed in Florence Bridge - LIRRCS 
includes unincorporated land within three counties in west-central Illinois, Scott, Pike, and 
Greene Counties.  This area is rural in nature and existing development is minimal with 
agriculture as the predominant land use.  
 
Population 
 
Selective demographic information for the counties within the study area, including population 
trends and household income characteristics are presented below.  Table D.1 provides a 
general profile of the existing population, including population trends, in order to facilitate an 
understanding of potential impacts of the project.   
 
Table D.1 - Population Trends in the Study Area 

County 1990* 2000** 2010** 
Percent 
Change  

1990-2000 

Percent 
Change  

2000-2010 

Percent 
Change 
20-Year 
Period 

Scott 5,322 5,357 5,355 0.66 -0.04 0.62 
Pike 17,577 17,384 16,430 -1.10 -5.49 -6.53 

Greene 15,317 14,761 13,886 -3.63 -5.93 -9.34 
Source:  
U.S. Census Bureau, American FactFinder 
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml. 
 
In 2010, population in the three counties ranged from a low of 5,355 persons in Scott County to 
a high of 16,430 persons in Pike County.  Between 1990 and 2010 the population in all three 
counties either declined or remained relatively stable.  For comparison, population for the State 
of Illinois was 12.4 million in 2000 and 12.8 million in 2010.  This statewide increase of 3.3 
percent was substantially smaller than Illinois’ increase of 8.6 percent during the 1990s.   
 
Income and Racial Characteristics 
 
Selected income and racial characteristics and the average annual unemployment rate for the 
three-county study area are shown in Table D.2 and D.3, respectively. The same statistics for 
the State of Illinois are also provided for comparison purposes.  
 
Table D.2 – Income and Racial Characteristics of the Study Area 

County Median Household 
Income (2007-2011) 

Percent of Persons Below Census 
Poverty Level (2007-2011) Percent Minority 

Scott $50,702 8.0 2.3 
Pike $40,668 16.2 4.1 

Greene $42,193 12.8 3.0 
Illinois $56,576 13.1 38.2 

Source:  
U.S. Census Bureau, State and County QuickFacts, http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/ 
 
The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services defined the 2012 poverty guideline for a 
family of four at $23,050.00.  According to the U.S. Census Bureau 5-Year estimates, the 

http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml
http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/
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median household income for the counties in the study area ranges from a low of $40,668 in 
Pike County to $50,702 in Scott County.  Although the median household income in the study 
area is below the median income for the State of Illinois, the median income is well above the 
poverty threshold.  The average percentage of minority populations for the three-county study 
area ranges from 2.3 percent to 4.1 percent, well below the statewide average of 38 percent.   
 
Table D.3 - Annual Average Unemployment Rate 2009-2011 in the Study Area 

County 2009 2010 2011 
Scott 7.7 9.8 9.3 
Pike 7.9 8.9 7.9 

Greene 8.2 9.8 9.1 
Illinois 10 10.5 9.8 

Source: Illinois Department of Employment 
Securityhttp://www.ides.illinois.gov/page.aspx?item=31  
 
The average unemployment rate in the three-county study area has been relatively steady.  
Unemployment rates in Scott, Pike, and Greene County were lower than the State average in 
2009, 2010, and 2011.   
 
Areas of high minority populations, high ethnicity, or low-income population are not present 
within the study area; therefore, Environmental Justice impacts are not anticipated.    
 
Regional Impacts 
 
Relocations of people, businesses, or farms are not anticipated under any of the Alternatives.  
However, local industries make numerous trips across the Florence Bridge each day.  The 
nearest existing downstream (south) crossing is the Kampsville Ferry, located 25 miles south of 
Florence, and the nearest crossings upstream (north) are the I-72 Valley City Bridges.  Motorists 
on the east side of the Illinois River must travel approximately 10 miles one-way to access the 
nearest I-72 interchange; whereby, motorists on the west side of the river must travel 
approximately 23 miles one way to access the nearest 1-72 interchange.  In addition, farm 
implements are not allowed on I-72 and therefore must travel even further distances to cross the 
Illinois River.   
 
Since the Florence Bridge is a vital regional transportation link between Scott and Pike 
Counties, potential adverse impacts to the local economy and transportation network would 
occur with implementation of Alternative 3 (Remove Florence Bridge, construct a new 
interchange at I-72 and CH 14).  Implementation of Alternative 5 (Construct a new bridge at 
Pearl) would result in adverse travel impacts to current primary users of the Florence Bridge, as 
the new bridge would be built near the Town of Pearl.  The new location for the bridge would 
require motorists on the west side of the Illinois River to travel approximately 18 miles, and 
motorists on the east side of the bridge to travel approximately 25 miles to access the new 
bridge.  However, implementation of this Alternative would enhance travel for residents of the 
Village of Pearl.    
 
In summary, Alternatives 3 and 5 would likely result in adverse travel impacts if implemented; 
however, Alternative 4 would have no impacts since the Florence Bridge will remain in the same 
general location. 
 

http://www.ides.illinois.gov/page.aspx?item=31
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1.3 Prime Farmland 
 
The USDA, Natural Resources Conservation Service characterizes eligible farmlands as prime, 
unique, or of statewide or local significance.  The designations, defined below, are based on 
NRCS soil type and are protected by federal legislation.  
 
Prime farmland is land that has the best combination of physical and chemical characteristics 
for producing food, feed, fiber, forage, or oil-seed and other agricultural crops with minimum 
inputs of fuel, fertilizer, pesticides, and labor without intolerable soil erosion.  Prime farmland 
includes land that possesses the above characteristics and may include land currently used as 
cropland, pastureland, rangeland, or forestland.  Prime farmland does not include land already 
in or committed to urban development or water storage.  
 
Unique farmland is land other than prime farmland that is used for production of specific high-
value food and fiber crops. It has the special combination of soil quality, location, growing 
season, and moisture supply needed to economically produce high quality or high yields of 
specific crops when treated and managed according to acceptable farming methods. 
 
Statewide or locally important farmland is land that has been designated of state or local 
importance for the production of food, feed, fiber, forage, or oil-seed crops but is not of national 
importance.  
 
Land within the study area boundaries of the three alternatives is primarily used for 
rural/agricultural uses, and soil classified as prime farmland or farmlands of statewide 
importance are found within the study area of each of the three alternatives.  Acres of prime or 
unique farmland within the study area of each alternative were estimated using the Natural 
Resources Conservation Service online web soil survey.  Approximately 60 percent of the soils 
within the study area for Alternative 3, approximately 32 percent of the soils within study area for 
Alternative 4, and approximately 52 percent of the soil in Alternative 5 are designated as prime 
farmland or farmland of statewide importance.   Therefore, potential impacts to prime farmland 
may occur with implementation of any of the three alternatives.   
 

 

 
Photo D.1 - Representative photograph of farmland present  

throughout the Florence Bridge - LIRRCS Study Area 
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1.4 Wildlife Resources 
 
The study area is located within three adjoining counties along the Illinois River.  All of the 
proposed alternative corridors cross forested blocks of riparian corridor which provides habitat 
for a variety of terrestrial and aquatic species.  
 
Threatened and Endangered Species 
 
The Federal Endangered Species Act of 1973, later amended in 1978 and 1982, was enacted to 
protect species of plants and animals that were threatened with extinction if not protected. The 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service determine which species should be considered as threatened or 
endangered. The law requires federal agencies to ensure that actions they authorize, fund, or 
carry out are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any listed species, or result in 
the destruction or adverse modification of designated critical habitat of such species. The law 
also prohibits any action that causes a "taking" of any listed species of endangered fish or 
wildlife. 
 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service online database 
(http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/lists/illinois-spp.html) identifies a total of five federally-
listed species which may occur in the study area.  The five listed species are the endangered 
Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis), endangered gray bat (Myotis grisescens), endangered Higgens 
eye pearlymussel (Lampsilis higginsi), threatened decurrent false aster (Boltonia decurrens), 
and threatened Eastern prairie fringed orchid (Platanthaera leucophaea).  Twin Culverts Cave 
Nature Preserve is located within 1.25 miles of Alternative 5.  The cave has served as a 
migratory resting place for the state and the federally endangered gray bat (Myotis grisescens).  
Table D.4, adapted from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service database webpage, summarizes the 
species, their federal status, and known habitat distribution within the three counties. 
 
Table D.4 - Federally - Listed Threatened and Endangered Species Potentially Present 
in the Study Area 
Species Status Known Range within 

the Study Area 
Habitat 

Mammal 
Gray bat 
(Myotis grisescens) 

Endangered  Pike County Caves and mines; 
rivers & reservoirs 
adjacent to forests 

Indiana bat 
(Myotis sodalis) 

Endangered  Potential Habitat 
Statewide; Known 
Occurrences In: Pike, 
Scott County 

Caves, mines 
(hibernacula); 
small stream 
corridors with well-
developed riparian 
woods; upland 
forests (foraging) 

Mussel 
Spectaclecase 
mussel 
(Cumberlandia 
monodonta) 

Endangered Pike County Large rivers in 
areas sheltered 
from the main 
force of the 
current 

http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/lists/illinois-spp.html
http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/mammals/index.html#graybat
http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/mammals/index.html#indiana
http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/mammals/index.html#indiana
http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/clams/spectaclecase/index.html
http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/clams/spectaclecase/index.html
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Table D.4 - Federally - Listed Threatened and Endangered Species Potentially Present 
in the Study Area 
Species Status Known Range within 

the Study Area 
Habitat 

Plants 
Decurrent false aster 
(Boltonia decurrens) 

Threatened Greene, Pike, and 
Scott Counties  

Disturbed alluvial 
soils 

Eastern prairie fringed 
orchid 
(Platanthera 
leucophaea) 

Threatened Greene, Pike, and 
Scott Counties 

Mesic to wet 
prairies 

 
 
Habitat for each of the federally-listed species is present in the study area and therefore it is 
anticipated that: a) avoidance/minimization of potential impacts to species will be needed, b) 
surveys for the species for the project may be required, c) coordination with USFWS will be 
needed to establish Section 7 biological conclusions for the project, and d) seasonal 
construction limitations will likely be necessary with implementation of any of the alternatives. 
 
In addition to federally listed T&E species, the State of Illinois’ Endangered Species Act protects 
additional species that the Illinois Endangered Species Protection Board has determined to be 
in danger of extinction, or likely to become endangered.  The Illinois Department of Natural 
Resources online database (http://dnr.illinois.gov/EcoPublic/) identifies, by county, species that 
are state-listed as threatened or endangered in Illinois.  According to the database, Pike County 
supports 33 state-listed species and Scott and Greene County each supports ten state-listed 
species.  As state-protected species are potentially present in the study area, potential impacts 
to state-listed species could occur with implementation of any of the proposed alternatives.  The 
IDNR Ecological Compliance Assessment Tool (EcoCAT) would be used to further determine 
the presence or absence of federal- and state-listed threatened or endangered species within, 
or adjacent to, study areas for any future project activities. 
 
Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus)  
 
The Bald eagle was removed from the federal list of threatened and endangered species on 
August 9, 2007, and is no longer protected under the Endangered Species Act.  However, bald 
eagles remain protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1962 and the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918. 
 
Several bald eagle nests were observed during the December 2012 field reconnaissance 
surveys.  The nests were located in trees near the Illinois River on the east side of the Florence 
Bridge crossing (Photo D.2).  In general, when conducting a new transportation activity or 
project near an eagle nest, a permit for "non-purposeful" take is needed.  To avoid the non-
purposeful take of bald eagles or their young, the USFWS recommends the following (USFWS, 
2013): 
 

(1) Maintain a buffer of at least 330 feet (100 meters) between project activities and the nest 
(including active and Alternative nests).  If a similar activity is closer than 330 feet, then 
project activities may maintain a distance buffer as close to the nest as the existing 
tolerated activity.  

http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/plants/index.html#decurrent
http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/plants/index.html#decurrent
http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/plants/index.html#epfo
http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/plants/index.html#epfo
http://dnr.illinois.gov/EcoPublic/
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(2) Restrict all clearing, external construction, and landscaping activities within 660 feet of 
the nest to outside the nesting season (i.e., outside the nesting season is from August 
through mid-January in the Midwest).  

(3) Maintain established landscape buffers that screen the activity from the nest. 
 
 

 
Photo D.2 - Bald Eagle Nest Observed Near the East Side 

of the Florence Bridge Crossing 
 
1.5 Water Resources 
 
The Clean Water Act of 1972 requires IDOT to evaluate every project and determine whether 
the project could have a negative impact on any waters of the U.S. including wetlands, streams, 
and special aquatic sites.   
 
Surface Waters 
 
Surface waters in the Florence Bridge study area consist of the Illinois River and several 
tributaries, creeks, and streams that flow to the river.  The study area for Alternative 3 (Remove 
Florence Bridge, construct a new interchange at I-72 and CH 14) crosses Blue Creek.  The 
study area for Alternative 4 (Remove and replace Florence Bridge) crosses the Illinois River and 
an unnamed stream twice.  The study area for Alternative 5 (Remove Florence Bridge and 
Replace at Pearl) crosses the Illinois River, Hurricane Creek, and Hill Creek. 
 
In Illinois, stream mitigation typically consists of conditions related to IDNR and/or U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers authorizations or permits.  Mitigation requirements will depend on the quality 
and quantity of impacts.  The Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of Aquatic Resources Final 
Rule (40 CFR 230) governs compensatory mitigation for activities authorized by the Corps 
Individual Permits (IP) (i.e., wetland and waterway impacts).  The amount of mitigation required 
is determined by functional or condition assessment, or a suitable metric (minimum 1:1 acreage 
or linear feet compensation), and be commensurate with project impacts. 
 
Wetlands 
 
Following the review of topographic, aerial, and National Wetland Inventory database maps and 
a general environmental reconnaissance survey of the study area in December 2012, it was 
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determined that wetlands are located within the corridors of each alternative.  However, 
complete wetland site surveys and delineations would be required to verify this determination for 
any future project activities.   
 
Wetlands in and around the Florence Bridge study area are mostly associated with Illinois River 
crossings.  The largest wetlands are forested/shrub wetlands and ponds within the floodplain of 
the Illinois River.  Most of the smaller ponds, not associated with rivers and streams, are 
constructed farm ponds.  Photographs of wetlands within the study area are shown below.   
 
 

 
Photo D.3 - Emergent Wetland East of 

Alternative 3 
 

 

 
Photo D.4 - Emergent Wetland Southeast 

 of Alternative 5 
 

 

 
Photo D.5. - Typical Forested Wetland Near 

Alternative 4 
 
 

 

 
Photo D.6 - Forested Wetland Near Alternative 

4 (Florence Bridge in background) 
 

Direct impacts to wetlands would be unavoidable under any of the alternatives.  Alternative 4 
would affect the least wetland acreage; while Alternative 3 would affect the most wetland 
acreage (see Table D.4).  In Illinois, wetland mitigation typically consists of conditions related to 
Illinois Department of Natural Resources and/or U.S. Army Corps of Engineers authorizations or 
permits.  Mitigation requirements will depend on the quality and quantity of impacts.  The 
Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of Aquatic Resources Final Rule (40 CFR 230) governs 
compensatory mitigation for activities authorized by Corps Individual Permits (i.e., wetland and 
waterway impacts).  The amount of mitigation required is determined by functional or condition 
assessment, or a suitable metric (minimum 1:1 acreage or linear feet compensation), and be 
commensurate with project impacts. 
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Floodplains 
 
IDOT must evaluate every project and determine whether it could have a negative impact on the 
base (100-year) floodplain. The Federal Emergency Management Agency and the Federal 
highway Administration guidelines 23 CFR 650 identify the base flood as the flood having a one-
percent probability of being equaled or exceeded in any given year.  The land area covered by 
the floodwaters of the base flood is the Special Flood Hazard Area. 
 
Alternatives 4 (Remove and replace Florence Bridge) and 5 (Remove Florence Bridge and 
Replace at Pearl) cross the base floodplain of the Illinois River.  Alternative 5 also crosses the 
base floodplain of Hurricane Creek and Hill Creek.  Any new right-of-way, easement, or fill 
placed within this Special Flood Hazard Area will require a floodplain development permit from 
the State Federal Emergency Management Agency. 
 
1.6 Summary  
 
A summary of the environmental review is presented in Table D.5 below.  Should the study 
progress into an actual project planning and design process, the magnitude of these impacts 
would be furthered measured and evaluated using acceptable methods and procedures. 
 
Table D.5 - Potential Environmental Impacts - Florence Bridge Feasibility Study 

Resource 
Category 

 

Alternative 3 - 
Remove Florence 

Bridge, New 
Interchange at I-72 

and CH 14 

Alternative 4 - Remove 
and Replace Florence 

Bridge 

Alternative 5 - Remove 
Florence Bridge and Replace 

at  Pearl  

Cultural 
Resources  Potentially present. 

Florence Cemetery in 
alternative study area.  
Potential for additional 

cultural resources.  

Potentially present. Lithic 
scatter identified in alternative 

study area. 

Social 
Impacts None None None 

Economic 
Impacts 

Adverse impact to 
local and regional 

economy. 
None 

Adverse impact to local and 
regional economy Positive 
impact to persons residing 

near the town of Pearl. 
Prime 
farmland / 
farmland of 
statewide 
importance 

Present Present Present 

Threatened 
and 
Endangered 
Species 

Potentially present. Potentially Present. Potentially present. 

Wetland 
Impacts: 
number of 
crossings 
(acres) 

Pond: 5 (3 acres) 
Forested/Shrub: 1 

(0.5 acres) 
Emergent Wetland: 0 

Pond: 4 (18 acres) 
Forested/Shrub Wetland: 

2 (65 acres) 
Emergent Wetland: 2  

(1 acres) 

Pond: 18 (13 acres) 
Forested/Shrub Wetland: 6  

(43 acres) 
Emergent Wetland: 5  

(11 acres) 
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Table D.5 - Potential Environmental Impacts - Florence Bridge Feasibility Study 

Resource 
Category 

 

Alternative 3 - 
Remove Florence 

Bridge, New 
Interchange at I-72 

and CH 14 

Alternative 4 - Remove 
and Replace Florence 

Bridge 

Alternative 5 - Remove 
Florence Bridge and Replace 

at  Pearl  

River/Stream 
Crossings:  

River: 0 
Stream: 1 

River: 1 
Stream: 2 

River: 1 
Stream: 2 

Floodplain 
Crossings  0 1 3 

Sources: USFWS, 2012; FEMA, 2013; and Google, 2013 
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SECTION 1:  INTRODUCTION 
 
Public involvement is important for any planning process, and was a critical component of the 
Florence Bridge-Lower Illinois River Regional Crossing Study (LIRRCS).  To fully and fairly 
assess the feasibility of the LIRRCS, an effort was initiated to fully engage the community and 
provide the opportunity to create and evaluate contextually sensitive alternatives.  Therefore, a 
Context Sensitive Solution (CSS) approach to public involvement was implemented.  This report 
presents an overview of the CSS public involvement process for the LIRRCS. 
 
The IDOT CSS process (see Figure 1.1) is a strategy that seeks proactive engagement of 
project stakeholders in the identification of the issues and priorities related to a proposed project 
that informs the evaluation of analysis and options.  This meant approaching stakeholders with 
an open mind, listening, and continually gaining feedback as the work leads to more plausible 
outcomes for the study.  
 
Figure 1.1: IDOT CSS Process 

  
The CSS public involvement activities associated with the LIRRCS were designed to broadly 
disseminate information and gather input from affected local, state, and federal agencies and 
jurisdictions, as well as study area residents.  Activities were targeted to specific audiences and 
included a variety of activities.  Public involvement activities were scheduled to ensure timely 
consideration of public and agency input with respect to the technical work conducted. 
 
The CSS public involvement approach began at project 
initiation and continued throughout the duration of the study.  
Techniques included a mailing database, newsletter, project 
website, meetings with agency and government 
representatives, press advisories, newspaper 
advertisements, public meetings, and Community Advisory 
Group (CAG) meetings.  In addition, a Community Context 
Audit was performed to provide stakeholders another 
opportunity to help the Study Team better understand the 
factors that were unique to the project community, culture, 
and history.  Throughout the study, public involvement 
efforts were guided by input from the CAG and the 
Stakeholder Involvement Process (SIP). 
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1.1 Stakeholder Involvement Plan (SIP) 
 
The SIP included an extensive and diverse set of public involvement strategies developed by 
the LIRRCS team.  The SIP provided the framework for managing public outreach and 
communication activities during the LIRRCS.  The following were outlined in the SIP: 
 

 Defined goals and objectives for initiating the CSS process as outlined by Illinois 
Department of Transportation (IDOT); 
 

 Identification of the study team and ground rules for how they would utilize the SIP; 
 

 List of potential stakeholders; 
 

 Clearly defined responsibilities and rules for the development and implementation of the 
CAG; and  

 
 Outline of stakeholder notification techniques (i.e. news releases, website, etc.). 

 
The SIP was referenced frequently during the course of the study to aid in determining the 
effectives of the CSS public involvement process.  See Attachment 1 for a completed version 
of the SIP. 
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SECTION 2:  PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT TECHNIQUES 
 
The following outlines the various public involvement techniques utilized throughout the 
LIRRCS. 
 
2.1 Public Meetings 
 
Those with an interest in the outcome of the LIRRCS were invited to participate in two CSS-
based public meetings in an open house format.  The issues and concerns expressed at the 
public open houses help to shape the analysis that was conducted as part of the study.  A 
summary of each public meeting is provided below.  Details of each public meeting are in 
Attachment 2 and include the meeting invite letter, as well as the meeting exhibits and 
handouts. 
 
Public Meeting #1 - October 12, 2011 
Approximately 58 individuals attended the first public meeting held on October 12, 2011 at the 
Nimrod Funk Building on the Scott County Fairgrounds in Winchester, Illinois.  The purpose of 
this meeting was to introduce the project to the general public and to seek members to be 
considered to serve on the CAG.   
 

The meeting was conducted on an informal basis; 
therefore, no formal presentation was necessary.  
Display boards were provided that depicted the IDOT 
Project Development Process, Operation and 
Maintenance Costs, a detailed definition of CSS, and 
an outline of future project milestones. 
 
A public opinion survey and comment sheet was also 
available at this meeting (see Attachment 2 for a copy 
of all comments received as a result of Public Meeting 
#1).  A summary of the major comment themes from 
approximately 25 respondents included:  

 
 
 

 The Florence Bridge is viewed as an essential artery to the local business network; 
 
 The fundamental concerns with the Florence Bridge include age, maintenance costs, 

traffic, barge-bridge collisions, and alternate access routes; and 
 

 The overall majority supported further study of the potential solution regarding removal 
and replacement of Florence Bridge, either directly upstream or downstream of the 
existing bridge. 

 
  

Attendees and Study Team at 
Public Meeting #1 
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Attendees and Study Team at 
Public Meeting #2 

Public Meeting #2 - May 1, 2013 
Nine individuals attended the second public meeting 
held on May 1, 2013 at the Nimrod Fund Building on the 
Scott County Fairgrounds in Winchester, Illinois.  The 
purpose of Public Meeting #2 was to present the 
recommended alternatives to the public, obtain public 
input concerning the recommended alternatives, and to 
discuss the project’s next steps. 
 
Similar to Public Meeting #1, the meeting was 
conducted on an informal basis.  Display boards 
depicted at the meeting were similar to those presented 
at Public Meeting #1 with the exception of the following 
boards: project’s problem statement, a matrix of the 
alternatives studied regarding costs and pros and cons for 
each alternative, and the graphical depiction of the two alternatives recommended for further 
study.   
 
A handout and comment sheet (refer to Attachment 2 for a copy of all comments received) 
were also available upon sign-in for attendees at this meeting.  The three respondents at the 
meeting had varied comments, including the following: Florence Bridge to remain in place, 
establish an interchange at Detroit Road with signage yielding to farmers, and noting the 
preferred alternative is a new alignment at Florence. 
 
2.2 Community Advisory Group (CAG) 
 
The CAG was comprised of elected officials, as well as local residents and businesses 
representing the predominant interests of the LIRRCS study area.  The two meetings attended 
by CAG participants served as forums for discussions of the issues surrounding the study area 
and strategies for addressing them through the study options.  They also served as sounding 
boards for materials to be presented to, and inputs received from the public meetings, as well as 
provided advice on the public meeting material to ensure it was easily understandable to the 
public.  
 
CAG Members 
 
Table 2.1 lists the individuals who volunteered to be participants on the CAG for the LIRRCS. 
 
Table 2.1: List of CAG Members 

Name Representing 
Arthur Long Mayor of Hillview 
Ben Coon Farmer 
Blake Roderick Pike/Scott County Farm Bureau 
Brian Dockery Central Stone Vice President 
Carol McCartney Concerned Resident 
Chris Johnson Pike County Highway 
Dale Hillman Central Stone 
Dan McClenning Cargill AgHorizons 
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Name Representing 
David Bruner United Contractors Midwest 
David Swartz Farmer 
Dick Rawlings Morgan County Commissioner 
Dirk Erickson Illinois Valley Paving, United Contractors Midwest 
Fred Oelschlaeger Cargill AgHorizons 
Joe Snyder Mayor of Roodhouse 
Matt Coultas Morgan/Scott County Highway 
Nancy Kurpaitis Florence Guest House 
Roger Hatcher President of Pearl 
Wayne Riley Concerned Resident 
 
Community Context Audit 
 
The Community Context Audit provided an additional opportunity for CAG members to deliver 
important information to the study team.  The audit consisted of a mailed questionnaire 
presenting a scale for respondents to determine what options were desirable/most important, 
neutral, or undesirable/least important.  Responses were received from 11 out of 16 
participants.  Participants felt strongly that the Florence Bridge should be maintained and the 
effect on local community/travel, local business, agriculture, environment, and regional travel 
were most important in considering future alternatives.  Participants also felt strongly that a 
bridge at a new location would be undesirable.  The most frequently chosen temporary access 
option selected was to construct a new interchange at I-72 with upgraded local roads.  Below 
are the five questions from the questionnaire, followed by a graphical representation of the 
responses (Figures 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3): 
 

1. How desirable is it to maintain the existing river crossing at Florence? 
2. How desirable would it be to remove the Florence Bridge and construct a new 

interchange at I-72 with upgraded local roads? 
3. How desirable would it be to remove the Florence Bridge and provide a new river 

crossing downstream? 
4. If the Florence Bridge is to become unserviceable for a long period of time in the future, 

which temporary access crossing would be most desirable? 
5. How important are the following factors when deciding whether to replace the existing 

Florence Bridge at the existing location or to choose another crossing option:  
 Effect on local community/travel 
 Local business concerns 
 Agricultural concerns 
 Environmental concerns 
 Effect on regional travel 
 Effect on river traffic 
 Overall costs 
 Benefit/Cost ratio 
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Figure 2.1: Community Context Audit, Summary of Questions 1-3 Responses (11 Respondents) 

  
Figure 2.2: Community Context Audit, Summary of Question 4 Responses (11 Respondents) 

  
Figure 2.3: Community Context Audit, Summary of Question 5 Responses 

 
 
Additional comments received mimicked those comments received from the public, during and 
after, the public meeting.  All responses were presented and discussed in further detail at the 
first CAG meeting. 
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Participants at CAG Meeting #2 

CAG Meetings 
 
CAG Meeting #1 - May 16, 2012 
A total of 19 interested stakeholders 
attended the first CAG meeting held on May 
16, 2012 at the Nimrod Funk Building on the 
Scott County Fairgrounds in Winchester, 
Illinois.  The agenda included a review of 
the SIP, approval of the CAG meeting 
ground rules, a discussion of the purpose of 
the study, the approach and timeline, and a 
review of the Community Context Audit 
results and seven potential alternatives.  
Review of a draft problem statement was 
also discussed at this meeting, which was 
approved as follows: 
 

“The transportation problem associated with the existing crossing over 
the Illinois River at Florence, Illinois is that the bridge structure is reaching an 
age and condition such that the Department has determined making repairs is 
less cost effective than to consider replacement options.   
 
 Alternative bridge crossings are limited in the Lower Illinois River Valley 
making the Florence Bridge a critical point for local and regional traffic and 
economic sustainability.  Additionally, the river channel curvature and narrow 
opening at the bridge crossing, results in reduced navigability for barge traffic 
and, therefore, an increased risk for barge-bridge collisions.” 

  
CAG Meeting #2 - August 28, 2012 
The second CAG meeting was held on August 
28, 2012, at the Nimrod Funk Building on the 
Scott County Fairgrounds in Winchester, 
Illinois.  Participants included 13 members 
from the CAG, seven members from the 
general public, and one media representative.  
The agenda included a summary of items from 
the first CAG meeting, a status update of the 
bridge, costs, opportunities, and constraints for 
the five remaining studied alternatives.   
 
A valuable outcome of this meeting was the 
exercise for CAG members to rank the top 
three preferred alternatives.  The CAG members  
were split into three groups and tasked with ranking their top three preferences from the 
following alternatives: 
 
 Option #1: No Action (operate lift bridge and repair as needed): 
 Option #2: Remove Florence Bridge (no improvement); 
 Option #3: Remove Florence Bridge (improvements to CH 14 and an interchange at I-72); 

Participants at CAG Meeting #1 
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 Option #4: Remove and replace Florence Bridge (directly upstream or downstream of 
existing bridge); 

 Option #5: Remove Florence Bridge and Replace at Pearl. 
 
The results of the ranking (see Table 2.2) showed that all three groups chose Option #4 as their 
first preference.  The second preference had mixed results: two of the three groups preferred 
Option #3 while the third group preferred Option #5.  Using majority-rule, Option #3 was 
selected as the second preference.  The third preference had even more variability with one 
group that was unable to, or preferred not to, select a preference.  The remaining two groups 
selected Option #1 and Option #5.  Since Option #5 had been listed as a second preference as 
well as a third preference, Option #5 was selected as the overall third preference. 
 
Table 2.2: CAG Alternative Ranking 
Preference Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 

1 

Option #4: Remove 
and replace Florence 
Bridge (directly 
upstream or 
downstream of 
existing bridge) 

Option #4: Remove and 
replace Florence Bridge 
(directly upstream or 
downstream of existing 
bridge) 

Option #4: Remove and 
replace Florence Bridge 
(directly upstream or 
downstream of existing 
bridge) 

2 

Option #5: Remove 
Florence Bridge and 
Replace at Pearl 

Option #3: Remove 
Florence Bridge 
(improvements to CH 14 
and an interchange at I-72) 

Option #3: Remove 
Florence Bridge 
(improvements to CH 14 
and an interchange at I-72) 

3 -- 
Option #1: No Action 
(operate lift bridge and 
repair as needed) 

Option #5: Remove 
Florence Bridge and 
Replace at Pearl 

  
To summarize, the CAG ranking of alternatives yielded the following results: 
 
 Preference 1: Option #4: Remove and replace Florence Bridge (directly upstream or 

downstream of existing bridge) 
 Preference 2: Option #3: Remove Florence Bridge (improvements to CH 14 and an 

interchange at I-72) 
 Preference 3: Option #5: Remove Florence Bridge and Replace at Pearl 
 
See Attachment 3 for copies of the invites, agendas, presentations, exhibits, and handouts 
from the two CAG meetings. 
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SECTION 3:  PUBLIC ACCESS TO LIRRC FEASIBILITY STUDY 
INFORMATION 
 
The public was informed of the study through several means, including a mailing database, 
project website, press advisories, and newspaper articles. 
 
3.1 Mailing Database 
 
An important component of the CSS public involvement program was the development and 
maintenance of a study mailing database.  This mailing database was used for invitations to the 
public meetings, for distributing newsletters, and to facilitate communication between members 
of the study team and the public.  The database included local, state, and federal elected and 
appointed officials; representatives from homeowner, business, community, and civic 
associations/groups; federal and state transportation, environmental, and planning agencies; 
media contacts; and individuals residing and working within Scott, Pike, Calhoun, and Greene 
Counties in Illinois. The project mailing list contained nearly 120 names and addresses.  
 
3.2 Website 
 
An Internet website 
(http://www.lirrcs.com) was designed 
and maintained to provide updated 
information on the study’s progress and 
information about opportunities for 
public comment on the study.  Materials 
presented to the public were also 
uploaded to the website, as well as 
summaries of any meetings.  The 
website was promoted to the public and 
the media in correspondences, 
meetings, and public information 
materials.  Public announcements 
presented via the project website are 
found in Attachment 4.  
 
3.3 Press Advisories 
 
At key milestones, such as prior to the public meetings, the study team prepared press 
advisories for the Illinois Department of Transportation.  The Department placed the advisories 
in local and regional media outlets.  Attachment 5 includes copies of these press advisories. 
 
3.4 Newspaper Articles 
 
Several radio, television, and newspaper outlets provided coverage about the LIRRCS and 
public meetings.  Copies of news articles resulting from this media coverage were circulated to 
study team members.  A chronological inventory of the newspaper articles is included in the 
table below.  Attachment 6 includes a copy of each article. 
 
  

www.lirrcs Homepage 
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Table 3.1: Summary of Newspaper Articles 

Date Media Outlet Article Title 

October 2011 Scott County Times 
Oct. 12 meeting to discuss future of Florence 
Bridge 

May 2012 Pike Press 
Florence Bridge advisory committee looks at 
options 

May 18, 2012 
The Farm Post e-
News 

IDOT Holds First Florence Bridge Project 
Session 

June 29, 2012 KHQA Mechanical issues close Florence Bridge 
July 11, 2012 Pike Press Florence Bridge reopening date still unknown 

July 11, 2012 Pike Press (Editorial) 

No quick fix - The safety issues which forced 
the recent closure of the Florence Bridge over 
the Illinois River are serious.  There is no 
quick fix in sight. 

July 11, 2012 Scott County Times Florence Bridge reopening date still unknown 

July 30, 2012 Quincy Herald-Whig 
Town meetings stress importance of Florence 
Bridge, which has been closed since June 28 

August 29, 2012 Pike Press 
Citizen Advisory Committee recommends 
replacing Florence Bridge at its current 
location 

September 11, 2012 Scott County Times 
Businesses expect challenges with Florence 
Bridge closure/IDOT prepares for repairs 

September 17, 2012 Connecttristates.com 
Florence bridge will probably open next spring 
after repairs are made 

September 17, 2012 Quincy Herald-Whig 
Florence Bridge design plans ‘progressing 
nicely’ for repair work 
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ATTACHMENT 1:  STAKEHOLDER INVOLVEMENT PLAN (SIP) 
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ATTACHMENT 2:  PUBLIC MEETING INFORMATION 
 
Public Meeting #1, October 12, 2011 
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