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MEETING MINUTES  
 
Community Advisory Group Attendees 
Randy Balk (City Administrator, City of Fulton) 
Barb Bees (MAPPING Group) 
John Bishop (Home Owner) 
Allen Bush (Farmer) 
Tom Determann (Iowa-Illinois Highway Partnership) 
Roger Drey (Mayor, City of Morrison) 
Daniel Dugal, Sr. (Farmer) 
Arlyn Folkers (Farmer) 
Steve Haring (Whiteside County Engineer) 
Russ Holesinger (Developer) 
Doug Kuehl (Farmer) 
Glen Kuhlemeir (Blackhawk Hills RG&D Council) 
Matt Lillpop (Whiteside County Farm Bureau) 
Tim Long (City Administrator, City of Morrison) 
Karen Nelson (Home Owner) 
Everett Pannier (Morrison Area Development Corporation) 
Richard Parkinson (Morrison Institute of Technology) 
Jerry Paulson (Natural Land Institute) 
Phil Renkes (Morrison Rotary Club) 
Elisa Rideout (Whiteside Natural Area Guardians) 
Kay Shelton (Illinois Lincoln Highway Association) 
William “Bill” Shirk (Morrison Preservation Historic Commission) 
Ann Slavin (Friends of the Park/ Illinois League of Bicyclist) 
Dale Sterenberg (Farmer) 
Betty Stienert (Whiteside County Economic Development Corporation) 
Barbra Suehl-Janis (Fulton Kiwanis Club)  
Fred Turk (Whiteside Natural Area Guardians) 
 
Special Guests  
Mike Vegter   Sandy Rideout   Gilbert-Renee 
 
Media    
Tara Becker (Daily Gazette) 
 
Project Study Group Attendees  
Dawn Perkins (IDOT)   Gil Janes (Howard R. Green) 
Rebecca Marruffo (IDOT)  Jon Estrem   (Howard R. Green) 
Mark Nardini (IDOT)   Mary Lou Goodpaster (Kaskaskia Engineering Group) 
Dr. Cassandra Rodgers (IDOT)  Shelia A. Hudson (Hudson and Associates, LLC) 
Mike Hine (FHWA)   Bridgett Willis (Hudson and Associates, LLC) 
Vic Modeer (Volkert)   Debbie Allen (Hudson and Associates, LLC) 
Mike Walton (Volkert)    
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Agenda (See Attachment) 
 
Handouts (See Attachments) 
 
CAG Exercise – Table/group breakdown (See Attachments) 

 
Meeting Purpose 
On Thursday, November 6, 2008 the US Route 30 Project Study Group (PSG) hosted their fourth 
Community Advisory Group (CAG) meeting at the Morrison Institute of Technology (MIT) in 
Morrison, Illinois.  The purpose of the meeting was to update the CAG on the US 30 corridor 
screening process and gather input and recommendations on the corridors identified by the 
Project Study Group (PSG) for further study.   Information presented at the meeting included the 
corridor evaluation process outline and the corridor screening process results.   The CAG 
members were also given an updated project timeline. 
     
PRESENTATION:  
 
Opening Remarks 
Dawn opened the meeting by thanking the CAG for their ongoing participation and briefly 
explained the project status.   
 
Agenda Overview  
Vic followed by highlighting the meeting agenda and reitterating the meeting protocol for CAG 
members and guests.  
 
Project Progress  
Mike Walton announced that the team had received concurrence from IDOT and FHWA on the 
Purpose and Need (P&N) document.   The final version is posted on the project website.  Mike 
then explained the corridor screening process as well as the results of the first step in the 
screening process.  This step involved determining whether the various corridors meet the 
approved P&N.  He pointed out that the corridors failing to meet the P&N include 2I, 3A, 3F, 3H, 
4A & 4C.  Because these do not meet the P&N, they will not be considered further in the process.  
He then asked CAG members for comments but received none. 
 
Jon Estrem then discussed the development of the screening matrix and explained that it makes 
use of several evaluation factors discussed briefly at the previous CAG meeting.  The information 
measured for those factors included several sources such as various analyses, environmental field 
surveys, public web sources and Whiteside County’s GIS system.  The process and the 
information were reviewed and approved by IDOT, BDE, and FHWA.  Jon further explained that 
the matrix information reflects the impacts of corridors that measure 1,400 feet in width.  Because 
of this, many of the measurements that are reflected in the matrix are exaggerated since the actual 
roadway impacts would range from 200 to 300 feet.  Mary Lou then explained the various 
evaluation factors and how they were considered in the screening process.  Jon described the 
process used to compare and rank the various corridors with the measured information shown in 
the matrix.  
 
After a break, Mike presented the results of the screening matrix process.  He highlighted 
corridors that ranked well in the screening matrix and provided the list of corridors identified by 
the PSG for further study.  Those corridors include 1A, 1C, 2E, 2L, 3B, 3C, 3D, 3E & 4B.  Mike 
then asked the CAG to work on group exercisees at their assigned tables to gather input and 
recommendations regarding the PSG’s recommendations.   Each group then reported its 
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comments (see summary outline below).  Mike reviewed each section with the CAG in an open 
forum to make sure all comments were documented, and attempted to garner consensus from the 
CAG to move forward (see summary outline below).   All comments will be presented to the PSG 
for its consideration in selecting corridors to be studied further  
 
CAG Member Input on Corridor Alternatives (Summary of Table Exercise) 
 
Section 1 
1A:   

• Concern for farm equipment access 
• Efforts should be made to minimize frontage takes from existing homes along US 30 
• Less environmental impact 
• Most direct route 
• Minimizes encroachment on farmland and severance of farm property 

1C: 
• Just stops with no connector 
• Follows streambed alignment and impacts of cuts and fills on a sensitive environment 

 
CAG Consensus:  Focus further study on Corridor 1A 
 
Section 2 
2E: 

• Creates a problem bisecting the area.  Takes prime residential development area 
• Infrastructure for industry is already set up south of town 
• Morrison would benefit from a railroad overpass on the east side of town closer in,  

The town is bisected by the railroad 
• Disruptive to the covered bridge and forested areas 
• Disconnect between town and the park 
• Elevation and topography of the road next to the creek is a concern 
• Not acceptable – difficult to accommodate non-compatible uses 
• Affects less farmland, but affects future residential growth 
• Stays on existing route 30 longer than 2L does 
• Train traffic will be more of a problem in the future 
• Morrison has targeted future land use to the north as residential.  Would not want to cut 

through this area with a highway corridor 
• Whiteside County has recently completed a trails plan.  Most of these trails go to the 

north, which would be disrupted by the highway corridor.  Betty Stienert is to provide a 
copy of the plan to the study team. 

 
2L: 

• Favor 2L, but IL 78 north should be tied into this corridor 
• Avoids impacts to the state park, covered bridge and forested areas north of Morrison 
• Consider extending US 30 closer to Morrison and then turn south.  Less disruption of 

farm ground.  Closer to IL 78 corridor 
• Favored to serve the industrial park to the south of town 
• Impacts more farms but benefits the community more 
• Can not consider potential growth of the city to the south because of the absence of a 

comprehensive plan 
• Proximity to industrial park is a plus 



CAG Meeting #4 
November 6, 2008 

 

• There is a lot of charm and recreation area to the north 
• Growth potential is to the south 
• Helps with railroad crossing, emergency response, truck traffic on IL 78, and makes it 

easier to expand Morrison infrastructure 
• South route does not  address IL 78 traffic to the north  
• Overpass to east of Morrison does not solve all the problems and is not 100% of the 

answer 
• Not sure there is a lot of truck traffic on IL 78 to the north.  Most of the traffic comes 

from the south 
• Favor using 2I corridor to the west of Morrison – then combine with 2L around the 

south of town 
 
CAG Consensus:  Focus further study on Corridor 2L   
 
• The overpass is something that is needed. It would provide better access for police and 

emergency vehicles.  Concern: The West side of Morrison has zero access 4 to 5 miles 
around the overpass – is not a complete answer.   
 
Table 2 would prefer a route that comes closer to the West side of town – bringing it in closer 
to tie onto Highway 78.  That is something we should mention to the PSG. 

 
Section 3 
3B: 

• Takes traffic away from landfill which would limit access 
• Favor 3B which follows the existing highway 
• Is best – will not result in parallel highways 
• Concern with cemetery 
• Will the landfill be closed by the time the highway is built?  Need to discuss further 

with the landfill 
• Emerson road has a lot of local traffic 

3C: 
• Is preferred 
• Follows the existing highway 
• Concern about disrupting housing and restaurant 
• 2L to 3C eliminates one more railroad crossing and the associated expense 
• The landfill and Wal-Mart distribution center have all the traffic.  Leave it there 

3D: 
• Appears to displace a number of farmsteads and houses 
• Lyndon Prairie Nature Preserve would be disrupted unless overpass is installed 
• Don’t want 3D because it cuts through prime prairie habitat 

 
3E: 

• Diagonally cuts through farms 
• Lyndon Prairie Nature Preserves would be disrupted unless an overpass is installed 
• Don’t want 3E because it cuts through prime prairie habitat 
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3F: 
• The most direct route to I-88 is 3F in conjunction with 3D 
• Preferred access to Morrison should be a consideration 
• Route 88 crossing of Deer Creek – the bridge is bigger than others because the original 

route was supposed to go to Morrison on Route 3F 
• There is less construction cost if use part of the I-88 corridor 

 
No CAG Consensus, but 3B and 3C received general acceptance. 
 
Section 4 

• Save money by using I-88 
• Does not solve any problems on US 30 into Rock Falls 
• Bridge on Rock River would have to be replaced in the future anyway 
• Would not need additional land to widen roadway at this time 
• No need to bring four lanes into IL 40 
• Rock Falls already has 3 connections to I-88 
• Split discussion – get US 30 traffic to I-88 ASAP and improve US 30 to IL 40 
• Prefer no-build.  No expressway to Rock Falls.  Major impact on river crossing.  Right-

of-way constrained by power lines and quarry 
• Don’t need Section 4 because of 3F connection to I-88 
• No-build.  Recommend as secondary phase because of trucks involved.  People work in 

Morrison, Clinton, Wal-Mart which makes this a viable consideration. 
 
It was noted several times during the table exercise discussions that the PSG will consider the 
CAG’s input and recommendations but will make the final decisions.  It was also explained for 
Section 2 that the PSG retained Corridor 2E in part because Environmental Survey Results were 
not yet available for that corridor.  While the CAG’s thoughts will certainly be shared, the PSG 
may continue to retain the corridor for that reason.  It was also pointed out that one of the 
Corridor 3F which received positive comments from one individual does not meet the Purpose & 
Need, so it will not be considered for further study.  Finally, the inclusion of Corridor 4B for 
further study does not mean that improvements will be recommended in that area.  It simply 
means that the section will be studied to determine if improvements are necessary.   
 
Next Steps: 
Gil Janes then highlighted the next steps in the study.  They will include:  
 
• Take Recommendations to PSG 
• PSG will select Preferred Corridors 
• Notify CAG of Preferred Corridors 
• Meet with Stakeholder Groups 
• Public Meeting 
• Study Alignments within Preferred Corridors 
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    Comments 
 
• During the break, the Whiteside County Natural Area Guardians pointed out 

that the prairie located at the northern tip of the Lyndon-Agnew Natural Area is 
owned by the County, and is a 4(f) resource. 
 
Team Response/Action: It was later determined that this resource is privately owned and the 
northern tip is publicly owned. However, neither one meets the definition of a 4(f) property. 
 

• Mike Boland is the Illinois State Transportation Representative.  He should be here and 
kept up to date on the progress of this corridor. 

 
Team Response/Action:  We will be meeting with all key stakeholders after the next PSG and 
before going to the public to bring them up to date on the project status.   

 
• It’s hard to feel the prairie could make a difference on the environmental issues. 

 
Team Response/Action:   Prairies were identified based on the INHS report, other available 
mapping and field observations. The corridor screening process considered all the property 
within the 1400-foot corridor as affected, but we should be able to avoid most sensitive 
resources when we get down to studying detailed alignments. 

 
Question and Answers  
 
Q:  Land Severances-when the route follows the existing roadway, how is this considered? 

A:  Severances are already there – not counted. 
 

Q:  Will a 4-lane freeway cause significant access problems? 
 

A:  The number of lanes that would be constructed for a new facility has not been determined.  
The cost estimates for Corridor Screening were based on 4-lanes, but the number of lanes will 
be determined as part of this study.  Becky Marruffo clarified that 4-lane and roadway 
classification (such as freeway or expressway) is not a foregone conclusion.  This is a full 
study from scratch.  The Illinois DOT wants to hear from you. 

 
Q:  It was said that the landfill could not get access to the highway, is that true? 
 

A:  If it is determined that the required improvements are an expressway; then direct commercial 
access can not be allowed.  This would apply to the landfill.  It must first, however, be 
determined if the necessary improvements would involve an expressway.  As a part of this 
discussion the difference between expressways and interstates was described.  In addition, it 
was pointed out that with expressways it is still possible to have direct access for non-
commercial properties such as farms. 
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Q:  Today there is the ability to cross the highway with farm equipment.  With no access for 
commercial equipment, this will be a different story? 
 

A:  While the facility type has not been selected, it is highly unlikely that it would be a freeway 
facility with controlled access at interchanges.  It is more likely that a new facility would be 
an expressway, with access allowed at most existing intersections and with field access 
allowed for agricultural implements.  Alternative access locations may be required for some 
facilities (i.e. landfill), but an acceptable means of access would be provided for all existing 
uses.  These details will be worked out during the alignment studies. 

 
Q:  CAG members asked how different corridors were assessed for reducing truck traffic 
on IL 78. 
 
A. IL 78 traffic has only been assessed with respect to how this traffic impacts US 30, although 

all of the US 30 corridors have the potential to help address IL 78 truck traffic. 
 
Q:  How do you dismiss the IL 78 truck traffic through Morrison? The corridor does not 
address this issue. 

 

A:  Truck traffic on U.S. 30 was a factor in the corridor evaluation.  While truck traffic on IL 78 
was not specifically discussed/focused upon as part of the study;  it may need to be evaluated 
in greater detail in future alignment studies.  Corridors do have the opportunity to connect to 
the IL 78 north leg if the department wants to consider it. 

 
Q:  Explore and define the difference between a freeway and expressway. 
 

A:  A Freeway is an Interstate highway type design with no farm access and no at-grade 
intersections.  An Expressway allows farm entrances and at-grade intersections at specified 
intervals. 

 
Q:  Will / does Lyndon-Agnew Natural Area “Rails to Trails” rights ultimately require 
reversion of property to railroad? 

 

A:  No. 
 
Q:  Orange area north of the Lyndon-Agnew Natural Area is owned by the County, so 
therefore is considered 4(f).  Will this be corrected? 
 

A:   Just because this is owned by the county does not make this area a 4(f) property.  Final 
determination must be done before it can be changed.    This is already listed as a natural area 
which has greater protection than a 4(f) property. 

 
Q:  Are you really considering taking a northern route around Morrison through the State 
Park? 

 

A: Corridor 2E is south of the park.  This is one of the corridors developed by the CAG and is 
being considered equally with the other CAG corridors. 

 
Q:  Are overpasses/interchanges over environmentally sensitive areas being considered or 
ignored? 

 

A:  All environmental properties are and will continue to be considered during this process. 
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AGENDA 

 
 

1. Purpose & Need Concurrence 
 
2. Review CAG Corridors 

 
3. Review Screening Process 
 
4. Screening Process Results 

 
5. Corridors Retained by Project Study Group 

 
6. CAG Recommendations for PSG to consider  

 
7. Next Steps 

 
8. Updated Project Timeline 



Purpose & Need ConcurrencePurpose & Need Concurrence

• Received Concurrence on the P&N 
from the environmental resource 
agencies and Federal Highway 
Administration 

• P&N available on the 

project website:

http://www.dot.il.gov/us30/index1.html

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Illinois Department of Natural Resources
Illinois Department of Agriculture
Illinois Environmental Protection Agency
Illinois Historic Preservation Agency





Corridor Screening ProcessCorridor Screening Process

• Step 1 – Break the Project into sections

• Step 2 – Consolidate or Combine corridors that are similar

• Step 3 - Establish Corridors in each section

• Step 4 - Screen the Corridors against the P&N

• Step 5 – Screen the Corridors within each section against 
Environmental, Engineering and CAG corridor criteria

• Step 6 – Apply a Ranking Scale



Corridor Screening Process Corridor Screening Process 
(Continued)(Continued)

• Step 7 – Establish Corridor(s) in Each Section to be Carried Forward

• Step 8 – Meet with PSG to Discuss Corridor(s) to Carry Forward

• Step 9 – Meet with CAG to Discuss Corridors, Gather input and 
Recommendation on Corridor(s) to Advance

• Step 10 – Take CAG Recommendations to PSG, Discuss and 
Determine Preferred Corridor(s)

• Step 11 – Public Information Meeting



Steps Completed in the Steps Completed in the 
Corridor Screening ProcessCorridor Screening Process

• Steps 1-8 have been completed

• Today want to complete Step 9:

Allow the CAG to select their preferred Allow the CAG to select their preferred 
corridor (s) by selecting corridors within each corridor (s) by selecting corridors within each 

section.  This preferred corridor (s) will be section.  This preferred corridor (s) will be 
the CAG recommendation to the Project the CAG recommendation to the Project 

Study Group.Study Group.



Screening ProcessScreening Process 
(Result of (Result of Steps 1, 2, & 3Steps 1, 2, & 3)) 

Break Project into sections,  Combine,  Establish Corridors in each section



In Screening the Corridors, the Key Elements of the Purpose 
and Need to be addressed were: 

• To Improve Traffic Capacity
• Reduce Traffic Congestion
• Improve Safety
• Provide for an Increase in Transportation Demand
• Establish Roadway Continuity

Corridors that did not meet the key elements of the P&N and 
thus were not carried through the screening process:

2I, 3A, 3F, 3H, 4A & 4C

Step 4Step 4 -- Screening Against P & NScreening Against P & N



Development of Development of 
Screening MatrixScreening Matrix 

Step 5 of Screening ProcessStep 5 of Screening Process



CORRIDOR SELECTIONCORRIDOR SELECTION

• Corridor(s) are 1400 feet wide

• Alignments that will be approximately 200 
feet wide will be developed within the 
corridor(s)





Development of Screening Development of Screening 
MatrixMatrix

• Evaluation Factors
• Traffic & Safety
• Environmental Sensitivity – Social & Economic Criteria
• Environmental Sensitivity – Additional Criteria
• Cost

• Sources
• Traffic Analysis, Crash Analysis, Environmental Survey 

Request Results, Public web sources, Whiteside County GIS

• Reviewed and approved by IDOT, BDE, & FHWA



Evaluation FactorsEvaluation Factors
TRAFFIC & SAFETY
• Traffic Operations/Congestion Relief 

– Level of Service
• Corridor Utilization 

– LOS in Year 2033
• Potential for Crash Reduction

SOCIAL & ECONOMIC
• Property Impacts (acres)

– Commercial/industrial, public facilities, 
agricultural ground, &residential)

• Agricultural Land Severance
– Longitudinal, Diagonal

• Displacements (each)
– Churches, commercial/industrial, 

schools, public facilities, farmsteads, 
residential

• Centennial Farms (acres)
• Economic Sustainability 

– Requires ROW from Enterprise Zone 
(acres)

– Brings roadway closer to Enterprise 
Zone (Rank 1 to 5)



Evaluation Factors contEvaluation Factors cont’’dd
ENVIRONMENTAL
• Special Waste (each site)
• Section 4f/6f properties (each site)

– Parkland, recreational land, historic 
sites

• Floodplain (acres)
– Longitudinal, Diagonal

• Natural Area (each site)
• Nature Preserve (each site)
• Air Quality

– LOS
• Water Resources

– Habitat Assessment Score assigned a 
point value x the # of times a corridor 
crosses a stream

• Wetlands
– Point value (based on Floristic Quality 

Index) x acres
• Threatened & Endangered Species
• Forest Areas (acres)
• Prairies (acres)
• Wildlife Habitat (acres)

COST
• Construction Cost
• Land Acquisition Cost

– Single family homes, farm buildings, 
commercial buildings, residential 
property impacts, agricultural property 
impacts, commercial property impacts

• Operational & Maintenance Costs (lane 
miles)

– Length of proposed corridor, length of 
resulting existing alignment not in 
corridor



Apply a Ranking Apply a Ranking 
ScaleScale 

Step 6 of Screening Step 6 of Screening 
ProcessProcess





Results & RankingResults & Ranking
• First we need to find a way to compare different 

types of things with a similar type of score.

• Then we can compare scores to see how one 
corridor ranks against the others.

+ =  
(D

ollars)

(Each)

(Lane Miles)

(Acres)

(Points)



NORMALIZINGNORMALIZING

• “Normalization” is a statistical method of converting different 
types of numbers into a common scale.  

• In other words, normalization converts apples to apples & 
oranges to apples.

• Allows us to objectively compare different things in a 
meaningful way.

• Think of normalized scores as percentages.

• The worst score is 0 …. the best possible is 100.



NORMALIZED SCORES NORMALIZED SCORES 
IN THE MATRIXIN THE MATRIX

Evaluation
Factor Definition/Clarification Indicators

SECTION 1 SECTION 1

1A 1B 1C 1A 1B 1C

Agricultural
Land Severance

Evaluate corridors relative to
Farm Severance

# Severed
(Diagonal) 0 7 4 100.00 0.00 42.86

Floodplain Evaluate potential impact on 
Floodplains

Area 
Affected
(Acres)

141.45 316.17 193.22 55.26 0.00 38.89

INFORMATION 
SUMMARY

RANKINGS 
SHEET



Rankings for 4 CategoriesRankings for 4 Categories

Environmental Sensitivity - Social and Economic Criteria

314.03 346.15 378.69

Rank: 3 Rank: 2 Rank: 1

Property Impacts Evaluate magnitude of property acquisitions by 
Type. 14.03 0.00 8.91

Agricultural Land Impacts Evaluate corridors relative to Longitudinal Farm
Severance 100.00 100.00 100.00

Agricultural Land Impacts Evaluate corridors relative to Diagonal Farm
Severance 100.00 0.00 42.86

Displacements/Structural 
Impacts

Evaluate displacements/structural impacts by
Type. 0.00 46.15 26.92

Centennial Farm Impacts Evaluate corridors relative to disturbance of 
Centennial Farms 0.00 100.00 100.00

Economic Sustainability
Evaluate potential to sustain the economic 
Viability of the Communities 100.00 100.00 100.00

Highest Score
is
#1

1A           1B           1C
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Corridor RankingsCorridor Rankings

Lowest
Rank Total is

#1

1A           1B           1C

Traffic & Safety Rank: 1 Rank: 3 Rank: 2

Environmental Sensitivity - Social and Economic Criteria Rank: 3 Rank: 2 Rank: 1

Environmental Sensitivity - Additional Criteria Rank: 1 Rank: 2 Rank: 3

Cost Rank: 1 Rank: 3 Rank: 2

CORRIDOR OVERALL RANK TOTALS 6 Rank 
Pts

10 Rank 
Pts

8 Rank 
Pts

OVERALL CORRIDOR RANK Rank: 1 Rank: 3 Rank: 2
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SCREENING PROCESS SCREENING PROCESS 
RESULTS, SCORES, & RESULTS, SCORES, & 

RANKINGRANKING



Section 1Section 1

• 1A –ranked #1 (6 points)

• 1C –ranked #2 (8 points)

• 1B –ranked #3 (10 points)

Corridors Showing Distinct Advantages
Corridors 1A & 1C



Section 2Section 2

• 2L ranked #1 (18 points)
• 2M, 2J & 2A ranked #2, 3, & 4 (23, 24 & 

25 points)
• 2C & 2E ranked #5 (26 points)
• The remaining corridors in Section 2 had 

28 points and higher

Corridor Showing Distinct Advantages
Corridor 2L



Section 3Section 3

• 3C , 3D, & 3E all ranked #1 (10 points)

• 3B ranked #4 (11 points)

• 3G ranked #5 (16 points)

Corridors Showing Distinct Advantages
Corridor 3B, 3C, 3D & 3E 



Corridors Retained by the PSG for Corridors Retained by the PSG for 
further consideration and input by the further consideration and input by the 

CAGCAG 
Steps 7 & 8Steps 7 & 8

• Section 1 – 1A & 1C

• Section 2 –2L & 2E

• Section 3 – 3B, 3C, 3D & 3E

• Section 4 – 4B



CAG Exercise CAG Exercise 
Discussion of CorridorsDiscussion of Corridors

• Preferred Corridor(s)
– Primary Reasons

– Remaining Concerns

– Additional Issues to address

• Group Discussion
The problem with US 30 in Whiteside County from Fulton to Rock Falls is 
increasing traffic volume and congestion which overloads the  area-wide 
traffic system, compromises safety, mobility and reduces the quality of life 
of the adjacent communities. There is a need for improved economic 
development and accessibility to the region while preserving agricultural 
and environmentally significant areas.



Consensus on CAG Preferred Consensus on CAG Preferred 
Corridor(sCorridor(s) to Recommend to PSG) to Recommend to PSG



• Take Recommendations to PSG 

• PSG will select Preferred Corridor(s)

• Notify CAG of Preferred Corridor(s)

• Meet with Stakeholder Groups

• Public Meeting

• Study Alignments within Preferred 
Corridor(s)

Next StepsNext Steps



Project TimelineProject Timeline

First Public
Informational Meeting

Corridor
Study

PHASE I
Preliminary Design and

Environmental Study
(Estimated Completion time 60 Months)

PHASE II
Final Design and

Construction Bid Documents
Not – yet funded

1

Second Public
Informational Meeting

December 2008 PHASE III
Construction

Not – yet funded

- Study Area reduced to Select Corridors

- Preferred Corridor(s) Selected
- Alternative Alignments Developed

- Environmental & Design Report Complete

PHASE IV
Maintenance

Upon Project Completion

1
2

2 4

3
4

5

5

Open House
Public Hearing

Mid 2010

- Preferred Alignment Selected

Third Public
Informational Meeting

Mid 2009

3

6

- Environmental & Design Report Initiated

6

Community Advisory Group Participation



Thank You For Your 
Ongoing Support!
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