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106 Welcome

Public Open-House Meeting #2

s || 100-106 River Crossing

Iy Project

Florence Bridge -
Phase | Study

December 7, 2017
4:30pm - 6:30pm



What Are We Trying to Accomplish?

River Croséiﬂng Projéct

» Study Area and Preliminary Alternatives

» Review of Environmental Resources

» What is the Purpose and Need of the Project?
» Review Range of Alternatives Considered

» Obtain Public Input for Each of the Alternatives
» Project Timeline & Next steps




Study Area

» Originally included parts of Pike,
Scott and Greene Counties

100 106

River Crossing Project
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» A crossing option at Pearl was also
proposed, but was not brought
forward by the Citizens Advisory
Group (CAG)*

» Was narrowed down to
approximately 50 square miles
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» All draft alternatives are in the
Florence area, or in eastern Pike SHC e i |
County and western Scott County . g@ T A I )
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ILLINDIS

Range of Alternatives Considered

. . 106
Alternatives Location Map River Crossing Project
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Alternative 2A

Alternative 2B

Alternative 32 ' ' ‘
Alternative 4A o " ILLINOIS
Alternative 4B - A%
Alternative 4C | ~ \ : I ST
Alternative 4D |

Alternative 5A
Alternative 5B
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: PlttSf 'IEl-d : ’*} "The No Build Alternative will be carried forward as Alternative 1 for
comparison to all alternatives evaluated.

Alternative 3 is shown on a separate slide which follows.

Esri, DigitalGlob e, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS
4IGN, and the GIS User. Community,
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Range of Alternatives Considered | [ mos
. . 100/1106
nat]VGS Locatlon Map River Crossing Project

L = e | 4 Alternative
¥ EE ) Located to the west o
the other Alternatives

» Improves existing Coun
Highway 14 between
Detroit and |-72

» Construct an interchange
to connect CH 14 with |-
72

» The existing bridge at
Florence would be
removed ]
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Environmental Resources

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
KEY COMPONENTS

Alternatives Analysis
Is an evaluation of the preliminary alternatives using
established evaluation criteria. Alternatives that are

not reasonable, feasible, or do not meet the purpose
and need are dismissed.

Preferred Alternative

|dentifies an alternative that best
balances the environmental impacts
and costs with the ability to fulfill the
project’s purpose and need.

Purpose and Need
Identifies the problems
that the project is intended
to address.
Environmental Consequences
Includes a detailed evaluation of the
social and environmental impacts of
the alternatives that are retained.

Affected Environment

Provides a description of the project
area environs potentially affected by the
alternatives.

Scoping
Is an open coordination process with agencies and
public to identify scope of issues to be addressed.

Project follows the National
Environmental Protection Act
(NEPA) :

River Crossing Projéct

Preparing an inventory of
Environmental Resources in the
project study area.

Avoidance of sensitive resources
if reasonably possible.

Minimizing impacts to resources
when unavoidable.

Mitigation of resources as
required.

The NEPA process ensures that
environmental factors are
weighted equally when
compared to other factors i
the decision making proce



Environmental Resources

Purpose & Need Statement River Crossipd Ol

» Serves as the basis for which all alternatives are
evaluated.

» P&N Statement® - “The purpose of the project is to
evaluate new transportation facility options across
the Illinois River that are safe, reliable and meet
current design standards. The project shall
provide connectivity across the Illinois River for all
modes of vehicular traffic, facilitate river traffic,
and support local and regional economic needs.”

* Concurrence was obtained at February 23, 2017 NEPA/404 Merger Meeting
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Environmental Resources 106

e S N S \ T R T River Crossing Project

EXISTING AERIAL VIEW AT
IL 100/106 RIVER CROSSING AT FLORENCE

N

BALD EAGLE OCCURENCE WETLANDS

ILLINOIS CHORUS FROG BUFFER BOTTOMLAND FOREST
DECURRENT FALSE ASTER BUFFER DEEP MARSH

FLOOD ZONE OPEN WATER WETLAND

- FORESTED AREA SHALLOW MARSH - WET MEADOW
UNUSUAL CONCENTRATION SHRUB-SCRUB WETLAND
OF INVERTEBRATES

Note! Altemnatlves proposed to be carrled forward are (R Irl e Date! December 4, 2017
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al data d interpreted to determine potential impacts of each alternative -



Engineering Performance
Environmental Screening River CrossingProTEN

IL 100-106 Alternatives Comparison Matrix *

Alternatives Proposed to be Carried Forward are [JIEQUAIEER

Category Measure 1 2A 2B 3* A 4B D 4D 5A 3&48

New Right-of-Way Acres o| & & 0 @) oo 30 | 10 @ 20 @ so 65 s @ = | n @
Resed Evimat of obable Comrctonost (ecember 207y |t m—_| & | " @ | “Nn" @7 @5k O | @ rem ©|mam va| " O [T @i @ |
Main Bridge Length Feet 0| 2260 2600 @| o @] 280 @ | 2800 @ 280 @ N/A 2800 @ | 2340 1600 0 | 2800 @
New Roadway Length Miles 0 26 20 s6 @] o9 @ os @ o8 O N/A 183 @ 34 @| 33 60 &
Adverse Travel (Florence) o 0 @® e ? Consrction @ ? @ @ @ Consniion
Adverse Travel (Through Travel) :’;s;;';_.[))day Cost 0 . @ . . I Of ;:'21 o ‘ . . . . @r?;:rg "
Constructability Subjective (described) . ‘ . @ ’ . ‘ . ‘ e O .
Forest Land Acres ‘ . . G e @ ‘

Wetlands Acres . ’ G . @ ‘ ‘
Permanent River/Stream Crossings Each . . . . . . . . . . .
Floodplain Acres . . ‘ e a e . .

Prime Farmland Acres ‘ e . @ @ @ ‘ .

Inventoried Natural Areas and Park Space ° Acres ‘ . . ' . . . ‘ . . .

T&E Species Areas of Occurrences Present - # ‘ . . . . ‘ ' . ‘ ° .

Bald Eagle Sightings Present - # . . (~] ‘ ‘ (X (~] (~] (~] (~] .
Community (Section 4(f)) '::z:d Rropeities- ® (] e ® (A] ® ® ) ® ® )
Cultural (Section 106) 'é':z:d Rropertiess

Displacements (Residential) Each . ‘ ‘ . ‘ . . . . . .
Displacements (Commercial) Each . ‘ ' . . . ‘ . ‘ . .
Displacements (Industrial) Each

Divided Parcels Each . ‘ e O . . . ° .

Hazardous Waste Sites Each

A. Impacts Assessment at this time includes the mainline alternative only and are based on a preliminary screening. The preliminary screening was done using a database of information available in April 2017. Calculations of impacts are pending and may result in revisions to the table.
This table does not include an assessment of any connector roadways.
B. Alternative 3 was evaluated and will not move forward because it does not meet the Purpose and Need.
C. NotApplicable. Alternative 4C/D was not one of the original proposed designs and was not evaluated by the same criteria as the other alternatives. Alternative 4C/D is a compromise between two designs and was evaluated for environmental impacts.
Alternatives that were not chosen to be carried forward after the Citizen Advisory Group (CAG) meetings were not re-evaluated for cost.
D. Acres coincident with the Florence Bridge Bed (lllinois Natural Area Inventory Site #1658), identified as Category VI. for an unusual concentration of flora or fauna and high quality streams.
E. Zones around a point of occurrence.
F.  Bald Eagle sightings are a record in the Illinois Natural History Survey (INHS) database, but are not indicative of geospatially located nests. They are included in the alternatives matrix with respect to the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.

For Positive and Negative responses that do not require a full scale are identified with (G) for positive and (q for negative. e 9 @ 6

Categories that do not vary in impacts are populated with a symbol. Date Printed: December 5, 2017

WORSE < BETTER



Alternatives Proposed To Be Dropped

ILLINDIE ‘ ILLINDIS

Altel‘natlve ZA 2 000 feet north) River Crossmg PrOJect

Alt. 2A
Alignment ' Connects to IL 100/106

Old 36 conn. \ i W. Of IL Valley Paving

= Florence Rd. &7 | Ex1st1n br1d ge ’ T

Reasons for recommendation to be dropped
» Extensive farmland impacts east of river

» Negatively impacts future quarry expansion

» Substantial work within the floodplain, forested lands, and recorded wetlands on
the National Wetlands Inventory (NWI)

» Potential for impacts to the Illinois Chorus Frog and Bald Eagle

v

Higher construction cost

» Introduces a new stop condition for motorists on IL 100/106



ILLINOIS ILLINDIS

Alternatives Proposed To Be Dropped

1001106
Alternatwe 2B (1,100 feet north) River Crossing Project

1 |
B

= \ e Alt. 2B v Connects to IL 100/106
RS I A2 TN <! : Allgnment » W. Of IL Valley Paving

Existing
~ bridge

easons for recommendation to be dropped

» Extensive farmland impacts east of river
Negatively impacts future quarry expansion

>
» Substantial work within the floodplain, forested lands, and wetlands on the NWI
>

Potential for impacts to the Illinois Chorus Frog, Decurrent False Aster, and Bald
Eagle

Higher construction cost




ILLINOIS ILLINDIS

Alternatives Proposed To Be Dropped

100106
Alternatlve 3 Upgrade eX]St]ng CH 14) River Crossing Project

New mterchange at I- 72
Re-align frontage roads ° ;

106

To Quincy ——p

<— To Jacksonville

i

1L 100/106
intersection
at Detroit

To Pittsfield ——p

a To Florence

Alt. 3 Alignment along & Siim
existing CH 14 - includes A
roadway and drainage  AIESGA

improvements @

Reasons for recommendation to be dropped ’

» Doesn’t accommodate all modes of traffic
» Highest out-of-direction local travel

» Doesn’t meet the requirements of the Purpose and Need Statement

» Combination of Alternatives 3 and 4B considered, but had high impacts and Q
costs as compared to other alternatives

&00“\



ILLINOIS ILLINDIS

106

Alternatives Proposed To Be Dropped

: 100
Alternatlve 4B (EX]St'lng alignment) River Crossing Pro

Alt. 4B
Alignment

1 "

Existing
7 - | bridge ;
Florence Rd. ;

Reasons for recommendation to be dropped

» Bridge would be closed to all traffic during construction - &l y
Location Key
» Potentially 2-3 years - 25 W
» High adverse travel during construction L, S
» Substantial work near wetlands on the NWI = @ ’2”,& 3
» Potential for impacts to the Illinois Chorus Frog, Decurrent False Aster, River I8 J"‘
Invertebrates, and Bald Eagle ¥ ¥




Alternatives Proposed To Be Dropped [ wos [ wuwos |
106

Alternative 4D (600 feet south) River Crossing Project

\.

0-0-0-0-0-0-0-000-0-0-0-0 000 ¢ ILLINOIS ILLINOIS
bridge

At. 4D [
‘ Alignment
Florence Rd. \ h ent

. 3
op

Reasons for recommendation to be dropped
» Increased property and farmland impacts as compared to 4A, B and C

Potential impact to Pike County boat launch
Increased rock excavation through bluff
Extensive impacts to forested land

vV v vy

Potential for impacts to the Illinois Chorus Frog, Decurrent False Aster, and River
Invertebrates




ILLINOIS ILLINDIS

Alternatives Proposed To Be Dropped

. 100/ 106
Alternative 5A (4,000 feet south) River Crossing Project

e ———

Existing
network
conn.

Reasons for recommendation to be dropped X
» Highest overall construction cost A a\
Extensive farmland impacts east of river

Potential for impacts to the Illinois Chorus Frog ' mm "'?r N 3 !

Potential for displaced residences

Does not have the same benefit in bridge length as 5B




Alternatives Proposed To Be Carried Forward

Alternative 1 (No Action) River Crossing Project

» Leave existing bridge in place

» Required to be carried forward
under federal NEPA process

» Provides a baseline for comparison
with other alternatives
» Bridge maintenance

» Bridge may become unserviceable in
the future when repairs are no
longer possible
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Alternative 4A (100 feet north) River Crossing Project

Alternatives Proposed To Be Carried Forward

1
i

* \ Restaurant

. DL
T

20 00-0-0-0-0-0-075 ¢ VUV

Existi ng
bridge

Florence Rd.

Revised Engineering Screening Data:
Right of Way: 27.3 acres
Updated cost: $70.6 M
Illinois River bridge length: 3,165 feet
New roadway length: 4,232 feet

Reasons for recommendation to be carried forward
» Lowest construction cost of recommended alternatives
» Relatively low impacts to farmland and forested land

*Potential for impacts to the Illinois Chorus Frog, Decurrent False Aster, River
Invertebrates, and Bald Eagle

*Potential to displace business



Alternatives Proposed To Be Carried Forward "
Alternative 4C (100 feet south) River Crossing Project

Revised Engineering Screening Data:
Right of Way: 32.9 acres
Updated cost: $77.6 M
Illinois River bridge length: 3,167 feet
New roadway length: 5,078 feet

Existing

R\ 2N .
R

Restaurant

Florence Rd. ¢

e

Reasons for recommendation to be carried forward

» Lowest property impacts of recommended alternatives

p——

Reduces the amount of rock excavation as compared to 4D

: b
5 A )\
-Location Key ;3 $
i < m "uuai.v ar

Least impact to the floodplain

Relatively low impacts to farmland and forested land @m W, 4

¥
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Relatively low construction costs and impacts

*Potential for impacts to the Illinois Chorus Frog, Decurrent False Aster, and Invertebrates




Alternatives Proposed To Be Carried Forward

ILLIN IJIE ‘ ILLINDIS

Alternatlve 4C/D (300 feet SOUth) River Crossmg PrOJect

Existing

se ' T onas
|@ 106

—_—

Restaurant %

e

Revised Engineering Screening Data:
* Right of Way: 45.8 acres
Updated cost: $77.3 M
: ¢ & Illinois River bridge length: 3,167 feet
Florence Rd TSl ; « New roadway length: 6,586 feet

Reasons for recommendation to be carrled forward

» Variation of Alternative 4D
Creates a “T” intersection connector road west of the bridge
Can be constructed with minimal impacts to existing traffic
Similar construction costs as 4C
Reduces the amount of rock excavation as compared to 4D
Reduced property impacts as compared to 4D =
*Would increase farmland and forested land impacts as compared to 4C

*Potential for impacts to the Illinois Chorus Frog, Decurrent False Aster, River
Invertebrates. and Bald Easle
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Alternatives Proposed To Be Carried Forward

1001106
Alternatlve 5B (4,500 feet south) River Crossing Project

5 1," i) gk ./

ey T "? FERAN , ca bridge
" / E 3 B i : "l'\‘-‘/ ‘;>.

-

Revised Engineering Screening Data:
* Right of Way: 90.1 acres
Updated cost: $72.1 M ok
llinois River bridge length: 1,816 feet [a®™
New roadway length: 18,885 feet

Reasons for recommendat:on to be carried forward
» Shortest and least costly bridge crossing AT _ \ |
» Least impact to recorded wetlands on the NWI i 2 N, \ E XN
» Can be constructed with minimal impacts to existing traffic | o | B‘
» Furthest alternative from river bend (improves navigation)

*Highest roadway cost of the recommended alternatives

*Potential for impacts to the Illinois Chorus Frog ' m}m "n;,.
*Highest farmland impacts of the recommended alternatives

*Potential to displace residences ;\
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106

River CrosSing Project

Recommended Alternatives Map

Legend

= = = Alternative 4A
sonnes Alternative 4C
=m==  Alternative 4C/D

=== Alternative 5B L \g .. [ iumois )
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Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
AeroGRID; IGN} and the GIS User. Community,
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River Crossing

River Croséi'hg Projéct

Twice the width of the existing bridge opening

8’ 12° 12’ 8’
SHLD LANE | LANE HL
D

T

!
Conceptual Typical Section

Plate Girder bridge type

» 400’ horizontal bridge navigation clearance (preliminary
recommendation of Coast Guard)

» Existing horizontal navigation opening 202’

» Preliminary width - two 12’ lanes and two 8’ shoulders (40’
clear width) - accommodates farm implements, bicycle use,
staging for future rehabilitation

» Plate girder bridge may be considered for spans = 500’ or le
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River Croséiﬂng Projéct

Evaluation & Review of Alternatives

» Preliminary Alternatives evaluated for:
» Roadway and Structure Alighment
» Environmental Resource Impacts
» Socio-Economic Impacts to the Community
» Land Acquisition and Displacements
» Cost

» Public Review of Alternatives and Provide Input

» Consider how well the Alternatives:
» Satisfy the project Purpose? What are
» Meet the project Needs? thec Pro?s &
» Minimize impacts to Environmental Resources e




Project Timeline

2017 2018 2019 River Crossing Project
Public Public Public
SeptéAmegtteirn %5#,12016 oecﬁ“niﬁté?%f %01.7 Summar 3919 * Phase | is funded
mprovement T omparon of " Ptematveror.  * Phase Il and Phase Ill are
" esernble CAG” S mpacts review and unfunded
$14M bridge rehab FY 18-22

Environmental
Bridge Condition Report Assessment/CE

Design Report, Bridge Type Study

CONTEXT SENSI

s
[ ] [ ]
[ ] [ ]
[ ] [ ]
[ ] [ ]
[ ] [ J
[ ] [ J
([ ] ([ ]

CAG #1 . CAG #2 CAG #3 . CAG #4 CAG #5 and #6
November 2, 2016 » April 25, 2017 February 2018 Fall 2018 (if necessary)
* Purpose of CAG e * Present + Review 2nd ° * Identify + Bridge Type

* Ground rules ° geometric PM feedback * Preferred *° Study Group
* Initial coordination 7 alternatives, + Review . Alternative for |, Meeting #5 -
+ Feasibility Study . impacts and geometric ° Public Hearing » identify
I\I ZL}%JOS_G % o access alternatives o o options
ee rainstorm ° ° ° Meeting #6 -
alternatives NEPA Concurrence NEPA Concurrence NEPA Concurrence finalize type
P&N Alts. Carried Forward Preferred Alt.
February 23, 2017 June 2018

February 2019



River Croséiﬂng Projéct

THANK YOU

» We need your input!

» Please fill out a Comment Form. Please submit by
December 21, 2017.

» The Project Study Group will continue to refine
and evaluate alternatives.

» Additional comments can be submitted via the
project website.

www. florencebridgestudy.com

» We appreciate your participation!



http://www.florencebridgestudy.com/

