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SECTION 1 

Introduction 

1.1 Description and Location of the Project 
The Illinois Department of Transportation (IDOT) initiated a study in 2001 to examine 
alternatives for improving Illinois Route 29 from Illinois Route 6 in Peoria County to I-180 in 
Bureau County—a study that will lead to selection of a preferred alignment, preliminary 
design, and environmental documentation. 

The proposed Illinois Route 29 improvement project extends approximately 35 miles from 
Illinois Route 6 near Mossville to I-180 in Hennepin. See Figure 1-1. Including Peoria, there 
are four principal communities in the study area with a combined population (2000 census) 
of approximately 122,000: Peoria, Chillicothe, Sparland and Henry.  Smaller communities in 
the study area include Mossville, Rome, North Hampton, Hopewell and Putnam.  

The proposal to improve Illinois Route 29 involves upgrading the facility to a four-lane 
divided fully-access controlled freeway from Illinois Route 6 to Chillicothe, and a four-lane 
partially access-controlled expressway from Chillicothe to I-180. Access to a freeway would 
only be permitted via grade-separated interchange ramps. For an expressway, direct access 
would be allowed to residences and farms, but not to commercial land uses. Grade 
separated interchanges would be provided at all state marked routes and county highways 
where justified by the cross street traffic volume, as well as other major crossroads where 
traffic signals would be warranted within 9 years from initial construction. At-grade 
intersections would be provided on an expressway at most county and township roads.   

1.2 Project History 
The proposal to improve Illinois Route 29 north of Peoria has been considered for more than 
35 years. After completion of the initial interstate system, IDOT and the state recognized the 
need for a section of interstate highway extending from I-74 in Peoria to I-180 at Hennepin 
and sent a request for this route to the Federal Bureau of Public Roads (now the FHWA) in 
1968. In 1969, the General Assembly passed legislation instituting the statewide 
Supplemental Freeway System and included Supplemental Freeway F-5 (later known as FA 
405), extending west of the Illinois River from Peoria to Hennepin. Following passage of this 
legislation, a number of separate studies of a highway improvement in this area have been 
conducted. 

Corridor Report for FA 405 completed in 1972 

Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements for the section of FA 405 between I-74 and 
Cedar Hills Drive near Mossville completed in 1976 



INTRODUCTION 

2 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement for section of FA 405 between Cedar Hills Drive and 
Hennepin suspended in 1976. Construction of FA 405 between I-74 and Mossville completed 
in 1986 

Feasibility Study of a Chillicothe Bypass and upgrade of IL 29 north of Chillicothe 
completed in 1986 

Heart of Illinois Highway Feasibility Study, investigating the feasibility of constructing a 
new highway directly linking Peoria and Chicago, completed in 1995 

Heart of Illinois Highway Phase I Study evaluating alternatives within the Feasibility Study 
corridors, conducted in 2000 

The findings and recommendations of these studies, except for the two recent Heart of 
Illinois Highway Studies, are presented in the Corridor Reevaluation Report prepared by the 
CH2M HILL team for the current project. In general, the prior studies considered a corridor 
along the present alignment of Illinois Route 29 as well as others on high ground to the 
west. Several alternative bypasses of Chillicothe were also explored. 

1.3 Project Development Process 
This Design Report is a summary of the study of engineering alternatives, including the No-
Action Alternative.  The study includes the selection of a highway alignment and design 
features based on the best combination of social, environmental and engineering aspects of 
the project.  In order to assure that final decisions on the project are made in the best overall 
public interest, public input was an important element of this study. 

To accomplish the task of alternative analysis and selection, the following process was used: 

 Establish and study preliminary alignments within the study corridor based on 
preliminary engineering, environmental and socio-economic aspects of the project. 

 Present preliminary alternatives to the public and obtain public information and 
comments. 

 Evaluate the final engineering, environmental, and socio-economic aspects of the project 
along with public input.  Prepare the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and 
present the most desirable improvement alternative(s) at a public hearing. 

 Complete the Design Report and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  Evaluate 
public comments, circulate the final EIS for approval, and submit the Design Report for 
approval.   

 The Illinois Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration 
approved the DEIS on April 24, 2006, the FEIS on April 23, 2009, and the Record of 
Decision on January 19, 2010. Copies of the approval pages can be found in  
Appendix A-2. 
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SECTION 2 

Purpose and Need 

2.1 Conditions on the Existing Highway Network 
2.1.1 Characteristics of the Existing Highway 
For the most part, existing Illinois Route 29 conforms to IDOT design criteria for a two-lane 
rural arterial highway. In the early 1990’s, nearly the entire alignment from the railroad 
viaduct in Chillicothe to I-180 in Bureau County was improved to 3-R standards. The 
roadway width is 24 feet (two 12-foot wide lanes) with 8-foot shoulders and an 18-foot wide 
clear zone on each side. There are no deficient vertical or horizontal curves. 

2.1.2 Travel Efficiency 
Improvements to IL 29 would result in more efficient and reliable transportation service. 
Increasing travel efficiency and reliability on IL 29 would reduce transportation costs for 
commuters, commercial trips, and other trips through the study area, and improve traffic 
flow. Reliable travel along IL 29 is impeded by a combination of factors discussed below. 

Existing and Future Traffic 
TABLE 2-1 
Existing (2001) Traffic on IL Route 29 

County IL 29 Section ADT mu %mu su %su 

Peoria IL 6 to Truitt Ave. 16,900     

 Truitt Ave. to Moffitt St. 10,600 375 4 525 5 

 Moffitt St. to Yankee Ln. 8,700 375 4 275 3 

Marshall Yankee Ln. to Oak St. (Sparland) 8,100 350 4 250 3 

 Oak St. (Sparland) to IL 17 (Ferry St.) 7,500 425 6 275 4 

 IL 17 (Ferry St.) to IL 17 (Hilltop Dr.) 5,600 400 7 400 7 

 Between Sparland and Henry 3,650 to 3,950 275 to 300 7 to 8 175 to 200 4 to 5 

 (Henry) Spruce St. to IL 18 4,400 275 6 200 5 

 (Henry) IL 18 to Old Indian Town Rd. 5,600 200 4 450 8 

 Old Indian Town Rd. to Marshall CL 3,650 350 10 250 7 

Putnam Marshall CL to Putnam 3,100 325 10 175 6 

Bureau Putnam to Kentville Rd. 3,050 350 11 150 5 

 Kentville Rd. to I-180 Interchange 3,050 400 13 200 7 

ADT = Average Daily Traffic, mu = multi-unit truck, su = single-unit truck 
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Year 2001 traffic volumes on Illinois Route 29 and crossroads were furnished by IDOT. The 
data included average daily traffic (ADT) along with the estimated number of multi-unit 
trucks (mu) and single unit trucks (su) for each roadway segment. Table 2-1 summarizes the 
counts of existing (2001) traffic on Illinois Route 29.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Mainline (Illinois Route 29) traffic ranges from approximately 3,000 vehicles per day (vpd) 
at the north end of the project near I-180, to more than 10,000 vpd in Chillicothe near Truitt 
Avenue. Crossroad traffic is generally light except on intersecting State Highways (IL 17 and 
IL 18) and Truitt Avenue in Chillicothe. 

Existing traffic and forecast traffic for 2032 under the No-Build Alternative show that traffic 
is expected to increase over time. The predicted increase in traffic volumes by 2032 would 
reduce travel reliability by causing slower travel speeds and further interference with local 
commercial and residential activity. The increase would make it more difficult to enter the 
highway from driveways and side roads and reduce safe passing opportunities, thereby 
increasing the potential for accidents. Table 2-2 summarizes existing traffic and forecast 
traffic on IL 29 for the design year, which represents the end of the planning period within 
which traffic forecasts can reasonably be made. The highest existing and forecast traffic 
volumes (under the No-Build Alternative) are for the section between IL 6 and IL 17 in 
Sparland.  

Figure 2-1 and Table 2-2A also show future traffic on proposed Illinois Route 29 (2032 
build), including the Chillicothe Bypass and the Henry Bypass. Forecast traffic between 
Sparland and Henry is lower than forecast volumes within the communities themselves. 
Forecast volumes in Henry are similar to those in Sparland. North of Henry, traffic volumes 
TABLE 2-2 
Existing and Design Year Traffic Comparison 

IL 29 Section 

Existing 
ADT 

(2001) 

Design Year 
ADT (2032) 

(No-Build Alt.) 

% Increase 
(No-Build 

Alt.) 

Expected Year 
4-Lane Threshold 

Would Be Met 
Peoria County     
Chillicothe: IL 6 to Truitt Avenue 16,900 26,400 56 Already met 

Chillicothe: Truitt Avenue to Wood Street 10,600 14,700 39 Already met 

Chillicothe: Wood Street to Yankee Lane  8,700 12,100 39 Already met 

Marshall County     
Yankee Lane to Oak Street (Sparland)  8,100 12,900 59 Already met 

Oak Street to IL 17 South (Sparland) 7,500 11,900 59 2019 

IL 17 South to IL 17 North (Sparland) 5,600 10,300 84 2019 

Between Sparland and Henry 3,650–
3,950 

6,700–7,300 68–102 Beyond 2032 

Henry: Spruce Street to IL 18  4,400 8,100 84 2031 

Henry: IL 18 to Old Indian Town Road  5,600 10,300 84 2019 

Old Indian Town Rd. to Marshall Co. line 3,650 6,700 84 Beyond 2032 

Putnam County     
Marshall Co. line to Putnam 3,100 5,700 84 Beyond 2032 

Putnam and Bureau Counties     

Putnam to I-180 Interchange 3,050 5,600 84 Beyond 2032 
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increase by more than 80 percent between 2001 and 2032, but in terms of ADT remain the 
lowest in the study corridor. 

IDOT’s roadway design guidelines specify 8,000 to 10,000 ADT as the threshold volume that 
can be handled at an acceptable service level on a 2-lane rural highway. In the study area, 
that threshold is already exceeded in the 16-mile section between the south project terminus 
and the south side of Sparland (Figure 2-1). North of Sparland the 8,000 to 10,000 ADT 
threshold would not be exceeded until after 2032 with the exception of Henry. Traffic 
volumes in Henry would meet the 4-lane threshold in 2019. It should be noted that while 
traffic volumes decline north of Sparland and north of Henry those areas also have the 
highest percentage of trucks in the traffic stream (Table 2-3).  

TABLE 2-2A 
Forecasted Traffic (ADT) on Illinois Route 29 

County IL 29 Section 
Existing 
(2001) 

2012 No 
Build 

2032 No 
Build 

2032 Build 
Proposed 
Facility* 

2032 Build 
Existing 
Facility 

Peoria IL 6 to Truitt Ave. 16,900 18,100 26,400 9,200-
14,200 

21,800 

 Truitt Ave. to Moffitt St. 10,600 12,500 14,700 5,200 14,400 

 Moffitt St. to Yankee Ln. 8,700 10,200 12,100 11,500  

Marshall Yankee Ln. to Oak St. (Sparland) 8,100 9,500 12,900 15,600  

 Oak St. to IL 17 (Ferry St.) 7,500 8,800 11,900 14,500  

 IL 17 (Ferry St.) to IL 17 (Hilltop Dr.) 5,600 7,000 10,300 12,000  

 Between Sparland and Henry 3,650 to 
3,950 

4,550 to 
5,000 

6,700 to 
7,300 

7,800 to 
8,600 

 

 (Henry) Spruce St. to IL 18 4,400 5,500 8,100 9,500 1,000 

 (Henry) IL 18 to Old Indian Town 
Rd. 

5,600 7,000 10,300 8,000 5,300 

 Old Indian Town Rd. to Marshall CL 3,650 4,550 6,700 8,000 950 

Putnam Marshall CL to Putnam 3,100 3,850 5,700 7,000  

Putnam & 
Bureau 

Putnam CL to Kentville Rd. 3,050 3,850 5,700 7,500  

 Kentville Rd. to I-180 Interchange 3,050 3,800 5,600 7,500  

ADT = Average Daily Traffic 
*Includes bypasses at Chillicothe and Henry.  The ADT shown is for the bypass facility in sections where 
bypasses are proposed. 
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Truck Traffic 
The number of heavy trucks in the traffic 
stream affects traffic operations and safety 
and contributes to the level of congestion. 
Heavy trucks are slower, occupy more 
roadway space, require more turning room, 
and consequently have a greater effect on 
the roadway than passenger vehicles. The 
overall effect of one truck on traffic 
operation is equivalent to 2 to 5 passenger 
cars. Thus, the larger the proportion of 
trucks in the traffic stream, the greater the traffic load and highway capacity required 
(Transportation Research Board 2000). Table 2-3 summarizes truck traffic in the study area. 

Trucks on IL 29 account for 7 to 20 percent of the total ADT in the study corridor. The high 
percentage of trucks using IL 29 confirms its importance as a major commercial route and 
important connection in the regional transportation system. On an average weekday, truck 
traffic varies from about 600 per day at the north end of the corridor to 900 per day at the 
south end. In 2032, truck volumes would be expected to increase to 1,100 trucks per day at 
the north end of the corridor (an 83 percent increase) and 1,300 per day at the south end (a 
45 percent increase). Given that trucks are the equivalent of 2 to 5 passenger cars on a 2-lane 
highway, the substantial predicted increase in truck traffic would increase the number of 
potential conflicts between trucks and other vehicles throughout the corridor. 

The predicted increase in traffic volumes by 2032 would reduce travel reliability by causing 
slower travel speeds and further interference with local commercial and residential activity. 
The increase would make it more difficult to enter the highway from driveways and side 
roads and reduce safe passing opportunities, thereby increasing the potential for crashes. 

Highway Operations 
Level of service (LOS) is a qualitative measure of operational conditions within a traffic 
stream as perceived by motorists. A designated LOS is described in terms of average travel 
speed, density, traffic interruptions, comfort, convenience, and safety. 

Because drivers will accept different driving operational conditions including lower travel 
speeds on different facilities, it is not practical to establish one LOS for application to every 
type of highway. Therefore, IDOT has established several levels for the various classes and 
types of highway. The values of speed and design hourly volume used in each case to 
identify a level of service are the lowest acceptable speed and the highest obtainable volume 
for that specific level. 

TABLE 2-3 
Truck Percentages in IL 29 Traffic Stream 

Section 
Percentage of 
Trucks in ADTa 

Truitt Avenue to IL 17 7 to 10 

IL 17 to TR 13 11 to 14 

TR 13 to Kentville Road 16 to 20 

aBased on year 2001 ADT 
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LOS designations range from “A” to “F,” with “A” representing free-flow traffic, and “F” 
representing gridlock conditions. Table 2-4 summarizes IDOT level of service design 
guidelines for various types of highways. IL 29 is a rural principal arterial highway in the 
study corridor, except for short sections in Chillicothe, Sparland, and Henry that may be 
considered suburban/urban conditions. As shown in Table 2-4, LOS B is the appropriate 
guideline for the rural parts of the highway, and LOS C is the applicable guideline for the 
suburban/urban areas.  

Table 2-5 summarizes the existing 
and future LOSs along IL 29 for the 
existing number of travel lanes (or 
“No-Build” Alternative), compared 
to IDOT’s guidelines. As shown in 
Table 2-5, peak traffic conditions 
along some segments of IL 29 already 
exceed applicable IDOT LOS 
guidelines. Two segments, one in 
Sparland and one north of Henry, 
currently operate at LOS E, which 
represents maximum capacity. Under 
2032 peak traffic conditions, there 
would be a further decline so that 4 
of the 11 sections of IL 29 would be 
LOS E, and the intersection at IL 18 
would exceed capacity (LOS F). For 
roadways approaching or at 
maximum capacity, traffic flow is 
unstable, minor disruptions may cause traffic backups, and freedom to maneuver safely is 
compromised. 

TABLE 2-5 
Comparison of Existing and Future Level of Service on IL 29 

Applicable LOS Guidelines 
Existing LOS 

(2001) 
Future LOS 

(2032) 

Chillicothe: IL 6 to South of Cloverdale Road (Suburban/Urban; LOS C) NAa NAa 

Chillicothe: South of Cloverdale to Moffit Streetb (Suburban/Urban; LOS C) 

 Cloverdale Intersection 

 Walnut Intersection 

 Truitt Intersection 

LOS A 

LOS B 

LOS B 

LOS B 

LOS B 

LOS C 

LOS C 

LOS C 

Moffit Street to Yankee Lane (Rural; LOS B) LOS D LOS D 

Yankee Lane to Oak Street (Sparland) (Rural; LOS B) LOS D LOS E 

Oak Street to IL 17 South (Sparland) (Suburban/Urban; LOS C) 

 IL 17 South Intersectionc 

LOS C 

LOS B 

LOS D 

LOS D 

IL 17 South to IL 17 North (Sparland) (Suburban/Urban; LOS C) LOS E LOS E 

Between Sparland and Henry (Rural; LOS B) LOS B LOS C 

TABLE 2-4 
Level of Service Design Guidelines (Roadway Mainline)  

 Applicable Design Level of Service 
Highway Type Rural Suburban/Urban 

Freeway/Expressway B C 

Principal Arterial B C 

 Minor Arterial C C 

 Collector C D 

LOS A—Free flow with low volumes and high speeds 
LOS B—Reasonably free-flow, but speeds beginning to be 
restricted by traffic conditions. 
LOS C—In stable flow zone, but speed selection is restricted. 
LOS D—Approaching unstable flow; driver freedom to 
maneuver is restricted 
LOS E—Unstable flow, short stoppages (represents maximum 
capacity) 
LOS F—Breakdown flow, gridlock 

Source: Bureau of Design and Environment Manual, Part V, 
Illinois Department of Transportation, Division of Highways, 
January 2000. 
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TABLE 2-5 (cont.) 
Comparison of Existing and Future Level of Service on IL 29 

Applicable LOS Guidelines 
Existing LOS 

(2001) 
Future LOS 

(2032) 

Spruce Street to IL 18 (Henry) (Suburban/Urban; LOS C) 

 IL 18 Intersectiond 

LOS D 

LOS B 

LOS E 

LOS F 

IL 18 to Old Indian Town Road (Henry) (Suburban/Urban; LOS C) LOS B LOS C 

Old Indian Town Road to Marshall County line (Rural; LOS B) LOS E LOS E 

Marshall County line to Putnam (Rural; LOS B) LOS B LOS C 

Putnam to I-180 Interchange (Rural; LOS B)e LOS B LOS C 

Note: Results are based on IL 29 being a Class I Highway. Assumed free flow speeds determined from HI-
STAR automatic traffic recorder data furnished by IDOT. The LOS data are based on peak hour traffic 
volumes for existing (2001) and future (2032) conditions under the No-Build Alternative. LOS was calculated 
using McTrans Highway Capacity Software (HCS) version 4.1f. 
aChillicothe: IL 6 to Truitt Avenue was not analyzed because it is an existing urban divided 4-lane arterial while 
other sections are 2- to 4-lane undivided arterials.  
bSouth of Cloverdale Road to Moffit Street is an existing urban 4-lane undivided section. It was analyzed using 
Synchro to account for LOS at intersections as well as along the segment. 
cIL 17 in Sparland is an existing all-way stop that was analyzed as an isolated intersection. 
dIL 18 in Henry is an existing all-way stop that was analyzed as an isolated intersection. 
ePutnam has several intersections, but IL 29 does not stop; therefore, it was not analyzed as an isolated 
intersection, but may have a slower speed than the rest of the segment.  

Existing Highway Characteristics 
Existing conditions along IL 29 were examined to identify deficiencies and to provide a 
basis for defining future roadway requirements capable of meeting the future transportation 
demand in the corridor. 

Access Points—There are numerous access points (local roads and driveways) in Chillicothe 
and Henry and to a lesser extent in Sparland and Putnam. Turning movements to and from 
access points conflict with the highway’s function as a principal rural arterial. The increased 
traffic volume expected on IL 29 would make access to and from the highway more difficult 
for both local and through traffic in the future. 

Speed Limits—The posted speed limit along IL 29 outside the communities is generally 55 mph, 
while within communities the speed limit is typically lowered to 30 to 45 mph. The five traffic 
signals between the IL 6/IL 29 intersection and the north side of Chillicothe and the four-way 
stop in Sparland (at Ferry Street) and Henry (at IL 18) also contribute to less efficient travel in 
the study area and higher vehicle operating costs caused by speed change cycles.  

Farm Equipment—The width of IL 29 forces slow-moving farm equipment, particularly in the 
Henry to Putnam part of the study area, to use the travel lane, causing conflicts with and 
slowing the faster moving through traffic. This poses a safety hazard to both farmers and 
passing motorists. A 4-lane facility would provide better travel service by reducing or 
eliminating potential conflicts with agricultural equipment. 
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Crash History—IDOT provided average daily traffic (ADT) for Illinois Route 29 (Figure 2-1) 
along with data on statewide crash rates and critical rates by location and type of highway 
(Figures 2-2 and 2-3). 

Summaries of crashes that occurred on Illinois Route 29 between Illinois Route 6 (Peoria 
County) and I-180 (Bureau County) were furnished by IDOT for calendar years 2001, 2002, 
and 2003. Figures 2-4, 2-5 and 2-6 show the locations of crashes by severity that occurred on 
IL 29 and contiguous sections of IL 17 and IL 18 during 2001, 2002 and 2003, respectively. 
Annual crash summaries were then created for each county’s accidents in 2001, 2002 and 2003.  

In preparing the crash summaries, the following crash characteristics were developed by 
segment for each year: 

 Severity—Property Damage Only (PDO) or Injury, and number injured 
 Involvement—Single-vehicle or multi-vehicle 
 Type—Turning, rear-end, fixed object, sideswipe, angle, animal, or other 

For purposes of the crash analysis, Illinois Route 29 was divided into segments by county as 
shown in Table 2-6: 

TABLE 2-6 
Crash Analysis Segments 

Segment County Mile Post Mile Post ADT 

IL 6—Rome West Rd. Peoria 125.09 129.91 16,900 

Rome West Rd. —Truitt Ave. Peoria 129.91 133.25 10,600 

Truitt Ave. —Yankee Lane Peoria 133.25 135.30 8,700 

Yankee Lane—Marshall CL Peoria 135.30 137.33 8,100 

Marshall CL—IL 17 Marshall 137.33 141.50 7,500 

IL 17—Camp Grove Road Marshall 141.50 144.26 3,650 

Camp Grove Road—IL 18 Marshall 144.26 148.29 3,950 

IL 18 (Western) —Putnam CL Marshall 148.29 150.83 5,600 

Putnam CL—CH 13 (Putnam) Putnam 150.83 153.70 3,100 

CH 13—I-180 Putnam/Bureau 153.70 158.90 3,050 

Crash information for the study area from IDOT’s Division of Traffic Safety for 2001 through 
2003 is shown on Tables 2-7 and 2-8. A total of 75 crashes were single vehicle crashes, 170 
crashes involved more than one vehicle, and 242 crashes involved deer during this period. 

TABLE 2-7 
Crash Summary, 2001 Through 2003 

County 
Single Vehicle 

Involving Animals 
Single Vehicle 
Involving Other 

Multiple Vehicle 
Involving Animal 

Multiple Vehicle 
Involving Other Total Crashes 

Peoria 53 47 0 144 244 

Marshall 119 14 1 21 155 

Putnam 55 9 0 2 66 

Bureau 14 5 0 2 21 

Total 241 (50%) 75 (15%) 1 (0%) 169 (35%) 486 (100%) 
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TABLE 2-8 
Crash Severity Summary, 2001 Through 2003 

County Fatalities 
Severe Injury 

(Type A) 
Other Injury 

(Types B & C) 
Property Damage 

Only Total Crashes 

Peoria 0 20 45 178 244 

Marshall 0 5 15 135 155 

Putnam 0 2 3 61 66 

Bureau 0 1 3 17 21 

Total 0 (0%) 28 (6%) 66 (14%) 391 (80%) 486 (100%) 

 
A summary showing the proportions of crashes by severity and involvement, as well as the 
percentage of crashes involving an animal for each analysis segment is presented in 
Table 2-9. For example, in Peoria County between Yankee Lane and the Marshall/Peoria 
county line, 14.8% of the crashes involved injuries, 29.6% involved more than one vehicle, 
and 59.3% involved collision with an animal.   

TABLE 2-9 
Percent of Injury, Multi-Vehicle and Animal Crashes by Segment: 2001 Through 2003 

Segment Percent Injury Percent Multi-Vehicle Percent Animal 

Illinois 6—Rome West Road 30.6 41.7 29.2 

Rome West Road—Truitt Avenue 30.8 81.3 1.0 

Truitt Avenue—Yankee Lane 20.4 42.9 34.7 

Yankee Lane—Marshall/Peoria CL 14.8 29.6 59.3 

Total: Peoria County 27.1 57.3 21.6 

Marshall/Peoria CL—Illinois 17 13.5 14.3 76.2 

Illinois 17—Camp Grove Road 5.3 2.6 92.1 

Camp Grove Road—Illinois 18 20.0 12.5 72.5 

Illinois 18—Marshall/Putnam CL 15.0 40.0 50.0 

Total: Marshall County 13.4 14.3 75.9 

Marshall/Putnam CL—CH 13 33.33 0.0 88.9 

CH 13—I-180 (Bureau County) 9.8 5.9 76.5 

Total: Putnam/Bureau Counties 17.9 3.8 80.8 

Severity. National research indicates that the expected distribution of crashes by severity on 
two-lane rural highways would be approximately 32 percent fatal and injury, and 68 
percent property damage only.1 Except for the segment between Marshall/Putnam County 
Line and CH 13, crash experience on Illinois Route 29 indicated less severity than the 
national norm. It is believed that the better than expected crash severity performance for 
segments of Illinois Route 29 north of Truitt Avenue is a result of the substantially high 
incidence of animal crashes in this area.  

                                                      
1 Harwood, D.W. et al, Prediction of the Expected Safety Performance of Rural Two-Lane Highways, Table 1, FHWA-RD-99-
207, Office of Safety Research and Development, Federal Highway Administration, McLean, Virginia, December 2000 
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During the three-year period from 2001-2003 there were 28 crashes that involved severe “A” 
type injuries on Illinois Route 29 between Illinois Route 6 and I-180.  There were no fatalities 
during this time frame.  Figures 2-7, 2-8 and 2-9 show the locations of A injury crashes on IL 
29 and contiguous sections of IL 17 and IL 18 for the years 2001, 2002 and 2003, respectively. 
Seventeen of the A injury crashes, or 61 percent, occurred on the section of IL 29 between IL 
6 and Senachwine Creek north of Chillicothe.  The remainder took place on the 2-lane rural 
section of IL 29 between Chillicothe and I-180. The most prevalent crash type was collision 
with a fixed object (32%), followed by overturned vehicle (21%), and rear-ends (18%).  
During the three year period, only one severe injury crash involved collision with an animal. 
There was one side swipe (opposite direction), but no head-on collision.  Approximately 80 
percent of A injury crashes occurred under conditions of dry pavement.  One half of the 
crashes occurred at an intersection. 

Involvement—National research also indicates that approximately one-third of all crashes on 
two-lane rural highways would typically involve two or more vehicles.2 As was evidenced 
above for crash severity, there were significantly fewer multi-vehicle crashes on the 
northernmost segments of Illinois Route 29, than those farther south. Again, the difference 
between 3-year crash experience on Illinois Route 29 and the national experience may be 
attributed to the higher than normal animal crashes on Illinois Route 29. The distribution of 
crashes by type, as reported in the national research, shows 31 percent collisions with an 
animal in contrast to percentage involvement of from 50 percent to 92 percent on Illinois 
Route 29 in Marshall, Putnam, and Bureau Counties. 

Comparison with Statewide Average and Critical Rates—Statewide averages for crash 
frequency and crash rates for various highway types covering the period from 2001 to 2003 
were obtained from IDOT. The Department also furnished statewide critical values for crash 
frequency and crash rates covering the same period. Critical values for crash rates are 
calculated by adding the average rate and one standard deviation. If the location is a non-
signalized intersection, the critical value is doubled to identify high crash locations. 
Illinois Route 29 crash experience for a 3-year period (2001-2003) was tabulated to obtain 
crash rates by segment. Figure 2-2 shows the 3-year composite crash rate by segment 
(excluding deer crashes and intersection crashes) compared with the statewide average rate 
for highways of the same cross section. The statewide average rate for two-lane rural 
highways is 0.65 crashes per million vehicle miles (MVM) and 0.54 crashes/MVM for the 
four-lane rural portions of Illinois Route 29 between Illinois Route 6 and Riverview Road. 
The statewide average rate for the four-lane urban section between Riverview Road and 
Gail Avenue is 1.71 crashes/MVM and 1.03 crashes/MVM for the two-lane urban section 
between Gail Avenue and Senachwine Creek. 

The only segments of Illinois Route 29 where crash rates were approximately equal to the 
statewide average were between the Peoria/Marshall County Line and Illinois Route 17 and 
between Camp Grove Road and Illinois 18.  

The statewide critical rate (excluding deer crashes and intersection crashes) for two-lane 
rural highways is 1.76 crashes per million vehicle miles (MVM) and 1.69 crashes/MVM for 
the four-lane rural portions of Illinois Route 29 between Illinois Route 6 and Riverview 

                                                      
2 ibid., Table 2-9 
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Road.  The statewide critical rate for the four-lane urban section between Riverview Road 
and Gail Avenue is 3.61crashes /MVM and 2.97 crashes/MVM for the two-lane urban 
section between Gail Avenue and Senachwine Creek. Figure 2–3 compares crash experience 
on Illinois Route 29 with the statewide critical rates.  

Illinois Routes 17 and 18—Crash history on sections of Illinois Route 17 in Sparland and 
Illinois Route 18 in Henry was analyzed in a manner similar to that described above for 
Illinois Route 29. Table 2-10 presents results of the investigation as to severity and 
involvement.  
TABLE 2-10 
Crash Severity and Vehicle Type Involvement 

(2001-2003) Injury/Fatality    

Segment 
3-Year 
Total Number Percent 

Single 
Vehicle 

Multi-
Vehicle 

Percent 
Multi-Vehicle 

IL 17—East of IL 29 in Sparland 7 1 14.3 5 2 28.6 

IL 17—West of IL 29 in Sparland 28 4 14.3 21 7 25.0 

IL 18—In Henry 31 3 9.7 15 16 51.6 

Total 66 8 12.1 14 25 37.9 
 

As would be expected, there were few animal crashes on these roadway segments -- a total 
of only 14, or 21 percent, over the 3-year analysis period. Instead the crashes were more 
typical of an urban, rather than rural, condition. 

High Crash Locations—The IDOT Bureau of Safety has identified two high crash locations in 
the Illinois Route 29 study area.  These are the intersections of Illinois Route 29 and Walnut 
Street in Chillicothe and Illinois Route 6 and Old Galena Road/State Street/CH 59 in Peoria 
County.  Figure 2-10 is a copy of the IDOT High Accident Location sheet for these locations. 

Conclusion.—The only high crash locations identified by IDOT in the study corridor are 
located south of Senachwine Creek in Chillicothe and Mossville.  Therefore, it may be 
concluded that an alternate route, or Chillicothe bypass, would be beneficial in diverting 
future traffic growth from this section of the highway. 
The predominant existing safety problem on Illinois Route 29 north of Senachwine Creek is 
frequency of collisions with animals (deer). These types of occurrences are especially 
prevalent on the two-lane sections of highway north of Chillicothe. Fortunately, experience 
has shown that the deer collisions are usually not severe. Over the 3-year analysis period, 
only 8 of 288 deer related accidents (2.8 percent) involved a personal injury of any type. The 
rest were property damage only.  

The prevalence of vehicle/animal collisions under present conditions still clearly indicates 
the importance of providing accommodations for safe animal crossings on an improved 
Illinois Route 29. 

Conversion of a large section of rural 2-lane IL 29 to a 4-lane divided expressway will result 
in a safer travel route. The statewide average and critical rural crash rates are lower for a 4-
lane divided highway than for a 2-lane facility.  Certain types of crashes such as head-on 
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collisions and sideswipes by vehicles traveling in opposite directions will be essentially 
eliminated.  Improved shoulders and roadsides also will reduce the number and severity of 
collisions with fixed objects. 

2.2 Purpose and Need 
The purpose of the proposed action is to improve transportation continuity, facilitate modal 
interrelationships, improve travel efficiency, and enhance economic stability within the IL 29 
corridor from IL 6 in Peoria County to I-180 in Bureau County. The proposed facility will 
provide an efficient highway that will serve existing and future travel demand for both 
regional and local travelers while minimizing disturbance to the natural and built 
environment. The need for the proposed action is based on a combination of factors related to: 

 Project history 

 Travel efficiency, which includes existing and future traffic, highway operations, and 
existing highway characteristics 

 System linkage, facility continuity, and route importance 

 Modal interrelationships 

 Economic stability 

The first two of these factors have been addressed earlier in this report.  The remainder of 
this section discusses the three other factors.  

2.2.1 System Linkage, Facility Continuity, and Route Importance 
System linkage and continuity are major considerations in determining the need for the 
proposed improvement. IL 29 is an important connecting link in the regional transportation 
system. Since the construction of I-180 and IL 6, IL 29 has functioned as the only direct 
connection between them. It has, however, served as an inadequate replacement for the 
state’s original vision of a “supplemental four-lane highway” connecting I-74 and I-180. The 
2-lane IL 29 connection fails to meet the level of travel reliability and safety of IL 6 and I-180, 
and interrupts or interferes with the continuity of travel between those points. Closing the 
gap in the high-type highway network between IL 6 and I-180 would have system wide 
benefits, including improving route continuity and reducing travel times for those traveling 
to and from the study area. 

Further evidence of the importance of IL 29 in the regional transportation system is reflected 
in the designation the route has been given by the state and FHWA. The state and FHWA 
included IL 29 between IL 6 and I-180 in Illinois’s part of the National Highway System. The 
National Highway System (NHS) was created by The National Highway System Designation 
Act of 1995. That legislation designated 161,000 miles of roads throughout the country as the 
NHS. The NHS includes the interstate system as well as rural and urban principal arterial 
highways serving major population centers, international border crossings, intermodal 
transportation facilities, and major travel destinations. The principal arterial highways (like 
IL 29) in the NHS account for 57 percent of the system’s total miles. 
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In September 2005, the U.S. Secretary of Transportation designated parts of IL 29 a National 
Scenic Byway, called the Illinois River Road: Route of the Voyagers Scenic Byway.  The 
scenic byway unifies and connects a number of different geological regions, natural areas, 
plant communities, and wildlife habitats unique to the Illinois River Valley. 

Although the NHS includes only 4 percent of the nation’s roads, it carries more than 
40 percent of all highway traffic, 75 percent of heavy truck traffic, and 90 percent of tourist 
traffic. The lack of a 4-lane connection along IL 29 hinders travel and transport opportunities 
for study area communities, thereby interfering with the ability of IL 29 to fully meet the 
purposes of a principal arterial and NHS route. 

IL 29 is the only 2-lane NHS route in the study area. Using IL 6 and I-180, it is the only non-
interstate NHS connection between I-74 and I-80, which confirms the importance of the 
connection it provides between IL 6 and I-180. 

2.2.2 Modal Interrelationships 
Industrial and agricultural interests in the study corridor ship and receive products using 
the highway network, rail network (Lincoln & Southern Railroad and CSX), and barge 
terminal (Illinois River Waterway terminals). IL 29 serves barge terminals in Chillicothe, 
Lacon (in conjunction with IL 17 and IL 26), Henry, and Hennepin. The reach of the Illinois 
River in the study area is part of the Illinois River Waterway that extends 350 miles from 
Lake Michigan to the upper Mississippi River. Peoria docks are the northernmost regional 
docks that remain open the entire year. According to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE), the 109 million tons shipped to, from, and within Illinois on barges in 1999 had a 
value of more than $16.5 billion. 

IL 29 also serves industries in Henry’s industrial park that have direct connections to the 
Lincoln & Southern Railroad and CSX. The Iowa Interstate Railroad operates more than 
500 miles of railroad between Omaha, Nebraska and Chicago, with a 43-mile branch line 
from Bureau Junction to Peoria on the Lincoln & Southern tracks within the study area. 
Between Henry and Chicago, the Iowa Interstate has trackage rights on the CSX’s Rock 
Subdivision. The Iowa Interstate Railroad primarily transports grain, agricultural products, 
steel, scrap, appliances, intermodal containers and trailers, chemicals, and forest products. 

The following connections between IL 29 and barge and rail service exist within the study area: 

 United Suppliers, located in Henry’s industrial park, is a storage and distribution facility 
for anhydrous ammonia. The plant receives all its anhydrous ammonia and nitrogen 
solution by barge, and ships its entire product out by semi trailer (about 3,000 trips 
annually). About 80 percent of the outbound trips travel northbound on IL 29 and 
15 percent travel southbound on IL 29. United Suppliers provides same-day deliveries to 
customers generally within a 70-mile radius of the plant.  

 The International Steel Group (ISG), which purchased the former LTV steel plant in 
Hennepin, has 70 percent of its unfinished steel coil barged to Hennepin and then trucked 
to the plant. The remaining 30 percent comes by rail. Ninety percent of the plant’s finished 
steel is trucked out, with a number of trips bound for industries in the Peoria area on 
IL 29. 
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 A large percentage of the corn grown between IL 29 and the Kewanee area is shipped by 
truck to barge terminals in Hennepin, Henry, Lacon, or Chillicothe, requiring trips of 
various lengths on IL 29. Farmers would also use IL 29 to reach the grain elevator in 
Putnam, which does not have a barge terminal. Proposed improvements to IL 29 that 
would reduce travel inefficiencies (such as traveling through communities within the 
project area) could improve the economics for shippers by allowing them to make one 
additional trip to barge terminals or grain elevators per day. 

 Gravel, sand, and bulk salt are barged to and from the project area requiring use of IL 29. 

 A fertilizer producer in the Henry industrial park receives raw materials by truck and 
the Iowa Interstate Railroad. It ships its finished product by truck throughout the U.S. 
and Canada and uses IL 29 to access I-180 and the interstate system. 

In addition, two potential projects in and near Henry’s industrial park—a sand quarry and 
an ethanol plant—would increase truck traffic on IL 29.  

Improvements along IL 29 would provide a safer, more efficient facility that would maximize 
the benefits of existing intermodal connectivity in the project area and provide greater options 
for the project area’s industrial employers, agri-industries, and their suppliers. 

2.2.3 Economic Stability 
Two major goals of the state’s transportation system are to enhance the state’s economic 
advantage and to retain existing economic bases (including the viability of the agricultural 
sector) and employment in rural areas. Ensuring economic stability in the project corridor and 
improving IL 29 are closely linked. Commercial and industrial uses in Chillicothe, Sparland, 
Lacon, Henry, and Hennepin stimulate transportation demand by increasing the number of 
workers commuting to and from work, the customers traveling to and from services areas, 
and the products being shipped between producers and consumers. 

In today’s competitive economy, agricultural and industrial products and parts produced in 
the study area must move quickly and safely throughout the state, the country, and the world. 
Businesses and agricultural interests in the study area depend on an efficient highway system 
with connections to rail and barge facilities to meet their shipping needs. The transport of raw 
materials and finished products is a large part of the business costs borne by manufacturers 
and agricultural interests. Expanding IL 29 from 2 to 4 lanes would benefit agricultural 
interests and existing commercial and industrial development in the study area by decreasing 
transportation costs and making transportation more reliable. By eliminating the deficiencies 
of IL 29 and maximizing existing intermodal connections, commercial and industrial 
development and area farmers can transport raw and finished products at less cost. As a 
result of reduced transportation costs, businesses in the study area could experience greater 
profitability or increased market share. 

Residents could benefit when travel becomes more efficient and transportation costs are 
lowered. Besides the inherent value of increased mobility associated with improvements to 
IL 29, study area residents would benefit from the increased efficiency in commuting to 
employment outside their county of residence or increased employment options as their 
range of feasible commuting is expanded. Table 2-11 indicates the high percentage of study 
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area residents that commute outside their county of residence. According to the 2000 
Census, more than one-half of the workers in Marshall and Putnam counties worked 
outside their county of residence. Between 1990 and 2000 the number of workers in all study 
area counties had increased, as did the number of workers working outside their county of 
residence. While the 2000 Census did not indicate where, exactly, the workers are 
commuting to, given the amount of employment offered in Peoria, Mossville, Chillicothe, 
Lacon, Henry, and Hennepin, it is reasonable to assume that most are bound for 
employment centers in those areas by way of IL 29.  

TABLE 2-11 
Employee Travel Characteristics for 1990 and 2000 

County 
Number of Workers  Worked Outside County Percent of Total 

1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 

Bureau 16,015 17,184 4,868 6,337 30.4 36.9 

Marshall  5,765 6,492 2,502 3,292 43.4 50.7 

Peoria 80,525 84,003 11,542 12,492 14.3 14.9 

Putnam 2,599 2,777 1,351 1,662 52.0 59.8 

Source: 1990 and 2000 Censuses 

The supply of labor to study area employers could increase as more potential employees fall 
within their commuting range. With a high quality labor force and competitive labor costs 
already in place, the elimination of transportation inadequacies is critical to enhancing 
economic stability.
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SECTION 3 

Existing Conditions/Setting 

3.1 Description of the Project Area 
The project area spans portions of four counties in central Illinois: Peoria, Marshall, Putnam 
and Bureau.  It passes through ten townships and encompasses eight communities: 
Mossville, Rome, Chillicothe, Hopewell, Sparland, Lacon, Henry, and Putnam.  The project 
area focuses on Illinois 29 from the north side of Peoria to I-180 (approximately 35 miles), 
which is located west of and generally parallel to the Illinois River. 

The flat topography, which is characteristic of central Illinois, is interrupted by the Illinois 
River in the study area. The river valley provides the areas greatest topographic relief, 
which can range from 200 to 400 feet.  Throughout much of the project area, bluffs rise from 
the river valley just west of the existing highway.  

Land use in the project area is primarily influenced by the Illinois River on the east side and 
its suitability for agriculture and livestock, especially near the Illinois River.  The Illinois 
River runs parallel to IL 29 on its east side. On the west side of IL 29, land is mostly 
agricultural broken up by bluffs and tributaries of the Illinois River and towns located along 
the roadway. Public lands can be found on the west side of the road in the north and central 
sections of the project corridor.  

3.2 Existing Development 
The largest employer in the study area is Caterpillar’s Mossville Facility near the south 
terminus of the project.  Other large employers include Butler Technical Group and 
Mediacom, in Chillicothe, International Steel in Hennepin, Meta-Tec in Lacon, and Poly One 
in Henry. Large lots of land owned by gravel mining and processing companies dot the 
landscape in the south end of the project corridor. There are two quarry companies located 
on the north side of Chillicothe. 

Hopewell, Putnam and Sparland residential areas are on the west side of IL 29.  Henry’s 
residential area is east of the proposed corridor. Henry’s downtown area, the central 
business district (CBD), is not adjacent to IL 29, but also located in the eastern part of the 
town near the Illinois River.  

3.3 Environmentally-Sensitive Areas 
There are extensive environmentally sensitive areas in the IL 29 corridor including Natural 
Areas, Nature Preserves and Wildlife Areas. 

Six designated Illinois Natural Areas occur within the project area, and one additional site 
occurs outside the project area but within a one-mile buffer area. 
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 Root Cemetery (Hallock Township) 
 County Line Hill Prairie (Private) 
 Hopewell Estates Hill Prairies (Private) 
 Marshall County Hill Prairie (Public/Private) 
 Sparland (Public) 
 Miller Anderson Woods (Public/Private) 

Two of the Illinois Natural Areas are privately-owned, two are publicly-owned, and two are 
a combination of public and private ownership.  

There are five dedicated Nature Preserves within the study area.  

 Singing Woods Nature Preserve (west of Mossville) 
 Root Cemetery Savanna Nature Preserve (near Truitt Avenue) 
 The Hopewell Hill Prairie Nature Preserve (adjacent to Hopewell) 
 Oak Bluff Savanna Nature Preserve (near Camp Grove Road) 
 Miller-Anderson Woods Nature Preserve (north of Putnam) 

There is one wildlife area administered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in the project 
area, the Cameron/Billsbach Unit of the Illinois River National Wildlife and Fish Refuge. An 
additional area, owned and operated by the IDNR, is the Marshall County State Fish & 
Wildlife Area, which includes the Marshall unit, Spring Branch Unit and Sparland Unit.  
The Audubon Wildlife Area is privately owned and does not have a development plan. 

3.4 Development Constraints 
Identification of development constraints was an early step in the determination and 
refinement of alternative alignments.  Constraints would include sensitive environmental 
resources such as wetlands, designated parks or natural areas, habitats of threatened and 
endangered species, and historical/archaeological sites, as well as man-made obstacles such 
as cemeteries, railroads, public utilities, schools and major public/commercial 
developments.  The geographical information system (GIS) database was the key tool used 
in this analysis.  

The locations of some of the major constraints to the location of an alignment for Illinois 
Route 29 are shown in Figures 3-1S, 3-1C and 3-1N. These are, by no means the only 
development constraints, but they are some that exerted a significant influence in arriving at 
feasible alignments.  The following is a brief description of each constraint, keyed to Figure 
3-1 and proceeding from south to north. 

1. Mossville School – located on the west side of Old Galena Road just north of Illinois 
Route 6. 

2. Camp Wokanda – Boy Scout camp located south of Cedar Hills Drive  

3. Caterpillar Mossville Plant– located near the intersection of Old Galena Road and Cedar 
Hills Drive. 

4. CILCO utility towers located throughout the project area. 
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5. Singing Hills Nature Preserve on and near the bluffs located west of Ivy Lane. 

6. Audubon Wildlife Area – located north of Caterpillar on Old Galena Road. 

7. Illinois Valley Central High School, South Primary School and Chillicothe Cemetery – all 
located in Chillicothe along IL 29. 

8. Root Cemetery Nature Preserve– an old settler’s cemetery that has preserved an unusual 
and intriguing remnant of the original Illinois landscape.  It is located in Peoria County 
approximately one mile northwest of Chillicothe. 

9. Galena Road Gravel, Inc. – gravel pit located northwest of Chillicothe. 

10. Riverside Materials, Inc. – gravel pit located north of Chillicothe, on the east side of IL 
29. 

11. Chillicothe Recreational Area – north of Chillicothe, on the east side of IL 29. 

12. Proposed Chillicothe Golf Course (Southport Development, Inc.) – a new golf course 
shown on the Town’s Comprehensive Plan to be located north of Chillicothe. 

13. Hammet Cemetery – located in the southwest quadrant of IL 29 and Yankee Lane. 

14.  Marshall County State Fish and Wildlife Area – located east of existing IL 29 from north 
of Chillicothe to north of Sparland. 

15. Iowa Interstate and CSX Railroad tracks – located adjacent to and east of existing IL 29 
nearly continuously in Marshall, Putnam and Bureau Counties. 

16. County Line Hill Prairie – located south of Hopewell on the west side of IL 29. 

17. Hopewell Estates Hill Prairie Natural Area – located on the west side of IL 29 south of 
Hopewell Drive. 

18. Village of Hopewell – development is well removed from IL 29 on the west, but access is 
difficult due to steep grades along the bluff that parallels existing IL 29. 

19. Historic bridge across Barville Creek. 

20. Retaining wall south of Sparland – one-half mile long, tied-back retaining wall supports 
existing IL 29 adjacent to bluffs approximately one-quarter mile south of Sparland. 

21. Marshall County Hill Prairie Land and Water Reserve --  located on the west side of IL 
29 across from the IDNR Boat Launch, south of Sparland. 

22. Wightman Lake – located east of IL 29 and the railroad tracks south of IL 17. 

23. Village of Sparland—commercial and residential development on existing IL 29 
confined by the railroad tracks on the east and bluffs on the west.  Steep grades to the 
west of IL 29 also cause difficulties in locating potential alignments. 

24. Wiffle Tree House – historic house located in Sparland. 

25. The west bluff also causes difficulties in locating potential alignments. 
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26. Goose Lake (South) – the smallest of the natural lakes associated with the western edge 
of the Illinois River.  It is located one and one-half miles northeast of Sparland. 

27. Bonham Cemetery – located along 1100E, south of Camp Grove Road. 

28. Sparland Unit Natural Area – located north of Sparland, east of the railroad tracks across 
from the intersection with 1100E. 

29. Cameron Billsbuck Natural Wildlife Refuge – located east of IL 29 between Sparland and 
Henry near Crow Creek. 

30. City of Henry -- commercial development along existing IL 29 on the west side of the 
City of Henry. 

31. Marshall County Fairgrounds – located on the west side of IL 29 in Henry just north of 
IL 18. 

32. Henry Senachwine Consolidated High School – located on the east side of IL 29, north of 
IL 18 in Henry.  Main access to the High School is from IL 29. 

33. Calvary Cemetery and St. Patrick Cemetery – located west of existing IL 29, north of 
Western Avenue. 

34. Henry Cemetery – located on the west side of IL 29 on the north edge of the Town of 
Henry. 

35. Hoyt Cemetery - located on the west side of IL 29 just north of Henry Cemetery. 

36. CILCO Gas Pipeline Facility – located on the east side of IL 29 just north of the Henry 
Cemetery. 

37. Town of Putnam/Grain Elevators – residential development on the west side of IL 29 
coupled with grain elevators on the east side. 

38. Putnam Ball Field – located west of IL 29 between High Street and Main Street. 

39. Chief Senachwine Burial Mounds –approximately seven to eight acres on the east side of 
IL 29 north of Putnam (east of the CSX Railroad) is covered by burial mounds of the 
Pottawatomie tribe.  It is believed that more than 1000 Native Americans (perhaps 
including Chief Senachwine) are buried there. 

40. Putnam Cemetery – located east of Putnam on County Highway 13 (Senachwine Lake 
Road). 

41. Goose Lake (North) – lies directly east of Miller Anderson Woods (see below) and 
directly west of Hennepin. 

42. Miller Anderson Woods Nature Preserve and Natural Area– an especially valuable 
natural area owned and operated by the Illinois Department of Natural Resources and 
the Illinois Nature Preserves Commission.  It is located on the west side of IL 29 south of 
Kentville Road. 
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SECTION 4 

Alternatives Considered 

4.1 Alternative Alignment Studies 
The IL 29 improvement project will enhance transportation continuity between Illinois 
Route 6 and I-180 by improving Illinois Route 29 to a safe and efficient high-type highway 
that will serve existing and future travel demand while minimizing disturbance to the 
natural and built environment.  From Illinois Route 6 to approximately Hardscrabble Road, 
north of Chillicothe, the alternative alignments would either follow the present alignment of 
Illinois Route 29, or proceed on a new alignment bypassing Chillicothe on the west. From 
north of Chillicothe to I-180, the improvement would generally follow the present alignment 
of Illinois Route 29 with possible bypasses of Hopewell, Sparland, Henry and Putnam.  

The alternatives are the product of an alignment study that considered and evaluated a broad 
range of alternative alignments (Alignment Study Report, March 2003). The development and 
screening of alternative alignments was a collaborative process, involving input from public 
agencies, municipal officials, business leaders, the farm community, and interested citizens. 
Other resources, such as prior highway studies conducted in the study area, were also used in 
the consideration of possible alternatives. Numerous resources were incorporated to develop 
alternatives that provided for efficient travel with minimal disruption to communities and 
environmental resources.  

The Alignment Study considered alternatives separately in three study sections as shown in 
Figure 4-1. 

 South Section – from IL 6 near Mossville to north of Chillicothe. 
 Central Section – from north of Chillicothe to south of Henry 
 North Section - from south of Henry to I-180 in Bureau County 

4.2 No-Build Alternative 
The No-Build Alternative is defined as doing nothing to existing Illinois Route 29 other than 
continued routine maintenance.  Improvements implemented under this alternative would 
be limited to short-term restoration activities (maintenance improvements) needed to ensure 
continued use of IL 29 between IL 6 and I-180. The design of the existing roadway, including 
location, geometric features, and current capacity limitations, would remain unchanged. 
Under this alternative, some minor improvements could be anticipated at high volume 
intersections. Generally, there would be no need for any additional right-of-way for the No-
Build Alternative, and there would be no displacements or farm severance. Expenditures for 
improvements would not be required, but costs would still be incurred for continued 
maintenance and eventual replacement of the existing roadway and structures. 

The No-Build Alternative would lead to growing travel inefficiencies along the IL 29 
corridor as traffic volumes increase in coming years.  The communities along and beyond 
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the project corridor would remain without the high-type facility that is needed to enhance 
the economic stability and growth of this sector of Illinois. 

4.2.1 Alternative Modes 
Presently, there is no public transportation service in the study area. The area is essentially 
rural, characterized by low population density and relatively long user trip lengths. Even if 
bus service was provided, it is unlikely that persons with origins and/or destinations in the 
study area would use this service enough to noticeably reduce auto trips. Thus, bus service 
is not considered a viable means of responding to future travel demand. 

There are large industries in Mossville (Caterpillar), Henry (Noveon and Farmland Industries) 
and Hennepin (International Steel Group opened fall 2002) where Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) techniques such as ridesharing and vanpools may be applicable. 
However, the potential travel diversion to these alternative modes would not be great enough 
to measurably reduce auto trips. Therefore, although TDM is a desirable transportation 
objective, it is not considered to be a viable alternative in this setting. 

4.2.2 Alternative Corridors 
In 1969, the Illinois General Assembly passed legislation enabling major highway 
improvements statewide.  An important part of that legislation was the Supplemental 
Freeway system.  One of the freeways included in the enabling legislation was 
Supplemental Freeway F-5 (later known as FA 405). There were three selected corridors for 
Supplemental Freeway F-5, each located west of Illinois Route 29 and extending from the 
junction of I-74/I-474 to I-180 southwest of Bureau Junction. 

Following passage of the legislation, The Illinois Division of Highways in 1972 prepared a 
Corridor Report for FA 405.  This project considered a corridor on the east side of the Illinois 
River. However factors such as the extensive cost of two additional river crossings (without 
improving service to the large communities along the west side of the river) eliminated this 
alternate from the detailed study.  

The 1972 study considered three corridors, one of which (Corridor C shown on Figure 4-2) 
would be located generally about 1 mile west of Illinois Route 40 (then designated Illinois 
Route 88).  This corridor, the westernmost of the alternatives studied, would cause little 
disruption to communities, but would affect some farms. However, it also would serve the 
lowest volume of traffic and provide the least traffic service to proposed industries along 
the Illinois River. This corridor also would pass through some recreational and nature 
preserve areas. For these reasons, and lack of any public support, it was not considered 
feasible to construct an Illinois Route 29 improvement so far west. 

A western corridor along Illinois Route 40 (then designated Route 88) was also considered 
in the Heart of Illinois Highway Feasibility Study (1995). This corridor was withdrawn, 
however, in the first round of screening. The reasons given for withdrawal were that a 
corridor along Illinois Route 40 would involve adverse travel between Peoria and Chicago, 
and would not be shorter or faster than travel using existing freeways. These reasons still 
hold under current conditions. 
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The easternmost of the corridors considered in the 1972 study was Corridor A, which 
generally followed Illinois Route 29 bypassing the communities of Chillicothe, Sparland, 
Henry and Putnam on their western outskirts.  This corridor was dismissed due primarily to 
difficulties in bringing the route to full access control (freeway) standards. 

Corridor B as considered in the 1972 study would be located generally west of Illinois 29 on 
the higher ground on top of the Illinois River bluff.  This was the corridor approved in 1972 
and later in the 1990’s included in Phase I engineering of the Heart of Illinois (HOI) Study.  
The HOI study re-named this corridor, Corridor A.  In 2000, alignments within this corridor 
were presented to the public.  Both the alignments and the location of the corridor met with 
strong opposition from the public and local officials.  Due to this opposition, legislators 
mandated that Corridor A be relinquished in favor of a corridor basically following Illinois 
Route 29. 

The current corridor being studied is shown in Figure 4-2.  The IL 29 corridor is a 
combination of Corridors A and B from the 1972 Corridor Study.  The selection of the IL 29 
Study Corridor was based on reevaluation of the three 1972 corridors, public input and 
concerns of the cities within the study area. 

4.3 Proposed Highway Design Guidelines 
4.3.1 Roadway Type 
Build alternatives consider the expansion of IL 29 to a 4-lane divided facility.  Roadway 
types considered were a freeway and an expressway. 

The recommended highway type for IL 29 in the section from IL 6 to north of Chillicothe 
would be a fully access controlled freeway.  Drivers would only be able to enter or leave the 
highway at a grade-separated interchange. There would be no driveway or field entrance 
access along the highway between interchanges. 

From north of Chillicothe to I-180, the recommended highway type would be a partially 
access-controlled expressway, except within 1500 feet of an interchange where there would 
be full control of access.  Grade-separated interchanges would be provided at all U.S. and 
state marked routes, where justified by the cross traffic volume.  Improved IL 29 would be a 
“no stop” highway.  Except near interchanges, direct access would be granted for homes 
and farm operations, but there would be no commercial access except at crossroads.  

4.3.2 Typical Sections 
The typical section for improved IL 29 (either freeway or expressway) would have two 
travel lanes in each direction separated by a grass median.  The typical right-of-way width 
required for the roadway would be 300 feet.  The typical section includes 24-foot dual 
roadways separated by a typical 50-foot grass median, with a typical paved shoulder width 
of 10 feet for the right shoulder and 6 feet for the left shoulder.  Roadside ditches would be 
provided for drainage as appropriate.  The overall right-of-way needs will be slightly 
greater in hilly terrain where larger roadway cuts or fills are required. 

Detailed typical sections are found in Appendix D. 
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4.3.3 Design Criteria 
Design and geometric criteria for this project are presented in Table 4-1.  The minimum 
design speed will be 70 mph for both an expressway and a freeway.   Maximum vertical 
gradient would be from 3 to 4 percent.  The desirable minimum grade would be 0.5 percent.  
Design and geometric criteria applied to any required improvements or connections to State 
and U.S. Highways, as well as county, township, or municipal highways, are also 
summarized in Table 4-1. 

TABLE 4-1 
Design and Geometric Criteria 
A. Freeway or Expressway Mainline 
Topic     Criteria   Source1 - 
Design Speed 
Mainline     70 mph   BDE, Fig. 45-4A BDE Fig. 44-5A 
Level of Service 
Mainline     LOS B   BDE, Fig. 45-4A BDE Fig. 44-5A 
 
Horizontal Alignment 
Maximum Superelevation Rate  6%    BDE, Fig. 45-4C BDE Fig. 44-5D 
Minimum Radius Curve   2050 ft.    BDE, Fig. 32-2E  
Desirable Radius Curve   ≥3000 ft.   BDE, Fig. 45-4C, BDE Fig. 44-5D 

BDE, Sect. 45-2.02(1), BDE Sect.44-                                  
2.02(1) 

Minimum Curve Length, ∆ ≥ 5°  500 ft.    BDE, Fig. 32-2G 
Maximum Curve Length   1 mile   BDE, Sect. 32-2.06 
Design Vehicle    WB-65   BDE, Fig. 36-1R 
 
Vertical Alignment  
Maximum Grade 
   Level     3%     BDE, Fig. 45-4C BDE Fig. 44-5A 
   Rolling     4%     BDE, Fig. 45-4C BDE Fig. 44-5A 
Minimum Grade 
   Desirable    0.5%     BDE, Fig. 45-4C BDE Fig. 44-5A 
   With Special Ditching   0.0%     BDE, Fig. 45-4C  BDE Fig. 44-5A 
Rate of Vertical Curvature, k 
   Crest Vertical Curve   247   BDE, Fig. 45-4C BDE Fig. 44-5A 
   Sag Vertical Curve   181   BDE, Fig. 45-4C BDE Fig. 44-5A 
Vertical Curve Length, Crest 
   Minimum     350 ft   BDE, Sect. 33-4.01(a)(3) 
   Desirable Minimum   1000 ft.   BDE, Sect. 33-4.01(a)(3) 
Vertical Curve Length, Minimum, Sag 350 ft.   BDE, Sect. 33-4.02(a)(3) 
Minimum PGL Elevation above Natural 
   Ground in Level Terrain   3 ft.    BDE, Sect. 33-6.04(e) 
Vertical Clearance 
Mainline and Ramps 
   Below New and Replaced Structures 16.5 ft.   BDE, Fig. 45-4A BDE Fig. 44-5A 
   Below Existing Structures  16.0 ft.   BDE, Fig. 45-4A BDE Fig. 44-5A 
All Structures Over Railroad  23.0 ft.   BDE, Fig. 45-4A BDE Fig. 44-5A 
 
Sight Distance 
Stopping Sight Distance 
   Minimum, Cars on Level Grade  730 ft.   BDE, Fig. 45-4C BDE Fig. 44-5D 
Decision Sight Distance 
   Minimum    1105 ft.   BDE, Fig. 45-4C BDE Fig. 44-5D 
Intersection Sight Distance   See BDE  BDE, Sec. 36-6 
 
Note: Sources shown in italics are freeway criteria.  If a separate criterion is not indicated, the 
expressway criterion also applies to freeways. 
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TABLE 4-1  
Design and Geometric Criteria 

A. Freeway or Expressway Mainline  
Cross Section Elements 
Wide Median (Freeway) 
   Min. Median Width (Depressed)  55 ft.   BDE Fig. 44-5A 
   Total Shoulder Width 
      Left      8 ft.   BDE Fig. 44-5A  
      Right    10 ft.   BDE Fig. 44-5A 
   Paved Shoulder Width 
      Left     6 ft.   BDE Fig. 44-5A 
      Right    10 ft.   BDE Fig. 44-5A  
  
Wide Median (Expressway) 
   Min. Median Width (Depressed)  50 ft.   BDE, Fig. 45-4A  
   Total Shoulder Width 
      Left      6 ft.   BDE, Fig. 45-4A  
      Right    10 ft.   BDE, Fig. 45-4A  
   Paved Shoulder Width 
      Left     4 ft.   BDE, Fig. 45-4A  
      Right    10 ft.   BDE, Fig. 45-4A  
Narrow Median (Expressway Only) 
   Median Width (Flush, CMB)  22 ft.   BDE, Fig. 45-4A  
   Total Shoulder Width 
      Left      9 ft.-10½ in.  BDE, Fig. 45-4A  
      Right    10 ft.   BDE, Fig. 45-4A  
   Paved Shoulder Width 
      Left      9 ft.-10½ in.  BDE, Fig. 45-4A  
      Right    10 ft.   BDE, Fig. 45-4A 
Traveled Way Width    2 at 24 ft. each  BDE, Fig. 45-4A BDE Fig. 44-5A 
Cross Slopes - Normal Section 
   Travel Lanes, Adjacent to Crown  3/16”/ft. (1.5%)  BDE, Fig. 45-4A BDE Fig. 44-5A 
   Shoulders    1/2”/ft.  (2.0%)  BDE, Fig. 45-4A BDE Fig. 44-5A 
Maximum Shoulder Rollover  8%   BDE, Sect. 32-3.04(a)  
Clear Zone, Foreslopes   30 ft.   BDE, Fig. 38-3A 
 
Earth Slopes 
   Fill 
      Foreslope 
 Without Barrier 
      Within Clear Zone  6:1   BDE, Fig. 45-4A BDE Fig. 44-5A  
      Beyond Clear Zone  3:1 Max   BDE, Fig. 45-4A BDE Fig. 44-5A 
 Fill > 30 ft., use barrier  2:1 Max   BDE, Fig. 45-4A BDE Fig. 44-5A 
   Cut 
      Foreslope    6:1    BDE, Fig. 45-4A BDE Fig. 44-5A 
      Back Slope 
 Within Clear Zone  3:1    BDE, Fig. 45-4A BDE Fig. 44-5A 
 Beyond Clear Zone 

     Height > 10 ft.   2:1 Max    BDE, Fig. 45-4A BDE Fig. 44-5A 
 Rock Cuts   0.25:1, or as required by rock BDE  Fig. 34-4E 
   Median Slope    6:1   BDE, Fig. 45-4A BDE Fig. 44-5A 
Ditch Bottom Width2   4 ft. Min   BDE, Fig. 45-4A BDE Fig. 44-5A 
      At Rock Cuts    1’-8” + width for falling rock  BDE  Fig. 34-4E 
 
Access Control (Expressway) 
Along Facility     Partial  BDE, Fig. 45-4A 
Minimum Distance from End of Ramp 
      Merging Taper to Nearest Point of 
      Access or to Median Crossover 3  1500 ft.   BDE, Fig  35-2J 
Note: Sources shown in italics are freeway criteria.  If a separate criterion is not indicated, the 
expressway criterion also applies to freeways. 
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TABLE 4-1  
Design and Geometric Criteria 

A. Freeway or Expressway Mainline 
Distance from Resid./Agric. Entrance 
   to Median Opening    0 ft. or ≥300 ft. BDE, Sect. 45-2.09(a) 
Minimum Distance between Two Resid. 
   Entrances on Same Side of Expressway  500 ft.  BDE, Sect.45-2.09(a) 
Desirable Average Max. Number of Resid./ 
   Agric. Entrances on Same Side of Expy. 
   per ¼ Mile, as Measured betw. Adjacent 
   Crossroad Intersections or Interchanges  1  BDE, Sect. 45-2.09(a) 
Average Spacing between Median Openings 
      New Roadway is Parallel and Adjacent 
         to Existing Roadway    0.5 mi.  BDE, Sect. 45-2.06(b) 
      New Roadway Alignment is 
         Independent of Existing Alignment4  1 mi.  BDE, Sect. 45-2.06(b) 
Minimum Distance from Median Crossover: 
   To Overhead Bridge Structure   750 ft.  BDE, Sect. 45-2.06(b) 
   To End of Mainline Bridge   750 ft.  BDE, Sect. 45-2.06(b) 

 
Driveway Design (Resid. & Agric.- Expressway Only) 
Width      12 ft.– 24 ft. PPADSH, Illus. 3  
   Field Entrance Roadbed Width   16 ft.  Min MHDLRS, Attach. 5-8I 
Radius of Flare     10 ft.– 40 ft. PPADSH, Illus. 3  
Angle of Drive 
   Desirable     90  PPADSH, Sect. IV-C(5) 
   Minimum     60  PPADSH, Sect. IV-C(5) 
Grade 
   Drains Away from Highway at:   Shldr. Grade 

       (1.5% Min, 8% Max) PPADSH, Sect. IV-C(1) 
   Remaining Grade    12% Max PPADSH, Sect. IV-C(1) 
Drainage 
Roadway 
   Minimum Elevation of Roadway Pavement     DRM, Table 1-304 
       Crown Above Highwater 
 50 Year Storm5    3 ft. 
Bridge Freeboard       DRM, Table 1-304 
   50 Year Storm     2 ft. 
   Highest Recorded Flood Elevation  0 ft. 
Climbing Lanes       BDE, Sect. 33-3 
Climbing Lane on Multi-Lane Highways is Generally Warranted if the Following Conditions are Satisfied: 
 The critical length of grade is exceeded for the 10 mph speed reduction curve on BDE, Fig. 33-2A; and 
 The directional service volume exceeds 1000 veh/h; and 
 One of the following exists: 

+    The level of service (LOS) on the upgrade is E or F, or 
+    There is a reduction of one or more LOS when moving from the approach segment to the upgrade; 
       and 

 The construction costs and construction impacts are considered reasonable. 

B. Interchange Ramps 
Horizontal Alignment 
Design Speed 
Loop Ramps       Desirable 30 mph  BDE, Sect. 37-4.04        
     Minimum 25 mph  
Outer Connector Ramps     Desirable 50 mph  BDE, Sect. 37-4.04 
            Minimum 45 mph  
Note: Sources shown in italics are freeway criteria.  If a separate criterion is not indicated, the 
expressway criterion also applies to freeways. 
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TABLE 4-1 
Design and Geometric Criteria 

B. Interchange Ramps 
Horizontal Alignment 
Semi-Directional Ramps   Minimum 50 mph  BDE, Sect. 37-4.04 
Directional Ramps (incl. Diamond)  Minimum 50 mph  BDE, Sect. 37-4.04 
Controlled Ramp Terminal Approach Desirable 40 mph  BDE, Sect. 37-4.04 
     Minimum 25 mph 
Maximum Superelevation Rate   8%   BDE, Fig. 37-4F 
   Exit Ramp Curve Approaching 
   Controlled Terminal    6%   BDE, Fig. 32-3A 
Minimum Radius Curve (emax=8%)      BDE, Fig. 37-4F 
   Design Speed:       25 mph  170 ft. 
          30 mph  250 ft. 
          35 mph  350 ft. 
          40 mph  465 ft. 
          45 mph  600 ft. 
          50 mph  760 ft. 
Design Vehicle    WB-65 
 
Vertical Alignment 
Maximum Upgrade   4%    BDE, Fig. 37-4F 
Maximum Downgrade   6%    BDE, Fig. 37-4F 
Rate of Vertical Curvature, k      BDE, Fig. 37-4F 
   (Design Speed = 50 mph) 

Crest Vertical Curve  84 
 Sag Vertical Curve  96 
 
Cross Section Elements 
Traveled Way Width 
   1-Lane Ramp    16 ft.    BDE, Sect. 37-4.06 
Cross Slope – Normal Section 
   Traveled Way    3/16”/ft. (1.5%)   BDE, Sect. 37-4.06 
   Shoulder    1/2”/ft. (2.0%)   BDE, Sect. 37-4.06 
Total Shoulder Width (1-Lane Ramp) 
   Left     6 ft.    BDE, Sect. 37-4.06 
   Right     8 ft.    BDE, Sect. 37-4.06 
Paved Shoulder Width (1-Lane Ramp) 
   Left     4 ft.    BDE, Sect. 37-4.06 
   Right     6 ft.    BDE, Sect. 37-4.06 
Clear Zone, Foreslopes  20 ft.-26 ft. and varies   BDE, Fig. 38-3A 
Entrance and Exit Ramp  
   Terminals    See BDE   BDE, Sect. 37-6 
Minimum Acceleration/Deceleration 
   Lengths    See AASHTO   GB-90, Tables X-4 & X-6 
 
Interchange Design   See BDE   BDE Chapter 37 
 
Drainage    See Mainline 

C.  State and U.S. Highways6--Two-Lane Principal Arterials 
Design Speed 
Principal Arterial     70 mph     BDE, Fig. 47-2J 
 
Horizontal Alignment 
Maximum Superelevation Rate 
   New Construction   6%    BDE, Fig. 47-2M 
   To Remain in Place   8%    BDE, Fig. 47-2M 
Minimum Radius Curve 
   6% Max. Super. (New)   2050 ft. Minimum   BDE, Fig. 47-2M 
     3000 ft. Desirable   BDE, Fig. 47-2M 
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TABLE 4-1 
Design and Geometric Criteria 

C.  State and U.S. Highways6--Two-Lane Principal Arterials 
   8% Max. Super. (To Remain)  1825 ft.    BDE, Fig. 32-2D 
Minimum Curve Length, ∆ ≥ 5°  500 ft.    BDE, Fig. 32-2G 
Maximum Curve Length   0.5 mile    BDE, Sect. 32-2.06 
Design Vehicle    WB-65    BDE, Fig. 36-1R 
Vertical Alignment 
Maximum Grade 
  Level Terrain 
      New Construction   3%    BDE, Fig. 47-2M 
      To Remain in Place   4%    BDE, Fig. 47-2M 
   Rolling Terrain 
      New Construction   4%    BDE, Fig. 47-2M 
      To Remain in Place   5%    BDE, Fig. 47-2M 
   Approaching Intersection w/IL 29  2%, Draining away  BDE, Sect. 36-1.06(a) 
   Through Controlled Ramp 
      Intersections    2%    BDE, Sect. 37-5.01 
Minimum Grade 
   Desirable    0.5%    BDE, Fig. 47-2M 
   With Special Ditching   0%    BDE, Fig. 47-2M 
Rate of Vertical Curvature, k 
   Crest Vertical Curve   247    BDE, Fig. 47-2M 
   Sag Vertical Curve   181    BDE, Fig. 47-2M 
 
Vertical Clearance 
Below New and Replaced Structures 16.5 ft.     BDE, Fig. 47-2J 
Below Existing Structures   16.0 ft.    BDE, Fig. 47-2J 
Over Railroads    23.0 ft.     BDE, Fig. 47-2J 
 
Stopping Sight Distance 
Minimum, Cars on Level Grade  730 ft.    BDE, Fig. 47-2M 
 
Cross Section Elements 
Traveled Way Width 
   New Construction   24 ft.    BDE, Fig. 47-2J 
   To Remain in Place   22 ft.    BDE, Fig. 47-2J 
Flush TWLTL Width 
   New Construction   14 ft.    BDE, Fig. 47-2J 
   To Remain in Place   12 ft.    BDE, Fig. 47-2J 
Total Shoulder Width 
   New Construction   10 ft.    BDE, Fig. 47-2J 
   To Remain in Place   8 ft.    BDE, Fig. 47-2J 
Paved Shoulder Width 
   New Construction   10 ft.    BDE, Fig. 47-2J 
   To Remain in Place   8 ft.    BDE, Fig. 47-2J 
Auxiliary Lanes 
   Lane Width 
      New Construction   12 ft.    BDE, Fig. 47-2J 
      To Remain in Place   11 ft.    BDE, Fig. 47-2J 
   Shoulder Width    4 ft. (Paved)   BDE, Fig. 47-2J  
Cross Slopes (Normal Section) 
   Travel Lanes    3/16”/ft. (1.5%)   BDE, Fig. 47-2J 
   Auxiliary Lanes    ¼”/ft. (2.0%)   BDE, Fig. 47-2J 
   Shoulders 
      New Construction   ½”/ft. (4%)   BDE, Fig. 47-2J 
      To Remain in Place       ½”/ft. to ¾”/ft. (4%-6%)   BDE, Fig. 47-2J 
Maximum Shoulder Rollover  8.0%    BDE, Sect.32-3.04(a) 
Clear Zone, Foreslopes      28 ft.-30 ft. and varies   BDE, Fig. 38-3A 
Earth Slopes 
   New Construction  See Expressway Mainline 
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TABLE 4-1 
Design and Geometric Criteria 

C.  State and U.S. Highways6--Two-Lane Principal Arterials 
   To Remain in Place 
      Fill 
         Foreslope 
 Without Barrier 
      Within Clear Zone  4:1    BDE, Fig. 34-4A 
      Beyond Clear Zone  3:1 Max    BDE, Fig. 34-4A 
 Fill > 30 ft., use barrier  2:1 Max    BDE, Fig. 34-4A 
      Cut 
         Foreslope    4:1     BDE, Fig. 34-4C 
         Back Slope 
 Within Clear Zone  3:1     BDE, Fig. 34-4C 
 Beyond Clear Zone 

     Height > 10 ft.   2:1 Max     BDE, Fig. 34-4C 
Ditch Bottom Width2 
   New Construction   4 ft.     BDE, Fig. 47-2J 
   To Remain in Place   2 ft.    BDE, Fig. 34-4C 
Access Control 
Along Arterial     Partial or None 
Adjacent to Controlled Ramp Terminals 7 
   Approaching On-Ramp Terminal, Min. 
      Dist. from End of Radius Flare of Access 
      Connection to Ramp Intersection P.I.  600 ft.   BDE, Fig. 35-2B 
   Beyond Off-Ramp Terminal, Min. Dist. 
         from End of Radius Flare of Ramp to  
         End of Radius Flare of Access Connect. 
            Arterial Design Speed = 70 mph  600 ft.   BDE, Fig. 35-2A, 2B 
            Arterial Design Speed = 60 mph  550 ft.   BDE, Fig. 35-2A, 2B 
Adjacent to Expressway Intersection7 

   Along 2-Lane Divided Crossroad, Min. 
      Distance from Expressway to Access 
      Connection     To end of 
      Channelization  BDE, Sect. 35-2.03(a) 
   Along Undivided Crossroad, Min. Distance 
      from Edge of Expressway to  Radius  
      Return of Access Connection   300 ft.   BDE, Fig. 35-2B 
   Along Crossroad, Min. Distance from Edge  
      of Expressway to Radius Return of: 
         Existing Single Family Private Entrance 
            or One Existing Field Entrance  100 ft.   BDE, Sect. 35-2.03(a)  
         Existing Low-Volume Commercial 
    Entrance 8    200 ft.   BDE, Sect. 35-2.03(a) 
Railroad: Minimum Distance from Proposed  
   Arterial Stop Bar to Closest Rail 
   (Desirable)     81 ft.   BDE, Sect. 36-8 
Driveway Design (Resid. & Agric.) See Expressway Mainline 

D.  State and U.S. Highways6--Two-Lane Minor Arterials and Two-Lane 
Collectors 
Design Speed 
2-Lane Minor Arterial   60 mph     BDE, Fig. 47-2K 
2-Lane Collector    60 mph    BDE, Fig. 47-2L 
 
Horizontal Alignment 
Maximum Superelevation Rate 
   New Construction   6%    BDE, Fig. 47-2M 
   To Remain in Place   8%    BDE, Fig. 47-2M 
Minimum Radius Curve 
   6% Max. Super. (New)       1340 ft. Minimum   BDE, Fig. 47-2M 
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TABLE 4-1 
Design and Geometric Criteria 

D.  State and U.S. Highways6--Two-Lane Minor Arterials and Two-Lane 
Collectors 
     3000 ft. Desirable   BDE, Fig. 47-2M 
   8% Max. Super. (To Remain)  1205 ft.    BDE, Fig. 32-2D 
Minimum Curve Length, ∆ ≥ 5°  400 ft.    BDE, Fig. 32-2G 
Maximum Curve Length   0.5 mile    BDE, Sect. 32-2.06 
Design Vehicle    WB-65    BDE, Fig. 36-1R 
Vertical Alignment 
Maximum Grade 
   Level Terrain 
      New Construction   3%    BDE, Fig. 47-2M 
      To Remain in Place   4%    BDE, Fig. 47-2M 
   Rolling Terrain 
      New Construction   4%    BDE, Fig. 47-2M 
      To Remain in Place   5%    BDE, Fig. 47-2M 
   Approaching Intersection w/IL 29       2%, Draining away   BDE, Sect. 36-1.06(a) 
   Through Controlled Ramp 
      Intersections    2%    BDE, Sect. 37-5.01 
Minimum Grade  
   Desirable    0.5%    BDE, Fig. 47-2M 
   With Special Ditching   0%    BDE, Fig. 47-2M 
Rate of Vertical Curvature, k 
   Crest Vertical Curve   151    BDE, Fig. 47-2M 
   Sag Vertical Curve   136    BDE, Fig. 47-2M 
 
Vertical Clearance 
Below New and Replaced Structures 
   Minor Arterial    16.5 ft.     BDE, Fig. 47-2K 
   Collector    14.75 ft.    BDE, Fig. 47-2L 
Below Existing Structures 
   Minor Arterial    16.0 ft.    BDE, Fig. 47-2K 
   Collector    14.0 ft.    BDE, Fig. 47-2L 
Over Railroads    23.0 ft.     BDE, Fig. 47-2J 
Stopping Sight Distance 
Minimum, Cars on Level Grade  570 ft.    BDE, Fig. 47-2M 
 
Cross Section Elements 
Traveled Way Width 
   New Construction   24 ft.    BDE, Fig. 47-2K 
   To Remain in Place   22 ft.    BDE, Fig. 47-2L 
Flush TWLTL Width 
   New Construction   14 ft.    BDE, Fig. 47-2K 
   To Remain in Place   12 ft.    BDE, Fig. 47-2L 
Total Shoulder Width 
   New Construction 
      Minor Arterial    10 ft.    BDE, Fig. 47-2K 
      Collector    8 ft.    BDE, Fig. 47-2L 
   To Remain in Place 
      Minor Arterial    8 ft.    BDE, Fig. 47-2K 
      Collector    6 ft.    BDE, Fig. 47-2L 
Paved Shoulder Width 
   New Construction   4 ft.    BDE, Fig. 47-2K, L 
   To Remain in Place 
      Minor Arterial    4 ft.    BDE, Fig. 47-2K 
      Collector    2 ft.    BDE, Fig. 47-2L 
Auxiliary Lanes 
   Lane Width 
      New Construction   12 ft.    BDE, Fig. 47-2K, L 
      To Remain in Place   11 ft.    BDE, Fig. 47-2K, L 
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TABLE 4-1  
Design and Geometric Criteria 

D.  State and U.S. Highways6--Two-Lane Minor Arterials and Two-Lane 
Collectors  
   Shoulder Width    4 ft. (Paved)   BDE, Fig. 47-2K, L 
Cross Slopes (Normal Section) 
   Travel Lanes    3/16”/ft. (1.5%)   BDE, Fig. 47-2K, L 
   Auxiliary Lanes    ¼”/ft. (2.0%)   BDE, Fig. 47-2K, L  
   Shoulders 
      New Construction   ½”/ft. (4%)   BDE, Fig. 47-2K, L 
      To Remain in Place   ½”/ft. to ¾”/ft. (4%-6%)  BDE, Fig. 47-2K, L 
Maximum Shoulder Rollover  8.0%    BDE, Sect.32-3.04(a) 
Clear Zone, Foreslopes   26 ft.-30 ft. and varies  BDE, Fig. 38-3A   
Earth Slopes 
   New Construction - Minor Arterial                See Expressway Mainline 
   New Construction – Collector, 
      and To Remain in Place – Arterial 
      & Collector 
         Fill  
            Foreslope  
    Without Barrier  
         Within Clear Zone  4:1    BDE, Fig. 47-2K, L 
         Beyond Clear Zone  3:1 Max    BDE, Fig. 47-2K, L 
    Fill > 30 ft., use barrier  2:1 Max    BDE, Fig. 47-2K, L 
         Cut 
            Foreslope    4:1     BDE, Fig. 47-2K, L 
            Back Slope 
    Within Clear Zone 
       New Construction  4:1    BDE, Fig. 47-2L 
       To Remain in Place  3:1    BDE, Fig. 47-2K, L 
    Beyond Clear Zone 

      Height > 10 ft.   2:1 Max     BDE, Fig. 47-2L 
Ditch Bottom Width2 
   New Construction 
      Minor Arterial    4 ft.    BDE, Fig. 47-2K 
      Collector    6 ft.    BDE, Fig. 47-2L 
   To Remain in Place   1.5 ft.    BDE, Fig. 47-2K, L 
Access Control 
Along Crossroad    Partial or None 
Adjacent to Controlled Ramp Terminals: 7 
   Approaching On-Ramp Terminal, Min. 
      Dist. from End of Radius Flare of Access 
      Connection to Ramp Intersection P.I. 600 ft.    BDE, Fig. 35-2B 
   Beyond Off-Ramp Terminal, Min. Dist. 
         from End of Radius Flare of Ramp to  
         End of Radius Flare of Access Connect. 
         (Crossroad Design Speed = 60 mph) 550 ft.    BDE, Fig. 35-2A, 2B 
Adjacent to Expressway Intersection7 

   Along 2-Lane Divided Crossroad, Min. 
      Distance from Expressway to Access 
      Connection     To end of 
      Channelization  BDE, Sect. 35-2.03(a) 
   Along Undivided Crossroad, Min. Distance 
      from Edge of Expressway to  Radius  
      Return of Access Connection   300 ft.   BDE, Fig. 35-2B 
   Along Crossroad, Min. Distance from Edge  
      of Expressway to Radius Return of: 
         Existing Single Family Private Entrance 
            or One Existing Field Entrance  100 ft.   BDE, Sect. 35-2.03(a)  
         Existing Low-Volume Commercial 

Entrance8    200 ft.   BDE, Sect. 35-2, 03(a) 
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TABLE 4-1  
Design and Geometric Criteria 

D.  State and U.S. Highways6--Two-Lane Minor Arterials and Two-Lane 
Collectors  
Railroad: Minimum Distance from Proposed  
   Arterial Stop Bar to Closest Rail 
   (Desirable)     81 ft.   BDE, Sect. 36-8 
Driveway Design (Resid. & Agric.)  See Expressway Mainline 

E.  Local, Township, and County Highways9 
Design Speed10    50 mph    APLRS, Fig. 5-8a 
Horizontal Alignment 
Maximum Superelevation Rate  8%    APLRS, Attach. 5-8D 
Minimum Radius Curve   765 ft.    APLRS, Fig. 5-8b 
Minimum Curve Length   300 ft.    APLRS, Attach. 5-8B 
Design Vehicle    WB-50    BDE, Fig. 36-1R 
 
Vertical Alignment 
Maximum Grade 
   Locals and Collectors   6%    APLRS, Fig. 5-8b 
   Arterials    4%    APLRS, Fig. 5-8b 
   Approaching Intersection w/IL 29      4%, draining away   BDE, Sect. 36-1.06(a) 
Rate of Vertical Curvature, k 
   Crest Vertical Curve   110    APLRS, Attach. 5-8G 
   Sag Vertical Curve   90    APLRS, Attach. 5-8F 
Vertical Clearance 
Below New and Replaced Structures 14.75 ft.    BDE, Fig. 47-2L 
Below Existing Structures   14.0 ft    BDE, Fig. 47-2L 
Over Railroads    23.0 ft.     BDE, Fig. 47-2l  
 
Stopping Sight Distance  
Local, Township and County Hwys.  400 ft.    APLRS, Fig. 5-8b 
 
Cross Section Elements 
Surface Width          Varies, 22 ft.– 24 ft.   APLRS, Fig. 5-8a 
Shoulder Width - Gravel         Varies, 4 ft.– 8 ft.   APLRS, Fig. 5-8a 
Median Width at Channelized 
   Intersection Approaches   18 ft.    BDE, Fig. 36-3L 
Cross Slopes - Normal Section     1/8“/ft.-1/4“/ft. (1.0%-2.0%)  APLRS, Fig. 5-8c  
Maximum Shoulder Rollover  8.0 %    APLRS, Fig. 5-8a 
Clear Zone, Foreslopes       10 ft.-26 ft. and varies   BDE, Fig. 38-3A 
Earth Slopes11 
   Foreslope    4:1    MHDLRS, Fig. 5-8a 
   Back Slope    3:1    MHDLRS, Fig. 5-8a 
Ditch Design11    Varies    MHDLRS, Fig. 5-8a 
 
Access Control 
Along Crossroad    None 
Adjacent to Expressway Intersection7 

   Along 2-Lane Divided Crossroad, Min. 
      Distance from Expressway to Access 
      Connection     To end of 
      Channelization  BDE, Sect. 35-2.03(a) 
   Along Undivided Crossroad, Min. Distance 
      from Edge of Expressway to  Radius 
      Return of Access Connection   300 ft.   BDE, Fig. 35-2B 
   Along Crossroad, Min. Distance from Edge 
      of Expressway to Radius Return of: 
         Existing Single Family Private Entrance 
            or One Existing Field Entrance  100 ft.   BDE, Sect. 35-2.03(a) 
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TABLE 4-1  
Design and Geometric Criteria 

E.  Local, Township, and County Highways9 
         Existing Low-Volume Commercial 
    Entrance 8    200 ft.   BDE, Sect. 35-2.03(a) 
Railroad: Minimum Distance from Proposed 
   Arterial Stop Bar to Closest Rail 
   (Desirable)     81 ft.   BDE, Sect. 36-8 
 
Driveway Design 
Radius of Flare  
   Normal     10 ft.   APLRS, Attach. 5-8I 
   High Volume Traffic Generator   50 ft.   APLRS, Attach  5-81 
Other Criteria     See Expressway Mainline 

F.  Railroad 
Horizontal Alignment 
Maximum Degree of Curve    1º30’ 
 
Cross Section Elements 
Min. Offset from CL of Outside or Single 
   Track to Nearest Obstacle   22 ft.   BDE, Fig. 39-5S, T 
      For Off-Track Maintenance Equipment, 
         1 Side Only     30 ft.   BDE, Fig. 39-5S, T 
      For Heavy and Drifting Snow   25 ft.   BDE, Fig. 39-5S, T 
 
Sources for Design Criteria 
 
BDE-- Bureau of Design and Environment Manual, Illinois Department of Transportation, 2002. 
MHDLRS12-Metric Highway Design for Local Roads and Streets, Bureau of Local Roads and Streets, Illinois 

Department of Transportation, May 1994. 
APLRS--Administrative Policies for Local Roads and Streets, Bureau of Local Roads and Streets, Illinois 

Department of Transportation,1989. 
GB-94--A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, AASHTO, 1994. 
PPADSH—Policy on Permits for Access Driveways to State Highways, Illinois Department of 

Transportation,1990. 
DRM—Drainage Manual, Illinois Department of Transportation,2004. 

*Notes 
1See list of sources following table for key to source abbreviations. 
2A wider ditch may be used where detention storage of storm water is an important consideration. 
3Applies to both sides of expressway. 
4Closer spacing may be provided for severed farm tracts. 
5It is desirable to use roadway EOP rather than crown for overtopping criteria. Roadway elevation criteria would therefore be 
0.2 ft. higher for normal sections and 1.4 ft. higher for fully superelevated sections. 
6Applies to Rural State Highway System arterials, not including freeways and expressways. 
7See BDE, Section 35-2 for further information, and for required spacing between other ramp terminals and access 
connections. 
8See BDE Section 35-2.03(a) for further qualifications. 
9Highways under the jurisdiction of local governmental agencies. 
10Design speeds vary for these highway types based on highway classification and traffic volumes. Design criteria, 
therefore, also vary. See “Administrative Policies for Local Roads and Streets” for further information. Design criteria shown 
in the table are for a representative design speed of 50 mph. 
11See “Administrative Policies for Local Roads and Streets” for further information. 
12 English reference is not available. 
* Shown in italics are freeway criteria. If a separate criteria is not indicated, the expressway criteria applies to freeways. 
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4.3.4 Access Control 
As indicated earlier, IL 29 would be designed as a fully access controlled freeway from IL 6 
to north of Chillicothe.  The remainder of the route would be designed as an expressway. 

For the expressway portion of the project, grade-separated interchanges would be provided 
at U.S. and state-marked routes, where justified by cross traffic volume, and at other major 
crossroads where traffic signals would be warranted within nine years after initial 
construction.  The expressway would be fully access controlled for a distance of 1500 feet on 
either side of each interchange. 

Direct access to the expressway would be permitted for homes and farm operations, except 
in the vicinity of grade-separated interchanges.  Some movements to and from driveways or 
side roads would be right turn in/right turn out only.  Median openings would be provided 
at an average of one mile apart on new alignment and one-half mile apart on existing 
alignment to allow for U-turns.  Commercial driveway access would not be permitted; 
access to commercial uses would be at the nearest crossroad.   

4.4 Build Alternatives Considered 
Various build alternatives were considered in the Alignment Study phase of this project.  
Alternatives considered are summarized below and are also documented in the Alignment 
Study Report. 

Build alternatives consider the expansion of IL 29 to a four-lane expressway both on existing 
alignment as well as construction of an expressway facility on new alignment.  Sections of 
the project, which would be fully access-controlled freeway, would be constructed entirely 
on new alignment. 

4.4.1 South Section Alternatives 
The South Section extends from Illinois Route 6 in Mossville approximately 10 miles north 
to a junction with the Central Section at about Hart Lane, north of Chillicothe.  

Six alternative alignments that would bypass Chillicothe on the west were considered in the 
South Section. See Figure 4-2A.  In addition, consideration was also given to the feasibility of 
improving existing Illinois Route 29 to expressway/freeway standards between Illinois 
Route 6 and Hart Lane, north of Chillicothe. 

All of the alternative alignments, except improvement on the existing alignment, would 
begin at the north stub of the partially completed trumpet interchange with the Illinois 
Route 6 freeway near Mossville. 

The alignment located farthest west (near Singing Woods Nature Preserve) is referred to as 
S-1. This alignment would form a large bow to the west generally following Ivy Lane along 
the toe of the bluffs west of Mossville.  It would then head northeast, crossing the BNSF 
Railroad below North Hampton, and then tie into IL 29 near Hart Lane.  Alignment S-1 was 
dismissed because it did not appear to afford significant benefits and would be extremely 
disruptive to Singing Hills Nature Preserve and farming operations. 
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Alternatives S-2, S-3, S-4 and S-5, would be coincidental between the IL 6 spur and Wayne 
Road.  These alignments would cross diagonally over the intersection of Old Galena Road 
and Cedar Hills Drive, splitting into four separate routes at Wayne Road. The north-south 
route taken from this point is described below for each of the alignments.  

Alignment S-2 approximately follows Wayne Road north across the BNSF railroad tracks, 
and then northeast to meet the Central Section alignments near Hart Lane.  This alignment 
was dismissed because it would have the greatest environmental and social impacts, and 
highest cost.  

Alignments S-3a /S-3b generally follow Krause Road north to just south of Truitt Road 
where the alignments split. S-3a would continue north, joining the alignment of S-2. The 
other alignment, S-3b, would take a diagonal route along the north side of the Chillicothe 
recreational area, to the vicinity of Hart Lane near Ratcliffe Road. These alignments were 
dismissed because they would impact residences, farmsteads and businesses, and would 
require a large number of local access points.  

The southern tip of S-4 would begin at Illinois Route 6, continue north until it reached the 
northern side of the eastern Caterpillar site and then would veer in a northeasterly direction 
between the two Caterpillar sites.  When reaching Wayne Road, it would turn in a northerly 
direction and continue beyond the intersection of Wayne Road and Rome West Road. The 
southern segment of S-4 was dismissed because the local community preferred S-6.  

Alignments S-4a and S-4b differ on the north at the crossing of Senachwine Creek. The Root 
Cemetery and nature preserve is also located in this area.  It was decided to drop S-4a due 
to potential impacts on the Root Cemetery and nature preserve, and to retain S-4b, but in a 
modified form that minimizes impact to the Senachwine Creek floodplain. 

Variations between alignments S-5a and S-5b also occur on the north near the crossing of 
Senachwine Creek. These alternatives presented the least environmental impacts and would 
be compatible with the Chillicothe Comprehensive Plan. There would be impacts, however, 
to the Galena Road Gravel pit and the Chillicothe Recreational Area. It was finally decided 
to drop alignment S-5b due to increased impacts to the recreational area and greater 
difficulty in providing an interchange with Truitt Rd. 

Alignment S-6 would begin at Illinois Route 6 and would continue northward crossing and 
interchanging with Cedar Hills Drive west of the existing Caterpillar site.  North of 
Caterpillar, S-6 would turn to the northeast crossing Old Galena Road and then join S-4 at 
the intersection of Wayne Road and Rome West Road. Alignment S-6 was added in 
response to comments received after the first Public Information Meeting.  

Finally, the alternative along existing IL 29 from Mossville to Truitt Avenue in Chillicothe 
was also dismissed from further consideration.  There is substantial roadside development 
along existing IL 29 between Mossville and Chillicothe, and there are numerous crossroads 
accessing the highway.  Conversion of this route to an expressway would be extremely 
costly and disruptive to existing residential and commercial development.  It also would 
essentially split the Town of Chillicothe.   
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4.4.2 Central Section Alternatives 
The Central Section has been divided into three segments, labeled 1, 2, and 3, with 
Segment 1 being the southernmost and Segment 3 the northernmost. See Figure 4-3. 

Central Section—Segment 1 
Segment 1 of the Central Section is located just north of Chillicothe. From a connection with 
the South Section at the Chillicothe Bypass, Segment 1 extends approximately 4.4 miles 
north to a junction with Segment 2 near Hopewell. Alternative alignments considered in 
Segment 1 of the Central Section are shown in Figure 4-4. 

Five alternative alignments were considered on the bluff west of the Illinois River. These 
alignments (C-1, C-1a, C-2, C-2a and C-2c), which would be disruptive to farming 
operations, are especially unpopular with local residents. The westerly alignments would 
also affect more forested lands. Although more costly, an alignment along the present route 
of IL 29 would be more efficient to operate and would provide better traffic service to the 
local communities, particularly Sparland. 

Alignment C-3 would begin at the proposed Chillicothe Bypass just south of Hart Lane, 
joining existing Illinois Route 29 at approximately Hardscrabble Road, and continuing from 
there along the present Illinois Route 29 alignment to meet Segment 2 at Hopewell.  

Central Section—Segment 2 
Segment 2 of the Central Segment begins at Hopewell and extends to north of Sparland. 
There are seven alternative alignments in this segment.  See Figure 4-5.  Two of the 
alternative alignments are on high ground west of Hopewell and Sparland, and the others 
generally follow existing Illinois Route 29. 

Alignment C-2, the easternmost of the bluff alignments, would generally follow 
Hardscrabble Road.  Alignment C-1 would be parallel and approximately one-half mile 
west of Alignment C-2. As mentioned earlier, Alignments C-1 and C-2 were developed as an 
alternative to potentially impacting IDNR land, as would an alignment along existing IL 29.   

Both bluff alignments would be disruptive to farm operations and especially unpopular 
with local residents. Each would also affect more forested lands than an alternate closer to 
the existing highway.  It was concluded that an alignment along the present route of IL 29 
would be more efficient to operate and would provide better service to local communities, 
particularly Sparland, than would a route farther west upon the bluffs. 

Alternatives C-3a, C-3b, C-3c, C-3d, and C-3e are each a variation of alignment and 
interchange type through Sparland. 

Alignment C-3a would relocate both IL 29 and the Iowa Interstate Railroad tracks to the east 
of their present locations. A diamond interchange would be provided between IL 29 and re-
aligned Illinois Route 17.  

Alignment C-3b would retain the railroad in its existing location.  An IL 29 expressway 
would be constructed west of the Iowa Interstate Railroad tracks.  A diamond interchange 
would be provided between IL 29 and re-aligned IL 17. 
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Alignment C-3c would incorporate a split-diamond interchange in Sparland.  The mainline 
of IL 29 would cross the Iowa Interstate Railroad tracks both south and north of Sparland.  
Ramps to and from the south would be provided south of Sparland, and ramps to and from 
the north would be located north of Sparland.  IL 17 would remain on its present alignment, 
and would be grade-separated with the re-located mainline of IL 29.  A variation of 
Alignment C-3c, which would avoid floodplain buy-outs, was also considered. 

Alignment C-3d would re-locate IL 29 to the east of the Iowa Interstate Railroad tracks.  
There would be a diamond interchange with IL 17.  

Alignment C-3e would realign IL 17, and provide at-grade intersections between IL 29 and 
IL 17.  The IL 29 improvement would be constructed entirely on the west side of the Iowa 
Interstate Railroad tracks. 

With either alignment C-3a, C-3b or C-3e, Illinois Route 17 would be relocated in Sparland. 
At present, IL 17 is discontinuous; the route jogs on Illinois Route 29 in Sparland between 
Ferry Street on the south and Hilltop Drive on the north. Three options were investigated to 
eliminate this discontinuity. 

1. Extend Ferry Street (IL 17) westward from the IL 17/IL 29 intersection through the 
rough terrain west of Sparland to a new connection with Hilltop Drive west of Highway 
Street. 

2. Connect Hilltop Drive and Ferry Street in the area east of the Iowa Interstate Railroad 
where the Post Office and City Hall are now located. 

3. Retain and improve Hilltop Drive and Ferry Street in their existing locations.   

The third of these options was selected and is shown on the alternative alignment plans. 
This option would be compatible with the split-diamond interchange plan (C-3c) selected to 
be carried forward in Segment 2.  The westward extension of Ferry Street (Number 1, above) 
was dropped because of the exceptionally difficult terrain west of Sparland.  

Central Section—Segment 3 
Section 3 of the Central Section extends from north of Sparland to a junction with the North 
Section, south of Henry near Crow Creek. The alternative alignments in Segment 3 consist of 
an improvement along existing Illinois Route 29, as well as links between IL 29 and the 
alternative alignments located on high ground west of Sparland.  See Figure 4-6. 

The links between both westerly alignments were dismissed along with the bluff 
alignments. 

4.4.3 North Section Alternatives 
The North Section was divided into three Segments, labeled 1, 2, and 3, with Segment 1 
being the southernmost and Segment 3 the northernmost. See Figure 4-7. 

North Section—Segment 1 
Segment 1 of the North Section is located in the vicinity of Henry. From a connection with 
the Central Section, south of Henry, Section 1 extends approximately 6.4 miles north (along 
existing Illinois Route 29) to a common point north of Henry with Segment 2. See Figure 4-8. 
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Initially, three alternative alignments were established in Segment 1.  Alignment H-5 would 
essentially follow existing Illlinois Route 29 through Henry; this through-town alternative 
was eliminated because improving IL 29 to expressway standards in Henry would have 
resulted in numerous commercial displacements south and north of Western avenue and 
impacts to the fairgrounds and the high school. As the alternatives development progressed, 
it was determined that two more alignments should be considered, one farther west of 
Alignment H-2 (named Alignment H-1) and one closer to Henry, between Alignments H-5 
and H-3 (named Alignment H-4). Finally, the initial route for Alignment H-2 had been bent 
to the east to avoid an existing warehouse development on IL 29. It was decided that 
consideration should be give to yet another alignment (named Alignment H-2a) which 
would straighten this section. 

With each of the alternative alignments, a grade-separated interchange would be provided 
between IL 29 and IL 18 (Western Avenue/County Highway 6). 

Alignment H-4 was selected to be carried forward.  This alternative alignment would be the 
closest to Henry, except for Alignment H-5. It would also take less farmland than any of the 
alternatives except Alignment H-5, and would make good use of the existing state-owned 
right-of-way. The total length of the route through the Henry area would be about midway 
between the longest (Alignment H-5) and the shortest (Alignment H-1). 

North Section—Segment 2 
Segment 2 of the North Section extends from a junction with Segment 1 north of Henry to a 
common point with Segment 3 north of Lake Thunderbird Road. Total length of Segment 2 
is approximately 4.3 miles.  

The alignments that were considered in Segment 2 (see Figure 4-9) might be generally 
described in three categories: 

 Alignments west of the railroad tracks. 
 Alignments east of the railroad tracks. 
 Split alignments with the southbound lanes along existing IL 29 west of the railroad 

tracks, and the northbound lanes east of the railroad. 

For alignments west of the railroad tracks, there are also differentiators: 

 Connection to a Segment 1 alignment—either at existing IL 29 (Segment 1 Alignments H-5 
and H-4)—called location b --or at the location where the other Section 1 bypass alignments 
(Alignments H-3, H-2 and H-1) come together—termed location a. 

 Cross section through Putnam—a normal (250 feet) cross section was considered 
through Putnam, but dismissed at an early stage due to extensive disruption.  Instead, 
the cross section of the alternative alignment in Putnam (N-2) would be constrained (190  
to 200feet) by minimizing the depth of longitudinal ditches.   The cross section north of 
Putnam would be normal (250-300 feet).  

For alignments east of the railroad tracks, the options are: 

 From either of the possible connections to Segment 1 (see above) bypassing Putnam and 
then parallel to the railroad tracks east of the several homes north of Putnam (N-4). 
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 From either of the possible connections to Segment 1 (see above) bypassing Putnam and 
the several homes north of Putnam and then parallel to the railroad tracks (N-5). 

For the one-way split alignments, the options are: 

 From either of the possible connections to Segment 1 (see above, both northbound and 
southbound lanes would cross the railroad, bypassing Putnam on the east. The 
southbound lane would cross back over the railroad north of Putnam (N-3). 

 Another one-way alternative was also considered wherein from either of the possible 
connections to Segment 1 (see above), the northbound roadway would cross the 
railroad, bypassing Putnam and then proceed parallel and east of the railroad. The 
southbound roadway would be located west of the railroad through Putnam.  This 
alternative alignment was dismissed due to traffic circulation problems that it would 
create in Putnam. 

Alternative alignments N-2 which would follow and improve existing Illinois Route 29 
through Putnam was retained for further study and consideration, but the constrained cross 
section was not adopted due to the desire to retain a wide median considering the high 
truck volume. 

North Section—Segment 3 
Segment 3 of the North Section would extend northward from a connection with Segment 2 to tie 
into the I-180 interchange near Hennepin. Total length of Segment 3 would be roughly 2.0 miles. 

The alignment alternatives in Segment 3 (See Figure 4-10) were as follows: 

West of the railroad tracks: 

N-2—constrained cross section (150 feet) with a 22-foot wide median 

East of the railroad tracks: 

N-4— Either constrained cross section (170 feet with a 22-foot wide median) or normal cross 
section (250 feet with a 50-foot wide median) 

One-way pair: 

N-3—Split alignment with northbound lanes east of the railroad 

After consideration given to the various environmental features and geological conditions 
unique to Segment 3 alignments west of the railroad tracks, five more detailed options 
subsequently emerged and were renamed, N-2A through N-2E. All five contain proposals for 
two 12-foot wide lanes in each direction and a 10-foot wide paved shoulder on each side of the 
road.  Differences are between the width of the median and whether or not guardrails or 
concrete barriers would be provided and which kind. An additional element concerns storm 
water storage on the east side of the road with the railroad located adjacent to the roadway.  
Any proposed expansion of the roadway either requires the relocation of the railroad to 
provide enough area on the east side of the road for storm water to collect there or a narrower 
median.   The unique features of each alignment would be as follows: 
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 N-2A—N-2A would have a 50-foot wide median and 100 foot relocation of the railroad 
further to the east.  No concrete barriers or guardrails would be installed. 

 N-2B—N-2B would maintain the 50-foot wide median, but would relocate the railroad 
less than would the N-2A option (44 feet).  A guardrail would be installed on the west 
side and a concrete barrier would be installed on the east side.   

 N-2C—the median in N-2C would be the same as the first two alignments, 50-feet wide, 
but the railroad relocation would be 28 feet, smaller than the previous alignments.  
Concrete barriers would be provided on both sides of the road. 

 N-2D—N-2D is one of the two alignment alternatives that would not propose to relocate 
the railroad. As such, the median width would be narrower at 47 feet.  To compensate 
for not having adequate storm water storage, a pipe to collect and direct storm water 
would be placed underground on the east side of the road.   Concrete barriers would 
also be provided on each side of the road. 

 N-2E—Finally, N-2E would be the other alignment alternative that would not propose to 
relocate the railroad.  Therefore, to provide adequate storm water storage on the east 
side, the median width would be the narrowest at 22 feet.  Concrete barriers were 
originally proposed for each side of the road, but moving forward, a guardrail would be 
proposed for the west side of the road. A concrete barrier would still be proposed for the 
east side of the road. Alignment N-2E was selected as the alignment to be carried 
forward primarily because it presents the least amount of impacts to environmentally 
sensitive features. 



 

   41

SECTION 5 

Detailed Description and Analysis of the Build 
Alternative 

5.1 Attainment of Purpose and Need 
The Build Alternative selected for detailed study would fulfill the project purpose – to 
enhance transportation continuity between the freeway connections at Illinois Route 6 and I-
180 by improving Illinois Route 29 to be a safe and efficient high-type highway that will 
serve existing and future travel demand while minimizing disturbance to the natural and 
built environment.  When combined with existing freeway connections south and north of 
the project area, the Build Alternatives would serve as an integral link in a high-type north-
south highway on the west side of the Illinois River north of Peoria. 

5.2 Description of Build Alternative 
As described in Sections 4.3 and 4.4, the Build Alternative for this project would provide for 
the construction of a four-lane partially- and fully-access-controlled highway between 
Illinois Route 6 and I-180.  Direct access to the partially controlled expressway sections will 
be permitted for residential and agricultural properties, with median openings provided at 
an average spacing of one-half to one mile to allow for U-turns.  Also on expressway 
sections, grade separated interchanges will be provided at state marked highways.  The 
freeway sections of the facility will have full access control. 

Plan and profile and typical proposed cross sections for the Build Alternative are shown in 
Appendix D.  A description of the Build Alternative considered in detail, along with the 
rationale affecting development of the alternatives is included below. 

5.2.1 South Section 
The proposed project begins at the IL 6 interchange with the focus of the work there being 
ramp related.  The curve on the westbound to southbound entrance ramp (Ramp A) will be 
flattened to improve driving conditions, and the taper rate of the exit and entrance ramps 
will be brought up to standard.  The westbound to northbound entrance ramp (Ramp C) 
will be completed to match the proposed roadway.  Ramp A, the southbound entrance 
ramp, will be designed to match the existing alignment before the bridge overpass at 
Mossville Road in order to avoid reconstruction of this bridge. 

North of the existing IL 6 terminus, the new IL 29 mainline will begin.  A 56-foot wide 
median will be provided for the entire stretch of freeway matching the existing median 
width as per As-Built Plans.  The IDOT BDE Manual shows the median section for this type 
of facility under the future traffic projections to be 55-feet minimum.  A taper will be created 
north of Benedict Street to tie into the 50-foot median of the expressways to the north. 
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The 4-lane divided freeway section will extend within IDOT's existing right of way to Cedar 
Hills Drive.  Dickison Lane and Boy Scout Road will be closed east of the proposed 
alignment.  Access to properties west of the alignment will be provided via a 2-lane frontage 
road that would extend from Mossville Road to Cedar Hills Drive.  The proposed bridge at  
Dickison Run will be designed to accommodate a wildlife crossing. 

At Cedar Hills Drive an interchange will be constructed with a loop ramp in the southwest 
quadrant. See Figure 5-1. With a loop ramp, the interchange will mainly be located south of 
Cedar Hills Drive within IDOT's existing right-of-way.  This form of interchange also 
accommodates the heaviest projected traffic movements.  IL 29 will pass under Cedar Hills 
Drive.  An existing CILCO tower located in the southwest quadrant of the interchange will 
be re-located. A 4-lane divided section with raised median will be provided on Cedar Hills 
Drive east of the interchange to match the 4-lane section east of the intersection with Old 
Galena Road.  West of the interchange, Cedar Hills Drive will be designed as a 4-lane 
roadway tapering down to match the existing two-lane roadway.  

In locating IL 29 near the south extremity of the improvement, the design attempts to make 
maximum use of existing IDOT right of way.  South of Cedar Hills Drive, the project 
matches the previously planned centerline for the extension of IL 6 (F.A.P Route 405). 
Deviation from this centerline begins as the alignment crosses Cedar Hills Drive. North of 
Cedar Hills Drive, the proposed project is located on new alignment west of Caterpillar's 
Tech Center. North of the Tech Center, IL 29 curves northeast toward Old Galena Road and 
continues northeasterly to Rome West Road.  IL 29 will pass over Old Galena Road 
immediately south of the undeveloped Audubon Wildlife Area.  Care was taken to avoid 
impacts (other than visual) to the Wildlife Area.  A new service road will be located east of 
IL 29 to provide Old Galena Road access to landlocked properties.  Existing CILCO towers 
east of Old Galena Road will have to be relocated.  East of the Audubon Wildlife Area, IL 29 
will be located on a 5000’ radius curve to the north meeting a new tangent which will carry 
it far enough west of the Galena Knolls subdivision to reduce noise effects to an acceptable 
level and also allow for a perpendicular crossing at the McGrath Street interchange. The east 
extension of McGrath Street to existing IL 29 will be done by others.  

Proposed IL 29 crosses Wayne Road south of its existing intersection with Rome West Road. 
A diamond interchange is proposed at Rome West Road, which will pass over IL 29.  See 
Figure 5-2. A new frontage road will be provided connecting Wayne Road (at Rome West 
Road) to Krause Road east of the proposed interchange.  A new service road will be located 
off Krause Road east of IL 29 to provide access to parcels that would otherwise be land 
locked. Approximately one mile east of this interchange, Knox Street will be extended 
westerly and re-aligned to intersect with Rome West Road.  See Figure 5-3. The extension 
will be on new alignment north of the residential properties on North 6th Street and tie into 
existing Knox Street east of the IL 29 intersection. 

Past Galena Knolls subdivision, IL 29 curves to the north to run east of successive property 
lines minimizing severance of multiple properties.  The east edge of these properties was 
chosen because as the proposed roadway proceeds northward, conflicts with utilities near 
Truitt Road and the Galena Road Gravel quarry will be minimized.   

A conventional diamond interchange will be provided at McGrath Street, which will be 
extended west to Krause Road, but will not be extended east of the interchange in this 
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project.  The proposed alignment then passes under Cloverdale Road and Sycamore Street.  
Cloverdale Road will be re-aligned to the north to provide access to properties on the south 
side of the road. 

A partial cloverleaf interchange with a loop in the southeast quadrant will be provided at 
Truitt Road.  See Figure 5-4. The loop is intended to minimize potential construction 
difficulties and costs resulting from quarry excavation.  A service road will be located in the 
northwest quadrant of the Truitt Road interchange to provide access to an existing CILCO 
easement and Galena Road Gravel, Inc. A service road will be located in the Southeast 
quadrant to avoid landlocking farm land. Access to the CILCO property on the south side of 
Truitt Road will be provided from an entrance on Krause Road, north of Sycamore Road.  

North of Truitt Road, IL 29 will cross over the BN&SF railroad and continue north and east 
crossing Senachwine Creek (south).  An overpass of the railroad was selected instead of an 
underpass because it would avoid having to provide a railroad runaround, would not 
conflict with railroad operations, would cost less, would not interfere with Hallock Creek 
and will allow for a fourth through track.  The near proximity of the existing quarry does 
not create stability concerns for the BNSF railroad. An existing railroad signal located west 
of the Root Cemetery will be relocated east of the overpass to improve sight distance for 
train operations. The Senachwine Creek Bridge will be lengthened to provide for a wildlife 
crossing and to allow farm equipment access to the south side of the highway. North of the 
creek crossing, IL 29 will bend east and be aligned parallel to and over a portion of Ratliff 
Road.  The alignment was shifted as far north as possible to minimize encroachment in the 
Senachwine Creek floodplain.  Two additional culverts east of Senachwine Creek will 
accommodate wildlife crossings.  

 Continuing east, the proposed freeway project in the South Section ends east of the 
relocated Benedict Street Bridge. Benedict Street will overpass IL 29 and will be re-aligned to 
meet existing Benedict Street north of Hart Lane. A new Benedict Street bridge over 
Senachwine Creek will provide a wildlife crossing.  

5.2.2 Central Section 
The proposed project in the Central Section begins east of the relocated Benedict Street 
Bridge.  East of the Benedict Street Bridge, the facility converts from freeway to expressway 
(with a 50’ median)  and continues for a short segment before entering the north Chillicothe 
interchange area.  A trumpet interchange is planned for the area between Hart Lane and 
existing IL 29. See Figure 5-5. The interchange will be located as far northwest as possible to 
minimize impacts to the floodplain and the Riverside Materials, Inc. gravel pit.  The 
interchange location also allowed retention of the present alignment of Hart Lane.  

The trumpet interchange is designed to allow free-flow movement for travel between 
Chillicothe and Sparland which constitutes the majority of the traffic in the area. 
Southbound traffic leaving Sparland, will enter Chillicothe using the interchange's 
directional flyover ramp. Northbound traffic from the bypass, will enter Chillicothe on 
existing IL 29 from an exit ramp.  

Improvements to existing IL 29 within Chillicothe are planned between Truitt Avenue and 
the north Chillicothe interchange. South of Truitt Avenue the existing IL 29 cross-section 
contains two lanes in each direction plus a center two-way left turn lane (TWLTL) and 
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sidewalks on either side. North of the Truitt Avenue intersection to Wilmot Street, existing 
IL 29 (referred to as the IL 29 Connector in the plans) contains two lanes in each direction 
with a 5- foot traversable median. The 5-foot median will be widened to 12 feet to 
accommodate left turning vehicles. Sidewalks will be provided on both sides of the road 
and the outside lane in each direction will be widened from 12-feet to 14-feet between Truitt 
Avenue and Wilmot Street to accommodate bicycles.  North of Wilmot Street, where the 
existing cross-section narrows to two lanes (under the existing viaduct), the IL 29 Connector 
will be widened to the west and contain two lanes in each direction with an 18-foot wide 
raised median to the north Chillicothe interchange. The existing south railroad viaduct will 
be reconstructed and the existing north railroad viaduct will be removed.  A strip of new 
right of way will be acquired from the residences in Chillicothe between Truitt Avenue and 
just north of the railroad viaduct.  Five residences (and two garages) west of IL 29 will be 
displaced. The strip of new right of way will create a continuous sidewalk between Truitt 
Avenue and just north of the railroad viaduct (for access to the Chillicothe Recreational 
Area).  The proposed sidewalk under the viaduct will provide for both pedestrians and 
bicycles on the west side of IL 29 (10 feet wide) and for bicycles only on the east side (8 feet 
wide).  North of the Chillicothe Recreational Area and along proposed IL 29, bicycles will be 
accommodated on the 10-foot wide outside paved shoulder on both sides of the roadway.   

The south railroad viaduct over the IL 29 Connector will be reconstructed to accommodate 
two lanes of traffic in each direction with a center bridge pier (within an 18 foot wide raised 
median).  A guardrail will be installed adjacent to the outside travel lanes (under the 
viaduct) separating the traffic from the sidewalks on the east and west sides of IL 29.   
Continuing north, the existing north viaduct will be demolished requiring a realignment of 
the BNSF yard track and access road over the reconstructed south viaduct. The 
reconstructed south viaduct will carry the two existing through tracks, one yard track and 
an access road, but the viaduct design will allow for the future addition of a third track.  

North of the reconstructed south viaduct, existing IL 29 will be expanded to a four-lane 
divided facility with an 18-foot raised median as it approaches the trumpet interchange.  IL 
29 will be widened to the west in this section to avoid impacts to Support Terminal Services 
as well as a steep up-grade that would otherwise have required construction of a retaining 
wall.  Widening to the west also facilitates maintenance of traffic by allowing traffic to be 
retained on the existing two-lane roadway while the new southbound lanes are being 
constructed.  This west shift also allows construction of the railroad viaduct.  A proposed 
service road just north of Senachwine Creek, parallel to and east of existing IL 29, will 
provide access to one farm and Riverside Materials, Inc. Widening of the IL 29 Connector will 
shift to the east north of the Chillicothe Recreational Area to avoid impacting an existing 
CILCO tower. The existing Senachwine Creek bridge will be replaced and widened and will 
accommodate a wildlife crossing.  

North of the trumpet interchange, Hart Lane will be extended on new alignment west of IL 
29 and tied into realigned Boehle Road.  Realigned Boehle Road will partially parallel 
existing IL 29, and then continue north along existing alignment to Hardscrabble Road.   
This design will create a new connection from Hart Lane to Hardscrabble Road. The existing 
Boehle Road Bridge will be reconstructed over Coon Creek.  A new intersection connecting 
Hart Lane, Boehle Road, and Hardscrabble Road to IL 29 is proposed 1500 feet north of the 
existing Yankee Lane/Hart Lane intersection with IL 29.  Because the new connection 
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follows Boehle Road at this point, adequate spacing will be provided between the 
connection and IL 29.  Two new bridges on IL 29 over Coon Creek will provide wildlife 
crossings.  On the east side of proposed IL 29, Yankee Lane will be realigned to tie into a 
frontage road serving the Chillicothe Driving Range property. Yankee Lane and frontage 
road traffic would access IL 29 at the intersection serving Hart Lane, and Boehle and 
Hardscrabble Roads.  

Some existing railroad grade crossings north of Chillicothe have been eliminated due to 
sight distance concerns that were raised by the railroad company.  This has resulted in 745 
acres of landlocked property east of the railroad tracks. 

Several wildlife crossings will be included in the design of box culverts and bridges from 
Benedict Street at the south end of the Central Section to Crow Creek located on the north 
end of the Central Section.  See Table 5-4 for wildlife crossing locations.  Box culverts will be 
widened to provide a two-foot wide ledge for animals that is above the 2-year storm water 
elevation.  Bridges will be extended 10 to 25 feet to accommodate large mammals. 

The proposed project will widen IL 29 to the east across the Chillicothe Sportsman property, 
the Chillicothe Driving Range, and the IDOT rest area. North of the rest area, the IL 29 
median will transition from a 50-foot wide grass median to a 22-foot wide concrete barrier 
median. In this area, IL 29 will be widened to the west to minimize impacts to natural areas 
and IDNR property on both sides of IL 29 south of Sparland as well as impacts to the 
Lincoln and Southern Railroad tracks on the east side of IL 29.  On the west side of IL 29 
opposite the IDOT rest area, a small section of Crew Lane will be reconstructed, and the 
existing south intersection of Crew Lane and IL 29 will be closed. A new intersection will be 
constructed at the north driveway of the IDOT rest area and a new connection will be 
constructed to Crew Lane.  The Rest Area Service Road will provide an area for weighing 
trucks, including access to IDNR land and private property located south of the Rest Area. 
The proposed project will displace four residences located between existing IL 29 and Crew 
Lane on the west side of existing IL 29.  

Between the IDOT rest area and the Sparland interchange, seven railroad grade crossings 
will be removed and four crossings will either be relocated or reconstructed at their existing 
locations. 

A split profile typical section (southbound lanes at a higher elevation than the northbound 
lanes) will commence 0.6 miles north of the existing intersection with Crew Lane and 
continue 0.7 miles north to reduce impacts to County Line Hill Prairie Natural Area and to 
minimize disruption of the bluff on the west side. The split profile typical section will have a 
36-inch high concrete median barrier or a retaining wall in the median and a retaining wall 
that would be up to 7 feet high along the west side of IL 29.  There will also be a split profile 
typical section from 1,100 feet south of the Hopewell Estates Hill Prairies Natural Area to 
800 feet south of the Hopewell entrance. The typical split profile will have a 3- to 10-foot 
retaining wall in the median and a retaining wall on the west side of IL 29 that will be up to 
14 feet high.  The new bridge over the Illinois River Tributary, located 0.6 miles south of 
Hopewell Drive, will provide a wildlife crossing.  Because IL 29 would be widened to the 
west, the entrance drive to the Village of Hopewell will be realigned.  The Hopewell Drive 
realignment will maintain the existing grade and improve stopping sight distance along IL 
29.  A median opening will be constructed at the entrance to Hopewell to allow access for 
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northbound and southbound travel. The new bridge over Rattlesnake Hollow Creek will 
provide a wildlife crossing.  

A split profile and retaining wall is proposed between 1,300 feet north of the Barrville Drive 
entrance and the north limits of the Marshall County State Hill Prairie Natural Area.  The 
split profile section will be approximately 3400 feet  long with a 3- to 10- foot high retaining 
wall in the median and a retaining wall along the west side of IL 29 that will be up to 7-feet 
high. The widening to the west will displace the historic Barrville Bridge and one residence 
near the IL 29/Barrville Drive intersection. On Barrville Drive, access to one parcel on the 
south side of Barrville Creek will require construction of a creek crossing by others.  North 
of Barrville Drive, widening continues on the west side to a point approximately one-half 
mile south of Sparland.  The existing entrance to the Marshall State Fish and Wildlife Area 
west of IL 29 would be widened and extended for 900 feet south of the existing entrance. 
The driveway for the IDNR boat launch area east of IL 29 will be relocated to the south to 
improve the safety of the railroad crossing in that area. The present profile of IL 29 will be 
retained for the northbound travel lanes to allow continued use of the existing tie-back 
retaining wall located on the east side from north of the IDNR boat launch area to just south 
of the proposed Sparland interchange. 

North of the Marshall County State Hill Prairie Natural Area the split profile typical section 
ends as the project enters the Sparland interchange area. A split diamond interchange, 
separating the northbound exit and southbound entrance ramps from northbound entrance 
and southbound exit ramps, is proposed. The project will transition to west of existing IL 29 
starting about 2500 feet south of the Sparland corporate limits. It will then move to the east 
and cross over existing IL 29 and the Lincoln & Southern Railroad tracks on a bridge. East of 
the railroad tracks, the alignment will cross the agricultural field on the south side of 
Sparland on approximately 25 to 35 feet of fill. The alignment will be located between 
floodplain buyout properties so as not to impact them.  The alignment will cross over 
Gimlet Creek and IL 17 east of the Whiffle Tree House and continue north passing west of 
Sparland's treatment ponds, where the fill slope is approximately 30 feet west of the 
treatment plant berm. See Figure 5-6. The alignment will then cross over Thenius Creek and 
the Lincoln & Southern railroad for the second time. The northbound entrance ramp and the 
southbound exit ramp will be located north of Thenius Street, providing access to Sparland.  
The southbound exit ramp will be elevated over Thenius Street and Thenius Creek.   Bikes 
traveling on the outside paved shoulder will be directed off the project onto existing IL 29 
within the Sparland interchange. Figures 5-7, 5-8, 5-9 and 5-10 are artist’s concepts of 
proposed IL 29 in the vicinity of Sparland. 

Even though the existing roadways in Sparland are below the 50-year design flood level, IL 
17 and existing IL 29 will be reconstructed at their existing elevations. The existing IL 29 
cross section will be widened slightly to allow turn lanes, but access to businesses and/or 
residences from IL 17 and IL 29 will not change. A two-lane, left-turn bay will be provided 
on IL 17 at the IL 29/IL 17/Ferry Street intersection and one residence will be displaced in 
the southeast quadrant of the intersection.  The Gimlet Creek Bridge will be widened to 
accommodate left turning vehicles.  Left turns into Center Street from IL 17 will be 
prohibited. A signal will be installed at the existing IL 29/IL 17 intersection. Due to the low 
expected traffic volume, Ferry Street traffic would operate on an actuated signal phase. 
Existing IL 29 on the south side of Sparland will be terminated south of  Willow Street to 
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provide for the entrance and exit ramps to and from proposed IL 29. A roundabout will be 
constructed at the west IL 17/IL 29 intersection.  Two existing railroad grade crossings in 
Sparland (Water Street and IL 17)  will be retained. Access to Water Street will be right-
in/right-out only. 

Just north of IL 17, the existing ground line is lower than Thenius or Gimlet creeks. 
Therefore, roadway run-off from IL 29 will be contained in ditches to percolate into the soil. 

North of the Sparland Interchange, to minimize cuts into the bluff, a split profile commences 
and continues to the existing intersection with 1100E.  Five residences will be displaced 
along the southbound exit ramp. The retaining wall on the west side of IL 29 will be 2- to 3-
feet high while the median wall will be up to 18 feet high. Also north of Sparland, widening 
resumes on the west side of existing IL 29 and the 22-foot wide concrete median barrier will 
be used.  

The south intersection of Road 1100E with IL 29 will be closed. A new intersection will be 
constructed approximately 3000 feet north of the intersection to be closed to provide a 
connector road between 1100E and IL 29. A new railroad crossing will be located at this 
intersection.  Three residences along the west side of IL 29 north of the proposed 
intersection will be displaced. Approximately 2,000 feet south of the intersection, the 
median will begin to transition from 22 feet wide with a concrete median barrier to a 50 foot 
wide grass median.  In this section, IL 29 will be widened to the west to allow a wider 
median.  The widening will continue to the west through the Camp Grove Road intersection 
displacing a residence and two commercial storage buildings. At the Camp Grove Road 
intersection, a service drive will be provided on the east side of IL 29.  Alignment of the 
service road will be curved to provide an acceptable gradient at the railroad crossing. 

North of Sparland, no railroad grade crossings will be removed.  Five crossings will be 
reconstructed at the following locations: 

 Approximately 3100 feet south of the new 1100E intersection (Y-type crossing to IDNR 
boat launch). 

 At the new 1100E intersection (provides access to two residences). 

 Opposite Camp Grove Road (provides access to three properties). 

 Approximately 3450 feet north of Camp Grove Road (existing field entrance). 

 Approximately 4800 feet north of Camp Grove Road (existing field entrance and access 
to the US F&WS Cameron/Billsbach Unit of the Illinois River National Wildlife and Fish 
Refuge). 

A new bridge will be constructed at the Crow Creek crossing. This bridge will be 
lengthened to provide for a wildlife crossing.  The profile will be raised to meet flood 
requirements, and the alignment will be shifted west to allow continued use of existing 
ditches next to the railroad.  North of the new Crow Creek bridge three residences west of 
IL 29 will be displaced. To limit wetland and floodplain impacts west of IL 29, a guardrail 
and steeper side slopes will be used in the Crow Creek area.   Retaining walls will be 
installed on the west side at three higher quality wetland locations to further reduce the 



DETAILED DESCRIPTION AND ANALYSIS OF THE BUILD ALTERNATIVE 

48 

width of the roadway footprint. The elevation of IL 29 in this area will be increased by 
approximately 10 feet to raise the travel lanes above the 50-year design water elevation. 

5.2.3 North Section 
A new culvert will be constructed at the north end of the Crow Creek slough to replace the 
existing culvert under IL 29. That culvert will continue to drain to another culvert under the 
railroad tracks.  Two small animal wildlife crossings will be provided near the north 
crossing of Crow Creek.  

North of the proposed culvert and the Crow Creek slough, widening continues on the west 
side of IL 29 through the IL 29/Old IL 29 (1150 N) intersection displacing a residence south 
of the intersection. That intersection will be realigned to the south to improve sight distance 
at the intersection by providing a 90 degree angle of intersection. The realignment will 
provide access to a lumber warehouse located in the northwest quadrant of the intersection 
with the proposed alignment. An existing railroad crossing will be relocated to align with 
the new intersection. 

North of the Old IL 29 intersection, widening continues to the west, and the proposed 
project will realign the IL 29/1300E intersection to the north to improve sight distance. The 
west and east connection will be realigned to connect to the new intersection. The west 
widening will cross the Ag View FS Coop property displacing the warehouse, office and 
storage tanks.  

The existing railroad crossing at 1300E will be relocated north to the new location of 1300E.  
An existing railroad crossing approximately 1800 feet north of existing 1300E will be 
removed.  All other railroad crossings between Crow Creek and Henry will remain.  
To the north, the proposed IL 29 alignment will displace a farm residence before leaving the 
existing IL 29 alignment and veering northward across farm land (at the south end of the 
Henry bypass).  Bikes will be diverted from the proposed alignment to existing IL 29 at this 
location and continue through Henry to the north side of Henry.   

At the south end of the Henry Bypass, no connection will be provided between Existing and 
Proposed IL 29 because it is felt that operations will be safer if that movement is made 
instead at the Western Avenue interchange. To accommodate local IL 29 traffic on the south 
side of Henry, a cul-de-sac will be provided on existing IL 29 approximately ½ mile south of 
IL 18 (measured along existing IL 29). 

The proposed alignment will proceed north on new alignment through farm fields toward 
Western Avenue (County Highway 6). The alignment was developed so that the east right-
of -way line of IL 29 matches an existing property line. This location minimizes the number 
of property severances, and the number of properties from which acquisitions are necessary. 
Impacts to irrigation systems were also minimized. A diamond interchange will be 
constructed at Western Avenue approximately 0.5 mile west of Henry.  IL 29 will overpass 
Western Avenue.  The alignment of IL 29 through the Western Avenue interchange requires 
the acquisition of fewer properties than if the alignment were slightly farther east.  On the 
south side of Western Avenue, the proposed interchange will displace two residences and 
landlock a property in the southwestern quadrant. One residence will be landlocked and 
displaced in the northeast quadrant of the interchange.  A service road will be developed in 
the northwest quadrant to provide access to a commercial property.  A cattle underpass will 
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be provided north of the Western Avenue interchange to allow passage from the east side to 
the west side of proposed IL 29. 

North of the proposed Western Avenue interchange relocated IL 29 remains on new 
alignment crossing through farm fields. Two large outbuildings will be displaced. The 
proposed alignment will cross under Old Indian Road and intersect Whitefield Road at 
grade. North of the Whitefield Road intersection the route remains on new alignment 
through the Marshall/Putnam County line and rejoins the existing IL 29 alignment 
approximately 2,400 feet north of Dry Hollow Creek.  Bikes will be realigned from existing 
IL 29 to the outside paved shoulder of the proposed alignment.  The proposed bridge at Dry 
Hollow Creek will be lengthened to provide a wildlife crossing.  Existing railroad crossings 
between Henry and Putnam will remain. 

After rejoining the existing IL 29 alignment, widening will continue on the west side of the 
highway as it approaches Putnam. See Figure 5-11. A new connection between IL 29 and 
Center Street is proposed south of Bradford Road. Within Putnam, the 50-foot wide median 
will be widened to 68’ at the Bradford Road intersection to provide an increased median 
storage width for truck crossing IL 29.  Widening will be to the west and will displace five 
residences and one business. Guardrail will be used on the east side of the expressway in 
Putnam to separate IL 29 from the grain elevator property. The IL 29/Bradford Road 
intersection will be realigned slightly to the south and a new railroad crossing will replace 
an existing crossing located 100 feet to its north.  Bradford Road will be extended east of IL 
29 across the railroad tracks. It will be aligned east of the grain elevator and a residential 
area, and intersect with Senachwine Lake Road (County Highway 13).  Existing Senachwine 
Lake Road will be closed across the railroad tracks between the Bradford Road intersection 
and IL 29.  The Bradford Road extension will provide access to the east side of the Putnam 
grain elevator. The Douglas, Courtland, and Main Street intersections on the west side of IL 
29 will be closed, leaving access to Putnam at Bradford Road and High Street (west side), 
which will be realigned slightly to the south to improve sight distance at the intersection. 
Figure 5-12 is an artist’s concept of proposed IL 29 near the grain elevator in Putnam.    

North of Putnam, the alignment transitions slightly closer to the railroad to reduce impacts 
on the west side.  Widening continues west of existing IL 29 through the Senachwine Valley 
Road intersection, which will be realigned slightly to the north. Widening continues on the 
west through the Cabin Hill Road intersection to a restaurant and residences north of Cabin 
Hill Road. There the median begins to transition from a 50-foot open, grass median to a 22-
foot concrete barrier median to minimize impacts in the Miller-Anderson Woods area. A 
service road is proposed to provide access to the restaurant and adjacent residential 
properties on the west side. 

North of the restaurant, the alignment shifts to the east side of IL 29 close to the Iowa 
Insterstate Railroad to avoid the nature preserve.  See Figure 5-13.  To avoid changes to the 
roadway foreslope and ditch along the west side of IL 29 adjacent to the nature preserve, a 
guardrail will be located on the west shoulder of the road.  Due to the east shift, a maximum 
18-foot high retaining wall will be constructed on the east side to limit the amount of right 
of way needed from the railroad.  Up to 28 feet of railroad right-of-way will be used to 
accommodate the shift to the east.  
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On the north end of the IL 29 project, the mainline profile begins to rise, from a point 1300 
feet south of Kentville Road to I-180, to improve the intersection sight distance and the 
existing profile grade. The intersection of Kentville Road will be approximately 15 feet 
higher than the existing intersection and the intersection angle with IL 29 will be improved 
to increase the stopping sight distance and improve safety of turning movements.  South of 
Kentville Road, two railroad crossings will be relocated and one will be removed.  All other 
railroad crossings will remain. 

5.2.4 Design Exceptions 
Improvements to IL 29 were developed in compliance with design and geometric criteria 
described in Section 4.3 of this report. Design exceptions were considered in locations where 
accommodating the design criteria would result in significant impacts to adjacent lands or a 
substantial increase in project cost.  In these cases, alternative solutions were developed and 
evaluated. 

Design exceptions for the Build Alternative are summarized in Tables 5-1, 5-2 and 5-3 for the 
South, Central and North Sections, respectively. 

TABLE 5-1 
Design Exceptions – IL 29 South Section 

Horizontal and Vertical Alignment 

Location Design Feature Justification 
WB Cedar Hills Dr. left turn lane at 
West Frontage Rd. 

Existing taper length does not meet 
IDOT policy for 55 mph design.  
BDE requires 240’ taper length.  
Current design has 201 ft. 

It is not feasible to move the 
intersection to the west due to 
existing bluffs west of Ivy Lake Rd. 

NB Existing IL 29 right turn lane at 
Knox St.  

Existing taper and storage lengths 
do not meet IDOT policy for 60 mph 
design.  BDE requires 265’ for 
each.  Current design has 250’ 
taper and 240’ of storage. 

Additional construction required to 
meet IDOT policy is not cost-
effective. 

SB Existing IL 29 right turn lane at 
Knox St. 

Existing taper length does not meet 
IDOT policy for 60 mph design.  
BDE requires 265’ taper length.  
Current design has 190’. 

Additional construction required to 
meet IDOT policy is not cost-
effective. 

NB Existing IL 29 left turn lane at 
Main St. (near Knox St.) 

Storage length does not meet IDOT 
policy for 60 mph design.  BDE 
requires 265’ storage length.  
Current design has 180’. 

Additional storage length is not 
feasible due to the proximity of the 
Knox St. intersection.  Turn volume 
is very low. 

West Frontage Rd. SB Bridge 
Approach (at Dickison Run) Sta. 
98+00 

Guardrail length is substandard.  
BDE requires 200’, current design 
allows for 75’ 

Geometric constraints; the Boy 
Scout Rd. intersection interrupts 
the guardrail length. 

Interchanges 

Location Design Feature Justification 
Rome West Rd. Interchange 
Ramps A and C 

Ramp curves are located too far 
from ramp terminals.  Curves end 
1660’ to 1770’ from end of entrance 
taper.  BDE requires 1150’ spacing. 

Curve locations are dictated by the 
skew of Rome West Road and the 
desire to minimize the interchange 
footprint by not providing greater 
ramp intersection spacing than is 
required.  
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TABLE 5-1  
Design Exceptions – IL 29 South Section 

Access Control at Crossroads 

Location Design Feature Justification 

Cedar Hills Dr. at West Frontage 
Rd./Ivy Lake Rd. intersection 

Access control length of 490’ 
between FR/Ivy Lake Rd. and west 
ramp intersections does not meet 
IDOT policy of 600’ minimum 
spacing. 

Bluff to the northwest prevents the 
shift of this intersection. 

Access Control at Frontage Roads and Service Drives 

Location Design Feature Justification 

Service Rd. (3) at Rome West Rd. 
Sta. 38+08 

Proposed PE’s located 77’ from 
Rome West Rd. do not meet IDOT 
policy of 100’ minimum spacing 

Locations of the PE’s are dictated 
by the close proximity of the two 
residences being served to Rome 
West Rd. 

Service Rd. (4) at Krause Rd. Sta. 
91+92 

Service Rd. curve beginning 69’ 
from Krause Rd. does not meet 
IDOT policy of 100’ minimum 
spacing 

Location of existing residence 
prevents the modification of the 
Service Rd. alignment. 

Drainage 

Location Design Feature Justification 

IL 29, Sta. 2692+00 to Sta. 
2701+00 Right 

Ditch grade is 0.15% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% 
minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 

IL 29, Sta. 2780+00 to Sta. 
2805+73 Left 

Ditch grade is 0.15% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% 
minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 

IL 29, Sta. 2790+00 to Sta. 
2805+73 Right 

Ditch grade is 0.21% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% 
minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 

IL 29, Sta. 2934+70 to Sta. 
2962+00 Right 

Ditch grade is 0.28% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% 
minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 

IL 29, Sta. 3074+18 to Sta. 
3096+13 Left 

Ditch grade is 0.20% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% 
minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 

IL 29, Sta. 3074+18 to Sta. 
3096+13 Right 

Ditch grade is 0.17% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% 
minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 

IL 29, Sta. 3096+13 to Sta. 
3101+00 Right 

Ditch grade is 0.29% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% 
minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 

IL 29, Sta. 3120+00 to Sta. 
3125+00 Right 

Ditch grade is 0.23% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% 
minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 
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TABLE 5-1  
Design Exceptions – IL 29 South Section 

IL 29, Sta. 3236+45 to Sta. 
3244+06 Right 

Ditch grade is 0.25% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% 
minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 

IL 29, Sta. 3236+46 to Sta. 
3244+06 Left 

Ditch grade is 0.15% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% 
minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 

Proposed West Frontage Rd., Sta. 
93+01 to Sta. 97+79 Left 

Ditch grade is 0.14% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% 
minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 

Cedar Hills Dr., Sta. 80+00 to Sta. 
85+17 Left 

Ditch grade is 0.15% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% 
minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 

Cedar Hills Dr., Sta. 80+00 to Sta. 
85+17 Right 

Ditch grade is 0.15% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% 
minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 

Rome West Rd. Interchange Ramp 
D, Sta. 0+00 to Sta. 21+25 Right 

Ditch grade is 0.27% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% 
minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 

Wayne Rd. Extension, Sta. 43+00 
to Sta. 67+00 Right 

Ditch grade is 0.13% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% 
minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 

Wayne Rd. Extension, Sta. 49+00 
to Sta. 67+00 Left 

Ditch grade is 0.13% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% 
minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 

Wayne Rd. Extension, Sta. 73+50 
to Sta. 80+00 Left 

Ditch grade is 0.10% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% 
minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 

Wayne Rd. Extension, Sta. 73+50 
to Sta. 77+00 Right 

Ditch grade is 0.21% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% 
minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 

Wayne Rd. Extension, Sta. 79+00 
to Sta. 88+60 Left 

Ditch grade is 0.25% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% 
minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 

Wayne Rd. Extension, Sta. 80+00 
to Sta. 88+60 Right 

Ditch grade is 0.24% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% 
minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 

McGrath St. Interchange Ramp C, 
Sta. 0+44 to Sta. 5+99 Right 

Ditch grade is 0.07% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% 
minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 

McGrath St. Interchange Ramp D, 
Sta. 0+00 to Sta. 14+00 Right 

Ditch grade is 0.21% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% 
minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 

Truitt Rd. Interchange Ramp D, 
Sta. 2+19 to Sta. 11+69 Right 

Ditch grade is 0.20% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% 
minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 
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TABLE 5-2 
Design Exceptions – IL 29 Central Section 

Horizontal and Vertical Alignment 

Location Design Feature Justification 

IL 29 Connector at Truitt Rd., in 
Chillicothe 

Horizontal curve length of 190’ does 
not meet IDOT policy of minimum 
curve length of 250’ for a 45 mph 
design speed 

Shorter curve length minimizes impact to 
adjacent properties, which are located in 
an urban area.  Existing alignment is 
being retained. 

Proposed East Service Rd., north 
of Chillicothe 

Horizontal curve length of 161’ does 
not meet IDOT policy of minimum 
curve length of 300’ for a 50 mph 
design speed 

Shorter curve length minimizes impact to 
adjacent property and ties to existing 
road at intersection with the Proposed 
East Service Road Connector, which 
would have a stop condition. 

Proposed Service Rd. South at 
Boehle Rd. Connector, Sta. 
403+00 

Horizontal curve radius of 100’ does 
not meet IDOT policies of minimum 
curve radius of 305’ for a 30 mph 
design speed 

Tighter curve radius minimizes impact to 
adjacent property (Chillicothe 
Sportsmen’s Club) and ties into existing 
Yankee Lane while maintaining as much 
of existing Yankee Lane as possible, 
where vehicles would be moving at low 
speeds 

Hardscrabble Rd., Sta. 352+00 to 
Sta. 352+98 

Proposed profile grade of 9.36% 
does not meet BLRS policy of a 9% 
maximum grade for a 2-lane rural 
highway with a 30 mph design speed 

The proposed profile grade matches the 
existing grade at the limit of construction 
in order to avoid significant impacts to 
adjacent residential property  

Proposed Crew Lane Connector Storage platforms approximately 10’ 
long approaching Crew Lane and IL 
29 do not meet IDOT policy of 
minimum 50’ length 

The shorter platforms allow a reduced 
profile grade, less reconstruction of 
Crew Lane and a lower retaining wall 

Hopewell Dr. Design speed of 15 mph does not 
meet the BLRS policy of 40 mph for 
this classification of road 

The existing rugged horizontal and 
vertical alignments cannot be improved 
without major impacts to existing 
residential development 

Hopewell Dr. Superelevation development is 
based on low-speed urban streets, 
which does not meet IDOT policy of 
using the method for open roadway 
conditions for this rural road 

The proposed rugged horizontal and 
vertical alignments and the low speed 
limit are more consistent with low-speed 
urban streets than with open roadway 
conditions 

Hopewell Dr., Sta. 45+00 Horizontal curve radius of 34’ does 
not meet IDOT policy of minimum 
curve radius of 42’ for a 15 mph 
design speed 

Due to the proposed widening of IL 29 to 
the west into the bluff, applying tighter 
curve radius allows the new alignment to 
maintain the existing profile grade.  
Proposed curve radius is the same as 
existing. 

SB IL 29 left turn lane at 
Hopewell Dr. 

Storage length of 100’ does not meet 
IDOT policy of 305’ for a 70 mph 
design 

Design is provided due to very low turn 
volumes and because most users would 
be familiar with the area.  Safety would 
be improved by reducing conflicts with 
high-speed through traffic. 
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TABLE 5-2  
Design Exceptions – IL 29 Central Section 

Barville Dr., Sta. 46+00 and Sta. 
48+00 

Horizontal curve lengths of 111’ and 108’ 
do not meet IDOT policy of minimum 
curve length of 200’ for a 40 mph design 
speed 

Short curves are used in order to limit 
the length of reconstruction.  The 
curvature is very flat. 

NB IL 29 left turn lane at Barville 
Dr. 

Taper and storage lengths of 240’ each 
do not meet IDOT policy of 310’ taper and 
305’ of storage for a 70 mph design. 

Design is consistent with a 55 mph 
design speed, and is provided 
despite very low turn volumes to 
improve safety by reducing conflicts 
with high-speed through traffic. 

SB IL 29 left turn lane at Barville 
Dr. 

Storage length of 100’ does not meet 
IDOT policy of 305’ for a 70 mph design 

Design is provided due to very low 
turn volumes and because most 
users would be familiar with the area.  
Safety would be improved by 
reducing conflicts with high-speed 
through traffic. 

Barville Dr. Sag vertical curve at Sta. 46+45 with a K-
value of 29.61 does not meet IDOT policy 
of K=64 for a 40 mph design speed 

The proposed grade ties to existing 
ground as early as possible to 
minimize the amount of impact to the 
surrounding properties 

Willow Rd. approach to Existing 
IL 29, Sparland 

Sag vertical curve at Sta. 47+35 with a K-
value of 7.02 does not meet IDOT policy 
of K=49 for a 35 mph design speed 

The shorter vertical curve reduces 
the length of reconstruction and 
reduces the elevation difference at 
the existing PE’s at Sta. 47+40 and 
Sta. 47+67. 

Elm St., Sparland Sag vertical curve at Sta. 6+50 with a K-
value of 9.26 does not meet IDOT policy 
of K=17 for a 20 mph design speed 

The shorter vertical curve limits the 
length of reconstruction and reduces 
impacts to residential properties 

Ferry St. approach to Existing 
IL 29, Sparland 

Ferry St. pavement does not slope away 
from Existing IL 29 intersection 

The proposed intersection matches 
existing conditions.  Sloping the Ferry 
St. pavement away from intersection 
would cause greater impacts 

Ferry St. approach to Existing 
IL 29, Sparland 

Proposed profile grade of 13.90% does 
not meet BLRS policy of 9% maximum 
grade for a local road with a 35 mph 
design speed 

The proposed grade matches the 
existing grade on Ferry St. 

Ferry St. approach to Existing 
IL 29, Sparland 

Sag vertical curve at Sta. 40+04 with a K-
value of 3.90 does not meet IDOT policy 
of K=12 for a 35 mph design speed 

The proposed design improves 
existing conditions.  A larger K-value 
would cause greater impacts 

Main St. approach to Existing IL 29, 
Sparland 

Main St. pavement does not slope away 
from Existing IL 29 intersection 

The proposed intersection matches 
existing conditions. Sloping the Main 
St. pavement away from intersection 
would cause greater impacts. 

Main St. approach to Existing IL 29, 
Sparland 

Proposed profile grade of 13.64% does 
not meet BLRS policy of 10% maximum 
grade for a local road with a 25 mph 
design speed 

The proposed grade matches the 
existing grade on Main St. 

Main St. approach to Existing IL 29, 
Sparland 

Sag vertical curve at Sta. 4+45 with a K-
value of 5.15 does not meet IDOT policy 
of comfort K-value = 6 for a 25 mph 
design speed 

The proposed design matches 
existing conditions 
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TABLE 5-2  
Design Exceptions – IL 29 Central Section 

North St. approach to Existing 
IL 29, Sparland 

North St. pavement does not slope away 
from existing IL 29 intersection 

The proposed intersection matches 
existing conditions. Sloping the North 
St. pavement away from intersection 
would cause greater impacts. 

North St. approach to Existing 
IL 29, Sparland 

Sag vertical curve at Sta. 4+65 with a K-
value of 5.09 does not meet IDOT policy 
of comfort K-value = 6 for a 25 mph 
design speed 

The proposed design matches 
existing conditions 

Thenius St. approach to Existing 
IL 29, Sparland 

Sag vertical curve at Sta. 46+00 with a K-
value of 19.86 does not meet IDOT policy 
of K=49 for a 35 mph design speed 

Meeting policy would extend the limit 
of construction for this low volume 
road. 

Thenius St. approach to Existing 
IL 29, Sparland 

Crest vertical curve at Sta. 47+75.50 with 
a K-value of 26.83 does not meet IDOT 
policy of K=29 for a 35 mph design speed 

Meeting policy would extend the limit 
of construction for this low volume 
road. 

1100E Connector Design speed of 25 mph does not meet 
the BLRS policy of 40 mph for this 
classification of road 

Due to the 33-ft elevation difference 
between existing IL 29 and 1100E, a 
long, curved alignment is needed to 
reduce the required profile. 

1100E Connector Superelevation development is based on 
low-speed urban streets, which does not 
meet IDOT policy of using the method for 
open roadway conditions for this rural 
road 

The proposed rugged horizontal and 
vertical alignments and the low speed 
limit are more consistent with low-
speed urban streets than with open 
roadway conditions 

SB IL 29 left turn lane at 1100E 
Connector 

Storage length of 100’ does not meet 
IDOT policy of 305’ for a 70 mph design 

Design is provided due to very low 
turn volumes and because most 
users would be familiar with the area.  
Safety would be improved by 
reducing conflicts with high-speed 
through traffic. 

Proposed East Service Rd. 
Connector, at 1100E Connector 

Storage platform at IL 29 approach does 
not meet IDOT policy of minimum 50’ 
length 

The shorter platform allows the 
Connector to meet the elevation of 
the railroad crossing using a flatter 
profile grade 

NB IL 29 right turn lane and SB 
IL 29 left turn lane at Camp Grove 
Rd. 

Storage lengths of 100’ do not meet IDOT 
policy of 305’ for a 70 mph design 

Design is provided due to very low 
turn volumes and because most 
users would be familiar with the area.  
Safety would be improved by 
reducing conflicts with high-speed 
through traffic. 

NB IL 29 left turn lane and SB IL 29 
right turn lane at Camp Grove Rd. 

Taper and storage lengths of 240’ for 
both turn lanes do not meet IDOT policy 
of 310’ taper and 305’ of storage for a 70 
mph design 

Design is consistent with a 55 mph 
design speed, and is provided 
despite very low turn volumes to 
improve safety by reducing conflicts 
with high-speed through traffic. 

Proposed East Service Drive at 
Camp Grove Rd. 

Storage platform at IL 29 approach does 
not meet IDOT policy of minimum 50’ 
length 

The proposed profile grade is 
reduced and the Connector meets 
the elevation of the railroad crossing 

Camp Grove Rd. Sag vertical curve at Sta. 47+00 with a K-
value of 43.94 does not meet IDOT policy 
of K=96 for a 50 mph design speed 

The shorter vertical curve reduces 
the length of reconstruction and 
reduces the elevation difference at 
the existing PE at Sta. 46+72. 
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TABLE 5-2  
Design Exceptions – IL 29 Central Section 

Camp Grove Rd. Crest vertical curve at Sta. 48+30 with a 
K-value of 55.48 does not meet IDOT 
policy of K=84 for a 50 mph design speed 

The shorter vertical curve reduces 
the length of reconstruction and 
reduces the elevation difference at 
the existing PE at Sta. 46+72. 

SB IL 29 right turn lane at SBI 29 Storage length of 100’ does not meet 
IDOT policy of 305’ for a 70 mph design 

Design is provided due to very low 
turn volumes and because most 
users would be familiar with the area.  
Safety would be improved by 
reducing conflicts with high-speed 
through traffic. 

Interchanges 

Location Design Feature Justification 

IL 29/IL 29 Connector interchange, 
north of Chillicothe, Ramp B 

Tangent length of 318’ provided near 
ramp exit gore does not meet IDOT policy 
of 140’ length 

Longer tangent was provided in order 
to allow a better ramp profile 

IL 29/IL 29 Connector interchange, 
north of Chillicothe, Ramp C 

Tangent length of 415’ provided near 
ramp entrance gore does not meet IDOT 
policy of 200’ length 

Longer tangent was provided in order 
to allow a better ramp profile 

IL 29/IL 29 Connector interchange, 
north of Chillicothe, Ramp C 

Taper length of 390’ for Ramp C 
divergence from IL 29 Connector does 
not meet IDOT policy of 420’ 

Taper rate of 30:1 is met, but length 
is shortened because IL 29 
Connector starts a curve to the left 

Sparland Interchange Ramp D Ramp merge taper of 20:1 at Existing IL 
29 does not meet IDOT policy of 30:1 for 
a minor convergence 

Design provides required offset from 
end of taper to roundabout while 
allowing the steep downgrade of the 
ramp to be within IDOT standards 

Median Crossovers 

Location Design Feature Justification 

IL 29 Connector at East Service 
Rd. Connector, Sta. 77+00 

Distance of 300’ between crossover at 
East Service Rd. Connector and 
Senachwine Creek bridge parapet does 
not meet IDOT policy of 750’ 

Intersection must be located a 
minimum distance from the IL 29 
interchange. The parapets do not 
preclude desirable sight distance. 

IL 29 at Boehle Rd., Sta. 3328+00 Distance of 500’ between crossover at 
Boehle Rd. Connector and Coon Creek 
bridge parapet does not meet IDOT policy 
of 750’ 

Relocating intersection would cause 
greater impacts and construction 
costs or would reduce access control 
length on Boehle Rd. Connector.  
The parapets do not preclude 
desirable sight distance. 

IL 29 at Hopewell Dr., Sta. 
3485+00 

Distance of 250’ between crossover at 
Hopewell Dr. and Rattlesnake Hollow 
bridge parapet does not meet IDOT policy 
of 750’ 

Proposed design matches existing 
conditions. Cost for realigning cross 
street and/or creek would not be 
justified.  The parapets do not 
preclude desirable sight distance. 

IL 29 at Barville Rd., Sta. 3517+00 Distance of 100’ between crossover at 
Barville Rd. and Barville Creek bridge 
parapet does not meet IDOT policy of 
750’ 

Proposed design matches existing 
conditions. Cost for realigning cross 
street and/or creek would not be 
justified.  The parapets do not 
preclude desirable sight distance. 



DETAILED DESCRIPTION AND ANALYSIS OF THE BUILD ALTERNATIVE 

 57 

TABLE 5-2  
Design Exceptions – IL 29 Central Section 

IL 29 at Camp Grove Rd., Sta. 
3788+00 

Distance of 550’ between crossover at 
Camp Grove Rd. and Crow Creek bridge 
parapet  does not meet IDOT policy of 
750’ 

Proposed design matches existing 
conditions. Cost for realigning cross 
street and/or creek would not be 
justified.  The parapets do not 
preclude desirable sight distance. 

IL 29 at SBI 29 Service Dr., Sta. 
3807+00 

Service Drive is not located at a median 
opening and, therefore, does not meet 
IDOT policy 

Providing a median opening would 
violate IDOT policy of 0.5-mile 
minimum spacing between median 
openings.  The other near-by 
openings will accommodate resident 
movements to/from the service drive. 

Access Control at Crossroads 

Location Design Feature Justification 

Proposed Boehle Rd. Connector Relocated Boehle Road located 240’ from 
edge of IL 29 does not meet IDOT policy 
of a minimum spacing of 300’ 

Increasing the spacing would cause 
Relocated Boehle Road to be located 
in the bluff, which would require high 
retaining walls 

Barville Rd. Proposed PE located 255’ from edge of IL 
29 does not meet IDOT policy of a 
minimum spacing of 300’ 

The PE for the Holocker property is 
allowed to remain 110’ from IL 29 in 
order to avoid landlocking it.  The PE 
offset by 255’ is allowed to remain as 
a design exception to avoid impacting 
the residential property by realigning 
the PE.  

Willow Rd., Sparland Intersections at Elm St., Maple St. 
Extended and two PE’s that are located 
within 300’ of Existing IL 29 do not meet 
IDOT policy 

Closing or relocating these low 
volume local roads would impact the 
adjoining residential properties  

1100E Connector Proposed West Service Dr. located 185’ 
from edge of IL 29 does not meet IDOT 
policy of a minimum spacing of 300’ 

It is not feasible to increase 
intersection spacing due to rugged 
terrain and complex proposed 
horizontal and vertical geometry 

Private Entrances and Field Entrances 

Location Design Feature Justification 

Hart Ln. at Sta. 304+39 Left PE grade of 15.82% does not meet IDOT 
policy of a maximum 12% grade 

Proposed grade matches existing 
driveway grade 

Hart Ln. at Sta. 310+43 Left PE grade of 16.00% does not meet IDOT 
policy of a maximum 12% grade 

Proposed grade matches existing 
driveway grade 

Relocated Boehle Rd. at Sta. 
335+22 Left 

PE grade of 16.31% does not meet IDOT 
policy of a maximum 12% grade 

Proposed grade matches existing 
driveway grade 

Hardscrabble Rd. at Sta. 352+46 
Right 

PE grade of 14.39% does not meet IDOT 
policy of a maximum 12% grade 

Proposed grade matches existing 
driveway grade 

IL 29 at Sta. 3401+00 Left PE grade of 12.28% does not meet IDOT 
policy of a maximum 12% grade 

Proposed grade allows desirable 
flattening of grade at IL 29 approach 

Existing IL 29, Sta. 63+17 Left PE grade of 12.25% does not meet IDOT 
policy of a maximum 12% grade 

Proposed grade matches existing 
driveway grade 
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TABLE 5-2  
Design Exceptions – IL 29 Central Section 

IL 29 at Sta. 3700+00 Left FE serving IDOT property with proposed 
profile grade of 25.58% does not meet 
IDOT policy of 12% maximum grade for 
field entrances 

The proposed grade matches the 
existing grade of the field entrance in 
place 

Drainage 

Location Design Feature Justification 

IL 29, Sta. 3339+00 to Sta. 
3344+00 Right 

Ditch grade is 0.22% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 

IL 29, Sta. 3602+00 to Sta. 
3604+00 Right 

Ditch grade is 0.19% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 

IL 29, Sta. 3613+00 to Sta. 
3618+50 Right 

Ditch grade is 0.22% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 

IL 29, Sta. 3817+00 to Sta. 
3822+00 Right 

Ditch grade is 0.23% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 

IL 29, Sta. 3824+00 to Sta. 
3843+00 Right 

Ditch grade is 0.28% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 

IL 29, Sta. 3849+00 to Sta. 
3851+00 Right 

Ditch grade is 0.19% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 

IL 29/IL 29 Connector interchange, 
north of Chillicothe, Ramp A, Sta. 
15+65 to Sta. 21+13 Right 

Ditch grade is 0.17% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 

Barville Rd., Sta. 46+20 to Sta. 
49+35 Left 

Ditch grade is 0.03% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 

Sparland Interchange Ramp A, Sta. 
0+00 to Sta. 3+60 Right 

Ditch grade is 0.27% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 

Sparland Interchange Ramp A, Sta. 
0+00 to Sta. 3+66 Left 

Ditch grade is 0.26% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 

Sparland Interchange Ramp B, Sta. 
18+27 to Sta. 22+27 Left 

Ditch grade is 0.21% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 

Existing IL 29, Sparland, Sta. 
52+00 to Sta. 59+00 Right 

Ditch grade is 0.10% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 

Proposed West Service Dr. at 
1100E Connector, Sta. 50+50 to 
Sta. 53+00 Left and Right 

Ditch grades are 0.23% which do not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 



DETAILED DESCRIPTION AND ANALYSIS OF THE BUILD ALTERNATIVE 

 59 

TABLE 5-3 
Design Exceptions – IL 29 North Section 

Horizontal and Vertical Alignment 

Location Design Feature Justification 

SB IL 29 left turn lane at Old IL 
Route 29 (1150N) 

Storage length of 100’ does not  
meet IDOT policy of 305’ for a 70 
mph design 

Design is provided due to very low 
turn volumes and because most 
users would be familiar with the 
area.  Safety would be improved by 
reducing conflicts with high-speed 
through traffic. 

NB and SB IL 29 left turn lanes and 
right turn lanes at 1300E (TR 60A) 

Storage lengths of 240’ and taper 
lengths of 240’ do not meet IDOT 
policy of 305’ of storage and 310’ 
taper for a 70 mph design 

Design is consistent with a 55 mph 
design speed, and is provided 
despite very low turn volumes to 
improve safety by reducing conflicts 
with high-speed through traffic 

Western Ave. Interchange East 
Service Rd. 

Design speed of 15 mph does not 
meet IDOT policy of 40 mph for this 
classification of road 

Sharp curvature is proposed in 
order to minimize impacts to, and  
land acquisition from, residential 
properties 

NB IL 29 left turn lane and SB IL 29 
right turn lane at Whitefield Rd. 

Storage lengths of 240’ and taper 
lengths of 240’ do not meet IDOT 
policy of 305’ of storage and 310’ 
taper for a 70 mph design 

Design is consistent with a 55 mph 
design speed, and is provided 
despite very low turn volumes to 
improve safety by reducing conflicts 
with high-speed through traffic 

NB and SB IL 29 left turn lanes and 
right turn lanes at Marshall / 
Putnam County Line Rd. 

Storage lengths of 240’ and taper 
lengths of 240’ do not meet IDOT 
policy of 305’ of storage and 310’ 
taper for a 70 mph design 

Design is consistent with a 55 mph 
design speed, and is provided 
despite very low turn volumes to 
improve safety by reducing conflicts 
with high-speed through traffic 

NB IL 29 left turn lane and SB IL 29 
right turn lane at Proposed 
Connection to Old IL 29 at Sta. 
5303+50 

Storage lengths of 240’ and taper 
lengths of 240’ do not meet IDOT 
policy of 305’ of storage and 310’ 
taper for a 70 mph design 

Design is consistent with a 55 mph 
design speed, and is provided 
despite very low turn volumes to 
improve safety by reducing conflicts 
with high-speed through traffic 

NB IL 29 left turn lane at Proposed 
Connection to Old IL 29 at Sta. 
5303+50 

Storage length of 100’ does not  
meet IDOT policy of 305’ for a 70 
mph design 

Design is provided due to very low 
turn volumes and because most 
users would be familiar with the 
area.  Safety would be improved by 
reducing conflicts with high-speed 
through traffic. 

Bradford Rd. Design speed of 35 mph and 
superelevation design based on low 
speed urban streets do not meet the 
BLRS policy of 40 mph for this 
classification of road, and typical 
superelevation design for rural roads 

Low traffic volumes, a high 
percentage of heavy grain trucks, 
and rolling terrain justify a lower 
design speed and superelevation 
designed for low speeds and urban 
areas 

Bradford Rd. Extension Design speed of 30 mph and 
superelevation design based on low 
speed urban streets do not meet the 
BLRS policy of 40 mph for this 
classification of road, and typical 
superelevation design for rural roads 

Low traffic volumes, a high 
percentage of heavy grain trucks, 
and the desire to reduce severance 
impacts by using a curving 
alignment justify a lower design 
speed and superelevation designed 
for low speeds and urban areas 
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TABLE 5-3  
Design Exceptions – IL 29 North Section 

NB IL 29 right turn lane and left turn 
lane, and SB IL 29 left turn lane at 
Senachwine Valley Rd. 

Storage lengths of 240’ and taper 
lengths of 240’ do not meet IDOT 
policy of 305’ of storage and 310’ 
taper for a 70 mph design 

Design is consistent with a 55 mph 
design speed, and is provided 
despite very low turn volumes to 
improve safety by reducing conflicts 
with high-speed through traffic 

Senachwine Valley Rd. Superelevation transition length of 
60’ at west end of curve on west leg 
of Senachwine Valley Rd. does not 
meet IDOT policy of 72’ 

Shorter transition allows a design 
that avoids adding superelevated 
pavement to the existing 
Senachwine Creek bridge 

Senachwine Valley Rd. Sag vertical curve at Sta. 46+82 with 
a K-value of 30.15 does not meet 
IDOT policy of K=96 for a 50 mph 
design speed. 

Vertical curve length is restricted to 
avoid profile change on the existing 
Senachwine Creek bridge.  
Proposed design meets comfort 
criteria for a sag vertical curve with 
a 50 mph design speed (K=25). 

TR 18 (East leg of Senachwine 
Valley Rd. intersection) 

Storage platforms on TR 18 at IL 29 
and railroad approaches do not meet 
IDOT policy of minimum 50’ length 

The design allows a profile grade of 
7.29% on TR 18 while meeting the 
elevation of the railroad crossing 

NB IL 29 left turn lane and SB IL 29 
right turn lane at Cabin Hill Rd. 

Storage lengths of 240’ and taper 
lengths of 240’ do not meet IDOT 
policy of 305’ of storage and 310’ 
taper for a 70 mph design 

Design is consistent with a 55 mph 
design speed, and is provided 
despite very low turn volumes to 
improve safety by reducing conflicts 
with high-speed through traffic 

SB IL 29 left turn lane at Cabin Hill 
Rd. 

Storage length of 100’ does not  
meet IDOT policy of 305’ for a 70 
mph design 

Design is provided due to very low 
turn volumes and because most 
users would be familiar with the 
area.  Safety would be improved by 
reducing conflicts with high-speed 
through traffic. 

IL 29 East Leg at Kentville Rd. 
intersection 

Design speed of 50 mph does not 
meet IDOT policy of 60 mph for this 
classification of road 

Lower design speed allows a more 
desirable intersection angle for this 
leg than is existing 

NB and SB IL 29 left turn lanes at 
Kentville Rd. 

Storage lengths of 240’ and taper 
lengths of 240’ do not meet IDOT 
policy of 305’ of storage and 310’ 
taper for a 70 mph design 

Design is consistent with a 55 mph 
design speed, and is provided 
despite very low turn volumes to 
improve safety by reducing conflicts 
with high-speed through traffic 

Median Crossovers 

Location Design Feature Justification 

IL 29 from Bradford Rd. to High St. Median crossover spacing of 2400’ 
does not meet IDOT policy of at least 
0.5 miles for existing alignments, 
measured between intersections 

Providing 240’ of additional spacing 
does not justify the additional cost 
and poorer operations resulting 
from relocating one or both 
intersections 

IL 29 at Senachwine Creek Distance of 240’ between median 
crossover at Senachwine Valley Rd. 
and bridge parapet at Senachwine 
Creek does not meet IDOT policy of 
750’ 

Proposed locations and distance 
are the same as currently exist.  A 
single bridge is provided without a 
median barrier so that sight lines 
are not blocked. 
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TABLE 5-3  
Design Exceptions – IL 29 North Section 

Access Control at Crossroads 

Location Design Feature Justification 

Center St. Connector Proposed crossroad located 250’ 
from edge of IL 29 does not meet 
IDOT policy of a minimum spacing of 
300’ 

Increasing the spacing by 50’ would 
not justify realigning existing Center 
St., or increasing ROW acquisition 
by moving the connection 
southward 

Bradford Rd. West leg Proposed crossroad located 200’ 
from edge of IL 29 does not meet 
IDOT policy of a minimum spacing of 
300’ 

Realigning existing Center St. to 
increase the spacing would impact 
existing development, most likely 
including the historic Condit House 
Library, and increase construction 
costs 

Senachwine Valley Rd. West leg Two proposed FE’s located within 
300’ of the edge of IL 29 does not 
meet IDOT policy which allows only 
one 

The locations of the FE’s are 
proposed due to the short frontages 
of both properties and the proximity 
of the existing bridge and creek, 
and to avoid placing FE’s on IL 29  

Cabin Hill Rd. West leg Proposed PE located 155’ from edge 
of IL 29 does not meet IDOT policy 
of a minimum spacing of 300’ 

Increasing the spacing by shifting 
the PE westward is not proposed 
due to rugged terrain to the west.  
The PE replaces an existing one 
that is accessed from IL 29. 

Access Control at Frontage Roads and Service Drives 

Location Design Feature Justification 

Proposed West Service Rd. at 
Western Ave, Sta. 36+97 

Proposed intersections located 100’ 
north and 155’ south of Western Ave. 
do not meet IDOT policy of a 
minimum spacing of 300’ 

Increasing the intersection spacing 
to 300’ would require acquisition of 
additional residential property and 
would cause inefficient circulation 
patterns.  The service road 
currently serves only several 
residences. 

Private Entrances and Field Entrances 

Location Design Feature Justification 

IL 29 at Sta. 5000+00 Right Storage platforms on FE at IL 29 and 
railroad approaches do not meet 
IDOT policy of minimum 50’ length 

The shorter platforms allow the FE 
to meet the elevation of the railroad 
crossing using a flatter profile grade 

IL 29 at Sta. 5031+30 Right, 
opposite Old IL Route 29 (1150N) 

Storage platforms on FE at IL 29 and 
railroad approaches do not meet 
IDOT policy of minimum 50’ length 

The shorter platforms allow the FE 
to meet the elevation of the railroad 
crossing using a flatter profile grade 

Il 29 at Sta. 6174+59 Right, 
opposite Cabin Hill Rd. 

Storage platforms on PE at IL 29 and 
railroad approaches do not meet 
IDOT policy of minimum 50’ length 

The design allows a profile grade of 
7.93% on the PE while meeting the 
elevation of the railroad crossing 
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TABLE 5-3  
Design Exceptions – IL 29 North Section 

Drainage 

Location Design Feature Justification 

IL 29, Sta. 5037+00 to Sta. 
5073+00 Right 

Ditch grade is 0.27% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% 
minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 

IL 29, Sta. 5288+00 to Sta. 
5342+92 Left 

Ditch grade is 0.20% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% 
minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 

IL 29, Sta. 6062+00 to Sta. 
6086+00 Left 

Ditch grade is 0.10% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% 
minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 

IL 29, Sta. 6210+00 to Sta. 
6213+00 Right 

Ditch grade is 0.17% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% 
minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 

IL 29, Sta. 6242+00 to Sta. 
6248+10 Right 

Ditch grade is 0.10% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% 
minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 

IL 29, Sta. 6255+00 to Sta. 
6264+00 Right 

Ditch grade is 0.20% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% 
minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 

Western Ave. Interchange Ramp B, 
Sta. 0+00 to Sta. 9+25 Right 

Ditch grade is 0.28% which does not 
meet the IDOT policy of 0.30% 
minimum 

There is little ground elevation 
difference in this area, and few 
drainage outlets are available 

5.3 Summary of Proposed Drainage Plan 
5.3.1 Existing Drainage System Summary 
The surface topography of the IL Route 29 project area varies from primarily level along the 
South Section and portions of the North Section, to moderately and steeply sloping within 
the Central Section. The roadway is situated between bluffs to the west, and the Illinois 
River to the east. Because of this constant feature, drainage patterns for the entire project 
limits typically flow from west to east towards the river. The bluffs are situated away from 
the existing and proposed roadway for the South Section and specific portions of the North 
Section; however, they are immediately adjacent to the roadway in the Central Section.  An 
existing railroad track runs between the roadway and the Illinois River. Within the limits of 
the project they are found adjacent to the roadway within the Central and North Sections. 

Ground surface elevations for the project range from approximately 475 feet along the 
flatlands of the South Section, up to 540 feet near the northern project limits. The median 
elevation within the project limits range from approximately 480 to 485 feet.  

The primary land use within the project limits of the corridor is agricultural, intermixed 
with sparse residential and commercial buildings and lots along the existing roadway, with 
the exceptions of the Villages of Chillicothe, Sparland, Henry, and Putnam, of which 
portions are located within the project limits. In addition, there are significant woodland 
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and environmentally sensitive areas within the area of study; however, these areas have 
been identified and will not be impacted as a result of the proposed improvements.  

Existing IL 29 is generally drained by a series of ditches and swales of varying size and 
capacities, collected by larger creeks or streams, all of which ultimately drain into the Illinois 
River. Drainage structures along the corridor include bridge structures, culverts, and field 
tile. Also, pipe underdrain systems exist within the bluffs adjacent to the roadway along 
portions of the Central Section, collecting subsurface drainage from the shales prior to 
outletting into the ditches situated between the roadway and the railroad. In several areas, 
inadequate ditches and drainage structure sizes preclude adequate drainage of stormwater 
runoff. In addition, there are several detention areas which exist within the project limits. 
No drainage problems exist at these locations at this time. These areas are to be maintained 
under the proposed improvements.  

There are eleven identified base floodplains within the study area of existing IL Route 29, 
one in the South Section, eight in the Central Section, and two in the North Section.  

5.3.2 Proposed Drainage Plan Summary 
Proposed roadway profiles and ditch summits were set to maintain existing drainage 
patterns where practical and to provide positive drainage along the proposed IL Route 29 
corridor. Ditches will be constructed along both sides of IL Route 29 parallel to the 
embankment and within the proposed right-of-way. The proposed ditches will be a 
minimum of 3.0 feet deep, and shall be trapezoidal in shape with a flat bottom of 4 feet. 
Ditches will outlet at improved cross road culverts or at bridge crossing locations. At 
specific locations as identified within the Location Drainage Study, drainage structures will 
be sized for wildlife crossings in addition to providing for the adequate design drainage. 

Detention areas will be present within the project, as a result of the proposed improvements, 
as well as existing detention areas which shall be maintained under the proposed 
conditions. All detention areas shall be maintained to provide adequate clearance below the 
proposed roadway profile, and shall not cause adverse impacts to any valuable property as 
a result of the presence of these areas.  

Longitudinal encroachment has been determined to be present as a result of the proposed 
improvements due to fill in the floodplain. However, the encroachments have been 
determined to be within the prescribed limits applicable to the project; therefore, no 
compensation will be required to be provided as a portion of this project. Transverse 
floodplain encroachments are anticipated at each identified floodplain within the proposed 
alignment. The proposed roadway and profile will be designed to provide adequate 
freeboard below the roadway surface.  

5.4 Geotechnical Considerations 
The project area is generally bounded by the Illinois River on the east and by relatively un-
eroded uplands above the Illinois River valley wall to the west.  Existing IL 29 follows the 
base of the eroded bluffs of the Illinois River valley wall throughout most of the area. Parts 
of the bluff slopes are continually eroding and have marginal slope stability. The existing 
geologic and geotechnical conditions within the project study area are described in a 
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separate Technical Report, Illinois Route 29 Geotechnical Review, prepared by CH2M HILL 
and submitted to IDOT in September, 2003. 

A significant part of the information presented in the Geotechnical Report is compiled from 
previous studies by ISGS and IDOT (Willman 1973, Willman et al. 1975, and Goodfield 1978, 
among others). ISGS has prepared a detailed three-dimensional model of subsurface 
conditions within the project study area (ISGS 2002). The model is based on an extensive 
database of soil boring and well logs compiled by ISGS. Using the model, ISGS has 
generated maps and GIS data layers that represent bedrock topography, thickness of 
unconsolidated deposits, surficial geology, and soil parent materials in the project study 
area.  

5.5 Wildlife Crossings 
Different sizes of underpass crossings were included as part of the roadway design for large 
animals (deer) and small animals (raccoons, frogs, snakes, etc.).  Locations of wildlife 
crossings (WLC) were based on IDOT animal hit surveys, IDOT recommendations and 
analysis of adjacent terrain at specific sites.  

IDOT provided a chart titled, “Comparison of Animal Hits, IDOT Animal Accidents & 
Pathway Survey – All Types,” spanning a two-year period from 2001 to 2002 along the 
length of IL 29 between Chillicothe and I-180.  This chart indicates the wildlife kills along IL 
29 by type of animal killed, number killed and location of hits.  The preferred areas selected 
for wildlife crossings were those having the highest frequency of hits.  IDOT then conducted 
field surveys in 2003 and 2004, and recommended WLC sites.   

After IDOT identified the preliminary WLC locations, the CH2M HILL team determined the 
feasibility of a crossing at each location and developed the crossing size.  In general, spacing 
of WLC’s was set at one-half mile intervals for both large and small animals.  Selection of 
each site was based on the animal hit survey, the adjacent topography and land use. A 6:10 
ratio was used to size each site ((width x height) : length).  Design criteria for WLC’s are 
presented in a Technical Memorandum covering this design element.  Locations and type of 
WLC’s are summarized in Table 5-4. 

TABLE 5-4 
Wildlife Crossing Location Summary 

Station/Creek Bridge/Culvert Animal Size 

South Section     

2743+00/Dickison Run Bridge Large 

2744+00/Frontage Road Bridge Large 

3176+50/Senachwine Creek South Bridge Large 

3214+00 Culvert Large 

3236+37 Culvert Large 

Benedict Street (50+00) at Senachwine Creek Bridge Large 
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TABLE 5-4 
Wildlife Crossing Location Summary 

Station/Creek Bridge/Culvert Animal Size 

Central Section     

3269+50 Culvert Large 

3322+00/Coon Creek Bridge Large 

Existing IL 29/Boehle Road Bridge Large 

3324+00/Service road Bridge Large 

3330+00 Culvert Small 

3344+00 Culvert Small 

IL 29 connector (72+50)/Senachwine Creek Bridge Large 

3372+36 Culvert Small 

3391+00 Culvert Small 

3440+20 Culvert Small 

3452+87/Illinois River Tributary Bridge Large 

3488+35/Rattlesnake Hollow Bridge Large 

3515+20/Barville Creek Bridge Large 

3545+64 Culvert Small 

3583+40 Culvert Large 

Existing IL 29/Gimlet Creek Bridge Large 

3629+50/Gimlet Creek Bridge Large 

Existing IL 29/Thenius Creek Bridge Large 

3653+50/Thenius Creek Bridge Large 

3709+40 Culvert Large 

3753+11 Culvert Small 

3758+58 Culvert Small 

3778+00 Culvert Large 

3795+00/Crow Creek Bridge Large 

3833+50 Culvert (Dry) Small 

North Section     

5015+60 Culvert (Dry) Small 

5020+26/Crow Creek Overflow Culvert (Extension) Small 

5024+60 Culvert (Dry) Small 

5287+00/Dry Hollow Creek Bridge Large 

6088+80 Culvert Large 
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TABLE 5-4 
Wildlife Crossing Location Summary 

Station/Creek Bridge/Culvert Animal Size 

6118+60/Senachwine Creek Overflow Bridge  Large 

6132+00/Senachwine Creek Bridge Large 

6159+30 Culvert Large 

6179+20 Culvert Large 

6213+15 Culvert Small 

6225+30 Bridge Large 

6255+50 Culvert Small 

6273+25 Bridge Large 

5.6 Utilities Involvement 
There are a number of utility facilities located within the project area.  Utility location 
information was obtained from the utility companies and through field investigation. 

5.6.1 Power Lines 
AmerenCILCO provides electric service throughout the entire project area.  Its electric 
installations include transmission lines throughout the project area as well as high voltage 
towers and lines located in the southern portion of the project area. 

5.6.2 Water Lines 
The City of Chillicothe, Village of Hopewell, Village of Sparland, City of Henry, and Village 
of Putnam all provide water services along the proposed project corridor.  Additionally, the 
City of Chillicothe, Village of Sparland, and City of Henry also provide sanitary sewer 
services.  

5.6.3 Gas Lines 
AmerenCILCO provides residential gas service throughout most of the project area, with 
Nicor Gas providing residential service at the northern end of the corridor.  Additionally, 
there is an AmerenCILCO natural gas transmission line crossing the proposed corridor 
twice in the southern portion of the alignment, once near Boy Scout Lane and once near Old 
Galena Road.  Also, the alignment crosses two AmerenCILCO natural gas transmission lines 
in the northern portion of the corridor, near Old Indian Road and Whitefield Road. 

5.6.4 Telephone 
Verizon North, Inc. provides telephone service throughout the project corridor.  There are 
underground phone and fiber optic cables adjacent to existing IL 29 throughout much of the 
proposed alignment. 
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5.6.5 Television Cable 
Insight Communications and Mediacom provide cable television service in the project 
corridor. 

5.6.6 Oil Pipeline 
Norco, which is owned by Buckeye Pipe Line Company, has high-pressure petroleum 
pipelines that cross the proposed corridor in two locations: near Old Galena Road and north 
of Truitt Road west of Chillicothe.  BP Pipelines operates two petroleum lines that cross the 
proposed alignment northwest of Chillicothe, adjacent to Senachwine Creek.   

5.7 Bicycle Accommodations 
Accommodations for cyclists are provided along improved Illinois Route 29 from 
Chillicothe to I-180.  There will be no bicycle accommodations on the route between Illinois 
Route 6 and the interchange north of Chillicothe.  The bike lanes will be located on the 10-ft. 
wide outside shoulder, in each direction, except as follows: 

1. In Chillicothe, from Truitt Avenue to south side of the BN&SF Viaduct - the outside lane 
(Lane #2) of the IL 29 Connector will be widened by 2' (in both directions) for the bike 
area.  

2. Under the Viaduct -   

 West Side of IL 29 Connector - the 10-ft wide shoulder on the west side of the IL 29 
Connector will be used for two-way bike traffic (to and from the Chillicothe 
Recreation Center).  This will be a shared use area with pedestrians.  A guardrail will 
be placed between the travel lanes and the sidewalk. 

 East Side of IL 29 Connector - the 8-ft wide shoulder on the east side of the IL 29 
connector will be used for northbound bike traffic only. A guardrail will be placed 
between the travel lanes and the sidewalk. 

3. Viaduct to Chillicothe Interchange - the 10-ft wide paved shoulders on the IL 29 Connector 
will be used for bike traffic.  

4. Chillicothe Interchange – accommodations for bikes will be located on the outside 8-ft 
wide paved shoulder of the ramps that enter and exit Chillicothe. 

5. Sparland Interchange – bike facilities will not be located on IL 29 within the limits of the 
interchange.  Instead, bikes will be directed to existing IL 29 along the ramps. The ramp 
shoulder will be 8-ft wide and paved.     The southbound lane on existing IL 29 will be 
widened by 2 feet for the bike area and will be striped.  The proposed 8-ft wide shoulder 
on the east side (adjacent to the retaining wall separating IL 29 from the Iowa Interstate 
Railroad) will be a shared shoulder and bike area.    

6. Henry Bypass - the bikeway will be located on existing IL 29 starting on the south at 
approximate Station 5088+25 and ending on the north side of Henry at approximate 
Station 5303+45. 
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Pavement marking of the bike area will be limited to sections of existing IL 29 in Chillicothe 
and Sparland.  The bike area along existing IL 29 in Henry will be located along the existing 
shoulder that will be paved for bike accommodations.   

Appropriate signing will be placed along IL 29 and along the IL 29 Connector (in 
Chillicothe) to identify the bike accommodations.  Within interchanges, the signing will 
direct bikers to existing IL 29.    

5.8 Traffic Maintenance Plan 
Traffic maintenance plans are contained in Appendix F.  The following is a brief description 
of the proposed traffic maintenance strategy. 

5.8.1 South Section 
IL 29 traffic will remain on existing IL 29 from IL 6 through Chillicothe during construction 
of the South Section of IL 29.  Traffic on Cedar Hills Drive, Rome West and Truitt Avenue 
will be maintained by on-site detours during construction of these interchanges.  Traffic on 
other local roads such as Wayne Road and Krause Road will be maintained on alternate 
roads during construction.  Traffic will be maintained on alternate parallel roads during 
construction of overpasses for Cloverdale Road and Sycamore Road.  Railroad traffic on the 
BN&SF Railroad will be maintained at all times during construction of the IL 29 overpass.  
Traffic on Benedict Street will be closed during construction of the bridges over IL 29 and 
over Senachwine Creek.  On the north side of Chillicothe, proposed IL 29 will narrow to 
two-lanes and connect with existing two-lane IL 29.  Existing IL 29 in Chillicothe, will be 
realigned from the existing BNSF RR overpass and  connect with proposed IL 29. 

5.8.2 Central Section 
Maintenance of traffic for this section of IL 29 resulted in six segments of construction 
staging. 

Segment 1—Illinois 29 Connector – Truitt Road to Wilmot Street in Chillicothe. 

An arterial street reconstruction. Coordinate stage construction with Segment 2 maintaining 
two-way traffic at all times.  Local access must also be maintained. 

Segment 2—Illinois 29 Connector – Gail Avenue in Chillicothe to south of the Senachwine 
Creek bridge approach.  

This segment also includes the BNSF RR overpass. 

Prior to any roadway construction the BNSF RR overpass and associated railroad work will 
be constructed and the existing viaduct demolished under a separate contract as part of Pre-
Stage 1.  

Upon completion of the railroad construction, the Illinois 29 Connector will be constructed 
in two stages:   

Stage 1 consists of constructing the proposed southbound lanes to Sta. 67+00 while 
maintaining two-way traffic on the existing pavement.   
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Stage 2 consists of shifting the two-way traffic to the newly constructed southbound lanes 
and reconstructing existing IL 29 as the proposed northbound lanes to Sta. 67+00.  
Construction of realigned Moffit Street east of IL 29 is also included in Stage 2. 

Segment 3—North Chillicothe Interchange 

The interchange will be constructed in two stages following advance roadway construction 
done co-incidentally with the railroad construction (Pre-Stage 1).  The south section of the 
newly constructed IL 29 and the temporary connection to IL 29 will be the existing roadway. 

During Pre-Stage 1, two-way traffic will be maintained on the south section, the IL 29 
temporary connection, and existing IL 29. 

Pre-Stage 1 consists of constructing the northbound lanes of the proposed IL 29 Connector 
from Sta. 67+00 to Sta. 78+00 (including the east half of the bridge over Senachwine Creek), 
the proposed East Service Road Connector, and the proposed East Service Road to Sta. 
213+00.  Also included in Pre-Stage 1 is the construction of the northbound lanes of the 
proposed IL 29 from Sta. 3290+00 to Sta. 3338+00, the proposed South Service Road, parts of 
the Boehle Road Connector and part of Relocated Boehle Road. 

During Stage 1, two-way traffic will be maintained on the existing IL 29 pavement, the 
newly constructed south section of IL 29, the on-site detour (NB IL 29 Connector to East 
Service Road), the newly constructed East Service Road, and the IL 29 Temporary 
Connection. 

Temporary crossovers will also be constructed in Stage 1 to allow for shifting traffic from 
the IL 29 south section for the Stage Construction of the IL 29 connector bridge over IL 29 
mainline.  

After the crossovers are completed, traffic will be switched to the newly constructed part of 
northbound IL 29 Connector from STA. 3290+00 to STA. 3345+00. The crossover at the south 
section will be used to transition the traffic from the southbound lanes of the south section 
of IL 29 onto the northbound lanes. The southbound and northbound lanes of the temporary 
connection to existing IL 29 will be closed. 

Stage 1 consists of constructing the southbound lanes of the proposed IL 29 Connector from 
Sta. 78+00 to the Sta. 98+00 including the west half of the bridge over Senachwine Creek, the 
northbound lanes of the proposed IL 29 Connector from Sta. 78+00 to Sta. 98+00, the 
southbound lanes of proposed IL 29 from Sta. 3293+00 to north of Hardscrabble Road (Sta. 
3355+00), parts of Ramps A, B, C, and D, the rest of the Boehle Road Connector, and 
Hardscrabble Road. Stage 1 also consists of constructing the north half of the IL 29 
Connector Bridge over IL 29 mainline from STA. 100+00 to STA. 103+00.  

During Stage 2, maintain two-way traffic on the newly constructed southbound IL 29 
Connector north to the East Service Road Connector and continue to use the on-site detour 
(NB IL 29 Connector to East Service Road), the newly constructed East Service Road, and the 
IL 29 temporary connection.  Traffic from the south section will also be maintained.  The 
newly constructed northbound and southbound lanes of IL 29 east of the IL 29 Connector 
Bridge will be used.  Traffic will be switched from the northbound lanes onto the 
southbound lanes using the crossovers.  The connection to Hart Lane will also be closed.  
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Traffic will be maintained on the newly constructed Boehle Road Connector and access will 
be maintained to Hart Lane using standard lane closures. North of the Boehle Road 
Connector two-way traffic will be maintained on the newly constructed southbound IL 29. 

Stage 2 consists of constructing the south half of the IL 29 Connector Bridge over IL 29 
mainline, the remaining parts of IL 29 Connector and Ramps A, B, C, and D. 

Also included in Stage 2 is the construction of Hart Lane, Yankee Lane and the rest of 
relocated Boehle Road.  

Segment 4—Illinois 29 between the North Chillicothe Interchange and the Sparland 
Interchange. 

This segment will be constructed in two stages.  Stage 1 consists of constructing the 
southbound lanes of proposed IL 29 while maintaining two-way traffic on the existing IL 29 
pavement. Also included in Stage 1 is the construction of relocated Crew Lane, Crew Lane 
Connector South, Hopewell Drive and Barville Drive. Stage 2 consists of shifting the two-
way traffic to the newly constructed southbound lanes, reconstructing the existing Illinois 29 
as the proposed northbound lanes, and constructing the Service Road North (Rest Area). 
Also included in Stage 2 is the construction of Spring Branch Access. 

Segment 5—Sparland Interchange 

The interchange will basically be constructed in two stages.  During Stage 1, two-way traffic 
will be maintained on the existing IL 29 pavement.  Stage 1 consists of constructing the 
southbound lanes of proposed IL 29 to Sta. 3600+00, Ramp A with a temporary connection 
to existing IL 29 (Railroad Street) at the north end of the ramp, the southbound lanes of 
proposed IL 29 from Sta. 3670+00 to the north, Ramp D with a temporary connection to 
existing IL 29 (Railroad Street) at the south end of the ramp.  

During Stage 2, two-way traffic will be maintained along newly constructed southbound IL 
29, Ramp A, Railroad Street (existing IL 29), Ramp D and newly constructed southbound IL 
29.  Shoulders will be used on Ramps A and D to maintain two-way traffic.  Stage 2 consists 
of constructing the rest of the interchange, including the southbound lanes of proposed IL 
29 from Sta. 3600+00 to Sta. 3673+00, the northbound lanes of proposed IL 29 through the 
interchange, Ramp B, Ramp C, the north and south crossing overpasses and the IL 17 
crossing overpass.  Following construction of the interchange, Railroad Street, IL 17 and the 
local streets will be stage constructed to allow access to local properties. 

Segment 6—Illinois 29 from the Sparland Interchange to the north limit of the project. 

This segment will be constructed in two stages.  Stage 1 consists of constructing the 
southbound lanes of proposed IL 29 while maintaining two-way traffic on the existing IL 29 
pavement.  Stage 2 consists of shifting the two-way traffic to the newly constructed 
southbound lanes and constructing the northbound lanes of proposed IL 29 while 
maintaining access to local properties. 

5.8.3 North Section 
Maintenance of traffic for this section of IL 29 resulted in four segments of construction 
staging.  



DETAILED DESCRIPTION AND ANALYSIS OF THE BUILD ALTERNATIVE 

 71 

Segment 1—South end of this section to the south end of the proposed IL 29 Bypass of 
Henry. 

This segment will be constructed in two stages.  During Stage 1, two-way traffic will be 
maintained on the existing IL 29 pavement. Stage 1 construction consists of constructing the 
southbound lanes of proposed IL 29 and also constructing Old Route 29 (1150 N) and 1300 
E. Road west of the southbound lanes.. 

During Stage 2, two-way traffic will be maintained on the newly constructed southbound 
lanes. Stage 2 construction consists of constructing the northbound lanes of proposed IL 29 
and also constructing 1300 E. Road east of the northbound lanes. 

Segment 2—Proposed IL 29 Bypass of Henry 
This segment will be constructed in two stages.  During both stages, two-way traffic will be 
maintained on the existing IL 29 pavement.  Stage 1 construction will consist of constructing 
Western Avenue/CH6, the proposed drive and the proposed service roads while 
maintaining traffic on Western Avenue by the use of temporary widening. The construction 
of Old Indian Town Road and overpass while closing existing Old Indian Town Road to 
traffic is also included in this stage.  Old Indian Town Road traffic will be diverted to 
Western Avenue/CH6 or Whitefield Road.  Stage 2 construction consists of constructing 
both the northbound and southbound lanes of proposed IL 29 including the Western 
Avenue/CH6 interchange ramps. Additionally, Whitefield Road and Marshall/Putnam 
County Line Road will be constructed in this stage, while alternating road closures. 

Segment 3—North end of the proposed IL 29 Bypass of Henry to 0.5 mile north of Cabin Hill 
Road 

This segment will be constructed in two stages.  During Stage 1, two-way traffic will be 
maintained on the existing IL 29 pavement. Stage 1 construction consists of constructing the 
southbound lanes of proposed IL 29. Also included is the construction of the Center Street 
Connection, Bradford Road, High Street, Senachwine Valley Road and Cabin Hill Road west 
of the southbound lanes. In addition, the Bradford Road Extension east of existing IL 29 will 
be constructed. 

During Stage 2, two-way traffic will be maintained on the new southbound lanes.  Stage 2 
construction consists of constructing the northbound lanes of proposed IL 29.  Also included 
is the construction of the south and north end connections to 665N Road east of the 
northbound lanes (opposite of Senachwine Valley Road).  Alternate road closures of the 
connections to IL 29 to maintain access to 665N Road. 

Segment 4—0.5 mile north of Cabin Hill Road to I-180 

This segment will be constructed in two stages.  During Stage 1, two-way traffic will be 
maintained on existing IL 29 pavement and existing southbound I-180 to a temporary 
crossover at the north limit. Stage 1 construction consists of constructing the northbound 
lanes of proposed IL 29 and reconstructing the northbound lanes of I-180.  Also included is 
the construction of Kentville Road/IL 29 east of the northbound lanes of proposed IL 29 and 
I-180, while existing IL 29 is closed east of I-180. 



DETAILED DESCRIPTION AND ANALYSIS OF THE BUILD ALTERNATIVE 

72 

During Stage 2, two-way traffic 
will be maintained on the new 
northbound lanes of IL 29 and I-
180 to a temporary crossover at 
the north limit.  Stage 2 
construction consists of 
reconstructing the southbound 
lanes of proposed IL 29 and 
reconstructing the southbound 
lanes of I-180.  Also included is the 
construction of Kentville Road 
west of the southbound lanes of 
proposed IL 29 and I-180. 

5.9 Estimate of Cost 
Cost opinions have been prepared 
for the build alternative based on 
2006 unit costs.  The cost estimates 
include construction, right-of-way, 
relocation compensation, wetland 
mitigation, utility conflicts, 
engineering and contingencies.  
The costs of handling hazardous 
waste, if encountered, are not 
included.  Unit prices used to 
develop the estimates are shown 
in Table 5-5.  Summaries of cost 
estimates by Section as defined 
earlier are presented in Table 5-6 
for the South Section, Table 5-7 for 
the Central Section and Table 5-8 
North Section.  The following is a summary of total cost of the build alternative. 

South Section   $177,612,000 

Central Section    270,785,000 

North Section     137,040,000 

TOTAL   $585,437,000 

 

TABLE 5-5 
Unit Costs 

ITEM UNIT  UNIT COST 

Mainline Pavement SY $55 

Local Roads Pavement SY $45 

Earthwork CY $6 

Pavement Removal SY $8 

Concrete Barrier Wall LF $50 

Bridges SF $115-$140 

Retaining Walls   

MSE Walls SF $50 

Concrete Cantilevered Walls SF $60 

Soldier Pile Walls SF $65 

Soldier Pile Walls (Anchored) SF $80 

Bridge Removal SY $90 

Real Estate   

Undeveloped Land ACRE $5,000 

Developed Land ACRE $12,000 

Relocations - Commercial EACH $300,000 

Relocations - Residential EACH $100,000 

Wetland Mitigation ACRE $20,000 

Compensatory 
Storage/Floodplain 
Encroachment 

ACRE $60,000 

*Note: Costs are at 2006 price levels 
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TABLE 5-6 
South Section Cost Summary 

Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity Cost 
      

1.  Pavement     

 Mainline SY $55 601,280 $33,070,000 

 Local Roads1 SY $45 231,875 $10,434,000 

2.  Earthwork     

 Mainline CY $6 3,667,667 $22,006,000 

 Local Roads1 CY $6 1,204,500 $7,227,000 

3.  Pavement Removal SY $8 114,600 $917,000 

4.  Concrete Barrier Wall FT $50 1,740 $87,000 

5.  Guardrail FT $30 17,800 $534,000 

6.  Drainage L SUM $3,032,000 1 $3,032,000 

7.  Other Roadway Items2    $10,050,000 

8.  Bridges     

 IL 29 over Dickison Run SF $120 11,400 $1,368,000 

 Frontage Road over Dickison Run SF $120 3,300 $396,000 

 Cedar Hills Drive over IL 29 SF $120 22,300 $2,676,000 

 IL 29 over Old Galena Road SF $120 11,900 $1,428,000 

 Rome West Road over IL 29 SF $120 17,600 $2,112,000 

 Krause Road over IL 29 SF $120 12,600 $1,512,000 

 McGrath Road over IL 29 SF $120 14,300 $1,716,000 

 Cloverdale Road over IL 29 SF $120 7,400 $888,000 

 Sycamore Street over IL 29 SF $120 7,400 $888,000 

 Truitt Road over IL 29 SF $120 15,600 $1,872,000 

 IL 29 over BN&SF Railroad SF $120 35,500 $4,260,000 

 IL 29 over Senachwine Creek SF $120 25,400 $3,048,000 

 Benedict Street over IL 29 SF $120 7,000 $840,000 

 
Benedict Street over Senachwine 
Creek 

SF $120 8,300 $996,000 

9. Retaining Walls     

 MSE Walls SF $50 13,970 $699,000 

 Cantilevered Concrete Walls SF $60 1,360 $82,000 

 Soldier Pile Walls SF $65 1,670 $109,000 

 Soldier Pile Walls (Anchored) SF $80 4,310 $345,000 

10.  Bridge Removal SY $90 640 $58,000 
11.  Incidental Structure Items (10% of Items 
7-9)3 

   $2,529,000 

12.  Utility Relocation4    $2,304,000 

13.  CILCO Tower Relocation L SUM $300,000 1 $300,000 

14.  Gas Pipeline Adjustment L SUM $1,410,000 1 $1,410,000 

14.  Construction Incidentals5    $11,919,000 

      

15.  Total Construction Cost    $131,112,000 
      
16.  Design Engineering and Construction 
Supervision 

   $19,667,000 

      
17.  SUBTOTAL    $150,779,000 
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TABLE 5-6 
South Section Cost Summary 

Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity Cost 
18.  Real Estate     

 Undeveloped Land ACRE $5,000 449 $2,245,000 

 Developed Land ACRE $12,000 21 $252,000 

 Relocations - Commercial EACH $300,000 0 $0 

 Relocations - Residential EACH $100,000 3 $300,000 

19.  Wetland Mitigation ACRE $20,000  $0 
20.  Compensatory Storage/Flood Plain 
Encroachment ACRE $60,000  $0 

      

21.  Sub-Total    $153,576,000 

      

22.  Contingencies    $23,036,000 

      

23.  Railroad Construction Costs6    $1,000,000 

TOTAL  $177,612,000
    

        

Assumptions:   
3% Erosion Control (percent of roadway costs)   
4% Traffic Control During Construction (percent of roadway costs)  
4% Lighting (percent of roadway costs)   
2% Signing and Pavement Marking (percent of roadway costs)  
2% Utility Relocation (percent of roadway and structure costs)  

10% Incidental Items (percent of all construction items)   
15% Design Engineering and Construction Supervision (percent of total construction cost) 
15% Contingencies (percent of total project cost)   
Notes:   
1 Local Roads includes all other roadways, including paved shoulders (cross roads, frontage roads, 
  new access roads, etc.)   
2 Other Roadway Items includes erosion control, traffic control during construction, lighting, 
  and signing and pavement marking items in the percentage of roadway costs as shown above. 
3 Incidental Structure Items are added to the structural costs to account for special roadway work, including 
  sequence of construction, maintenance of traffic, drainage, and other items incidental to the structures. 
4 Utility Relocation costs are computed using the percentage shown above.  This item does not consider any 
  specific utility conflict, but instead approximates the costs to relocate the various other utilities that will likely 
  be encountered during construction activities  
5 Construction Incidentals includes any items not already accounted for by quantity or percentage above. 
6. Railroad construction costs include the costs associated with reconstructing a new railroad signal east of the IL 29 
structure of the BN&SF railroad 
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TABLE 5-7 
Central Section Cost Summary 

Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity Cost 
      

1.  Pavement     

 Mainline SY $55 673,200 $37,026,000 

 Local Roads1 SY $45 175,300 $7,889,000 

2.  Earthwork     

 Mainline CY $6 2,147,300 $12,884,000 

 Local Roads1 CY $6 303,500 $1,821,000 

3.  Pavement Removal SY $8 213,000 $1,704,000 

4.  Concrete Barrier Wall FT $50 62,700 $3,135,000 

5.  Guardrail FT $30 39,800 $1,194,000 

6.  Drainage 
L 

SUM 
$6,150,000 1 $6,150,000 

7.  Other Roadway Items2    $14,361,000 

8.  Bridges     

 IL 29 Connector over Senachwine Creek SF $115 21,300 $2,450,000 

 IL 29 Connector over IL 29 SF $115 19,300 $2,220,000 

 West Frontage Road over Coon Creek SF $115 4,700 $541,000 

 IL 29 over Coon Creek SF $115 14,500 $1,668,000 

 East Frontage Road over Coon Creek SF $115 3,000 $345,000 

 IL 29 over Creek South of Hopewell SF $115 6,100 $702,000 

 IL 29 over Rattlesnake Hollow SF $115 10,300 $1,185,000 

 IL 29 over Barrville Creek SF $115 9,300 $1,070,000 

 IL 29 over Railroad and Ramp B SF $130 25,600 $3,328,000 

 IL 29 over Gimlet Creek and IL 17 SF $130 23,300 $3,029,000 

 Railroad Street over Gimlet Creek SF $115 7,200 $828,000 

 Railroad Street over Thenius Creek SF $115 2,600 $299,000 

 IL 29 over Thenius Creek, Railroad, and Ramp C SF $140 54,500 $7,630,000 

 Ramp D over Thenius Creek and Thenius Street SF $115 13,400 $1,541,000 

 Access Drive over Thenius Creek SF $115 2,200 $253,000 

 IL 29 over Crow Creek SF $115 38,000 $4,370,000 

9. Retaining Walls     

 MSE Walls SF $50 372,450 $18,623,000 

 Cantilevered Concrete Walls SF $60 35,260 $2,116,000 

 Soldier Pile Walls SF $65 107,500 $6,988,000 

 Soldier Pile Walls (Anchored) SF $80 151,000 $12,080,000 

10.  Bridge Removal SY $90 2,900 $261,000 

11.  Incidental Structure Items (10% of Items 7-9)3    $7,153,000 

12.  Utility Relocation4    $8,242,000 

13.  Construction Incidentals5    $17,309,000 
      
14.  Total Construction Cost    $190,395,000 

      

15.  Design Engineering and Construction Supervision    $28,559,000 

      

16.  SUBTOTAL    $218,954,000 

      

17.  Real Estate6     
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TABLE 5-7 
Central Section Cost Summary 

Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity Cost 
 Undeveloped Land ACRE $5,000 919 $4,595,000 

 Developed Land ACRE $12,000 26 $312,000 

 Relocations - Commercial EACH $300,000 2 $600,000 

 Relocations - Residential EACH $100,000 19 $1,900,000 

18.  Wetland Mitigation ACRE $20,000  $0 

19.  Compensatory Storage/Flood Plain Encroachment ACRE $60,000  $0 

      

20.  Sub-Total    $226,361,000 

      

21.  Contingencies    $33,954,000 

      
22.  Railroad Construction Costs (Provided by Benesch, 
2007 Price Levels)7 

   $10,470,000 

      

TOTAL  $270,785,000
      

      

Assumptions:     

5% Erosion Control (percent of roadway costs) 
8% Traffic Control During Construction (percent of roadway costs) 
4% Lighting (percent of roadway costs)     

3% Signing and Pavement Marking (percent of roadway costs) 
5% Utility Relocation (percent of roadway and structure costs) 

10% Incidental Items (percent of all construction items) 
15% Design Engineering and Construction Supervision (percent of total construction cost) 
15% Contingencies (percent of total project cost) 

Notes:     
1 Local Roads includes all other roadways, including paved shoulders (cross roads, frontage roads, 
  new access roads, etc.)     
2 Other Roadway Items includes erosion control, traffic control during construction, lighting,  
  and signing and pavement marking items in the percentage of roadway costs as shown above. 
3 Incidental Structure Items are added to the structural costs to account for special roadway work, including 
  sequence of construction, maintenance of traffic, drainage, and other items incidental to the structures. 
4 Utility Relocation costs are computed using the percentage shown above.  This item does not consider any 

  specific utility conflict, but instead approximates the costs to relocate the various other utilities that will likely 
  be encountered during construction activities. 
5 Construction Incidentals includes any items not already accounted for by quantity or percentage above. 
6 Includes real estate needed for roadway right-of-way, and the purchase of landlocked parcels. 
7 Railroad construction costs include the cost associated with reconstructing the viaduct (minus retaining walls) 

  and the costs associated with the railroad relocation at approximately Sta. 3543+00 ($199,000). 
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TABLE 5-8 
North Section Cost Summary 

Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity Cost 
      

1.  Pavement     
 Mainline SY $55 643,900 $35,415,000 

 Local Roads1 SY $45 104,600 $4,707,000 
2.  Earthwork     
 Mainline CY $6 1,836,000 $11,016,000 

 Local Roads1 CY $6 134,700 $808,000 
3.  Pavement Removal SY $8 242,200 $1,938,000 
4.  Concrete Barrier Wall FT $50 16,600 $830,000 
5.  Guardrail FT $30 19,100 $573,000 
6.  Drainage L SUM $2,442,000 1 $2,442,000 

7.  Other Roadway Items2    $9,237,000 
8.  Bridges     
 Western Road over IL 29 SF $120 14,000 $1,680,000 
 Old Indian Road over IL 29 SF $120 7,200 $864,000 
 IL 29 over Dry Hollow Creek SF $120 11,200 $1,344,000 

 
IL 29 over Senachwine Creek 
Overflow SF $120 8,700 $1,044,000 

 IL 29 over Senachwine Creek SF $120 23,000 $2,760,000 
 IL 29 over Unnamed Stream SF $120 8,000 $960,000 
 IL 29 over Unnamed Stream SF $120 7,000 $840,000 
9. Retaining Walls     
 MSE Walls SF $50 146,800 $7,340,000 
 Cantilevered Concrete Walls SF $60 8,000 $480,000 
 Soldier Pile Walls SF $65 0 $0 
 Soldier Pile Walls (Anchored) SF $80 0 $0 
10.  Bridge Removal SY $90 0 $0 
11.  Incidental Structure Items (10% of Items 
7-9)3    $1,731,000 

12.  Utility Relocation4    $3,440,000 
13.  Gas Pipeline Adjustment L SUM $1,450,000 1 $1,450,000 

14.  Construction Incidentals5    $9,090,000 
      
15.  Total Construction Cost    $99,989,000 
      
16.  Design Engineering and Construction 
Supervision    $14,998,000 
      
17.  SUBTOTAL    $114,987,000 
      
18.  Real Estate     
 Undeveloped Land ACRE $5,000 306 $1,530,000 
 Developed Land ACRE $12,000 4 $48,000 
 Relocations - Commercial EACH $300,000 4 $1,200,000 
 Relocations - Residential EACH $100,000 14 $1,400,000 
19.  Wetland Mitigation ACRE $20,000  $0 
20.  Compensatory Storage/Flood Plain 
Encroachment ACRE $60,000  $0 
      
21.  Sub-Total    $119,165,000 
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TABLE 5-8 
North Section Cost Summary 

Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity Cost 
22.  Contingencies    $17,875,000 

      

TOTAL  $137,040,000
      

            

Assumptions:     
3% Erosion Control (percent of roadway costs) 
8% Traffic Control During Construction (percent of roadway costs) 
3% Lighting (percent of roadway costs)     
2% Signing and Pavement Marking (percent of roadway costs) 
4% Utility Relocation (percent of roadway and structure costs) 

10% Incidental Items (percent of all construction items) 
15% Design Engineering and Construction Supervision (percent of total construction cost) 
15% Contingencies (percent of total project cost) 

Notes:     
1 Local Roads includes all other roadways, including paved shoulders (cross roads, frontage roads, 
  new access roads, etc.)     
2 Other Roadway Items includes erosion control, traffic control during construction, lighting, 
  and signing and pavement marking items in the percentage of roadway costs as shown above. 
3 Incidental Structure Items are added to the structural costs to account for special roadway work, including 
  sequence of construction, maintenance of traffic, drainage, and other items incidental to the structures. 
4 Utility Relocation costs are computed using the percentage shown above.  This item does not consider any 
  specific utility conflict, but instead approximates the costs to relocate the various other utilities that will likely 
  be encountered during construction activities 
5 Construction Incidentals includes any items not already accounted for by quantity or percentage above. 

5.10 Analysis of the Build Alternative 
5.10.1 Traffic Service and Operations 
At the south end of the proposed project, improved traffic service is provided to the large 
Caterpillar, Inc. facility near Cedar Hills Drive and Old Galena Road.  Between Illinois 
Route 6 and Benedict Street, the proposed alignment of IL 29 bypasses Rome and Chillicothe 
thereby relieving traffic congestion on existing IL 29.  North of Chillicothe, the proposed 
route provides direct access to Hopewell. 

 In Sparland, the alignment diverts from the existing route, allowing through traffic to pass 
through Sparland via a bypass and interchange located east of existing IL 29 without 
impacting traffic operations on local streets. 

In Henry, the proposed alignment bypasses the community on the west, but still affords 
traffic service via Western Avenue to nearby businesses, the High School and County 
Fairgrounds.  

North of Henry, the proposed alignment passes through Putnam without disrupting traffic 
service to local businesses and residences, or the existing grain elevator facility.  From 
Putnam IL 29 proceeds north to join I-180 north of an intersection with Kentville Road. 
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5.10.2 Social, Economic and Environmental Effects 
Social, Economic and Environmental consequences are discussed fully in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement prepared for this project (CH2M HILL, 2009). The following 
is a summary of the unavoidable adverse impacts as presented in the EIS. 

 A total of 48 properties, 44 residences and 4 businesses, will be displaced by the 
proposed project. 

 Wetland impacts will amount to 20 acres of wetlands disturbed. 

 One state-endangered plant species (Arrowwood) will be impacted. 

 The historic Barrville Creek Bridge will have to be removed. 

 The proposed project will landlock approximately 746 acres of property. 

 Noise levels will increase at residential sites close to the alignment. 

 Direct loss of agricultural land and disruption of many farming operations will occur.   

5.10.3 Potential Mitigation Measures 
Measures to compensate for acknowledged impacts of the proposed improvement are 
described in detail in the Final EIS and Section 6.5 (Project Commitments).  The following is 
a brief summary of some of the actions that are proposed: 

 In addition to using landlocked parcels (approximately 746 acres) for environmental 
mitigation, the areas currently in cropland or nonnative grasses would be investigated 
for use as borrow areas.  This could reduce impacts to additional agricultural areas 
during construction. 

 Contractors will be required to implement sedimentation and erosion control measures 
to minimize loss of topsoil into streams and roadside ditches.  They would also maintain 
proper field drainage during construction. 

 Contractors will be required to adhere to guidelines for screening stationary equipment, 
exhaust noise, noise from loose equipment parts, and excessive tailgate banging.  
Motorized equipment will not be operated between 10 p.m. and 6 a.m. without 
approval. 

 Measures will be taken to control dust during construction.  Pavement material batch 
plants will be located considering air quality standards. 

 To minimize animal-vehicle collisions and the effects of retaining walls/median barriers 
on wildlife movement, 44 wildlife passages have been incorporated into the design of 
the proposed project.  See Section 5.5. 

 Benching of high cut and fill slopes is proposed, where necessary, to minimize soil 
erosion and long-term maintenance including sloughing.  Areas susceptible to 
subsidence from abandoned mines will be overcome through appropriate design and 
construction techniques. 
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 Unavoidable wetland loss will be fully compensated.  A specific wetland mitigation plan 
will be developed. 

 None of the floodplain crossings have significant potential to interrupt or terminate a 
transportation facility needed for emergency vehicles or the community’s only 
evacuation route. 

 Disturbed vegetation within the highway right of way and trees lost as a result of 
impacts to upland forest will be replaced in accordance with IDOT policy.  

 Potentially impacted Arrowwood (state-threatened) will be transplanted to suitable 
habitat that will not be impacted. 

 Action will be taken to dispose of contamination at five potential sites in the area of 
effect for the proposed project.  If other contaminated soils are encountered during 
construction, contaminated materials will be removed and disposed of. 

 A traffic management plan will be developed and implemented during the construction 
phase of the project to provide reliable access to agricultural fields, residences, 
businesses, community facilities and services, and local roads.  See Section 5.8 

 Owners of residential and business properties affected by the proposed project will 
receive just compensation for property acquisition and relocation assistance. 

 All waste and demolition material from the project will be disposed of in accordance 
with applicable regulations. 
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SECTION 6 

Coordination and Public Involvement 

IDOT provided regular opportunities for residents of the project area, local government 
officials, and state and federal agencies to become familiar with and participate in the IL 29 
study through a structured coordination and communication program designed to encourage 
input. Participation was open to any interested persons. No one was excluded because of 
income, race, color, religion, national origin, sex, age, or handicap. This section summarizes 
the agency coordination and public involvement activities that occurred during preparation of 
this document, including the early coordination process, coordination activities with resource 
agency officials, and meetings with area officials, interested groups, and the public. 

6.1 Early Coordination 
6.1.1 Cooperating Agencies 
The Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS for the project appeared in the Federal Register on 
July 24, 2002. In August and September 2002, a preliminary scoping document was mailed 
to federal and state agencies. State and federal agencies that agreed to serve as cooperating 
agencies for the project include the USEPA, USACE, USFWS, IDOA, and IDNR. 

On August 29, 2002, the USEPA responded to the scoping document by recommending 
development of the EIS. Appendix A contains the coordination letters under Early 
Coordination (Agency Scoping Packet). The letter recommended that the EIS be developed so 
as to include a purpose and need statement, include a comprehensive analysis of a sufficient 
number of reasonable alternatives, describe the affected environment, describe government-
owned resources in the Peoria Wilds in the affected environment, avoid impacts to the 
government-owned resources and other resources in the Peoria Wilds, describe all possible 
impacts caused by the reasonable alternatives, estimate impacts caused by induced growth, 
and analyze potential cumulative impacts, if any. 

6.2 State and Federal Agency Coordination 
6.2.1 NEPA / 404 Process 
The project was coordinated under the Statewide Implementation Agreement for 
Concurrent National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)/404 Process, which was designed to 
involve key agencies early and to avoid possible oversights. The process involved regular 
meetings between state and federal resource agencies to discuss the project. The NEPA/404 
process involved three formal concurrence points: purpose and need and alternatives to be 
carried forward, alternatives to be evaluated in detail in the Draft EIS, and the preferred 
alternative.3 Appendix A-1 contains documentation of activities and correspondence 

                                                      
3 Concurrence means written determination that information is adequate to agree that the project can be advanced to the next 
stage of the project development; and agencies agree not to revisit the previous process steps unless conditions change. 
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relating to the process under State and Federal Agency Coordination: NEPA/404 Merger 
Process. 

On April 19, 2002, IDOT held an interagency meeting with FHWA, USEPA, USFWS, IDNR, 
and the USACE to discuss the differences between this study and the Heart of Illinois study, 
which included a corridor to the west of the project area. IDOT explained that the current 
study focuses on connecting the 4-lane facilities north and south of IL 29 to enhance 
transportation efficiency for local and regional traffic west of the Illinois River, whereas the 
Heart of Illinois study investigated regional traffic connections between Peoria and I-39 and 
I-55. IDOT also requested agency concurrence to use a new format for the EIS, which 
combined the affected environment and impact discussions by resource topic in one 
chapter. All the cooperating agencies agreed to the new EIS format. 

On April 28, 2003, IDOT held the first merged NEPA/Section 404 meeting to discuss the 
project and to obtain concurrence for “purpose and need” and “alternatives selected to be 
carried forward.” In addition to IDOT, agencies in attendance included FHWA, USEPA, 
USFWS, and IDNR. At the meeting, the group concurred with the purpose of and need for 
the project and the alternatives recommended for further study. IDNR also requested that 
the eagle habitat and natural areas within IDOT’s right of way near Miller-Anderson Woods 
Nature Preserve be looked at closely and avoided to the extent practicable. A separate 
meeting was held on April 25, 2003, with the USACE covering the same issues as at the 
April 28 meeting. The USACE concurred with the purpose of and need for the project and 
the alternatives recommended for further study. 

On March 29, 2005, IDOT conducted the project’s second merged NEPA/Section 404 meeting 
to update agencies on the project alternatives, and to obtain input and concurrence on 
alternatives to be evaluated in detail in the Draft EIS. As part of the alternatives update, IDOT 
recommended eliminating the Bluff Alignment from further consideration because it would 
not “attract” enough traffic to address transportation problems on existing IL 29 and thus not 
meet the project’s purpose and need (see Section 2). Agencies in attendance besides IDOT 
included FHWA, USEPA, USFWS, IDNR, and USACE. The interagency group deferred 
concurrence on eliminating the Bluff Alignment until they received more information on how 
future traffic volumes along existing IL 29 and the Bluff Alignment were determined. IDOT 
prepared a memorandum discussing the traffic volumes associated with improvements on 
IL 29 and the Bluff Alignment and sent it to the agencies on April 26, 2005. On May 31, 2005, 
the agencies concurred with the memorandum’s recommendation that the Bluff Alignment be 
eliminated from further consideration. 

On October 3, 2006, FHWA distributed a Preferred Alternative Concurrence Package 
regarding the selection of the Preferred Alternative. The signatories, USEPA, USACE, and 
USFWS concurred with the Preferred Alternative discussed in the Concurrence Package. 
Overall, the interagency group commented that the Preferred Alternative accomplished the 
project purpose and need with the least impact to environmental resources. 

6.2.2 Resource Agency Technical Committee 
A Technical Advisory Committee comprising local, state, and federal resource agencies was 
formed at the beginning of the project. The committee included representatives from the  
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agencies listed in Table 6-1. The role of committee 
members was to communicate regulatory 
requirements associated with resources in the 
study area, to provide input on alternatives and 
impacts, and to review technical aspects of the 
study.  

Six resource agency technical committee 
meetings were held during the study to discuss 
project progress and to provide input at key 
project decision points. Table 6-2 summarizes the 
meetings. Appendix A-1 contains the meeting 
minutes under State and Federal Agency 
Coordination: Resource Agency Technical 
Committee. 

A technical memorandum providing background 
information on the indirect and cumulative impact 
analysis to be completed for the project was 
distributed to cooperating agency representatives 
following the June 2004 meeting of the Technical Advisory Committee to solicit input and 
concurrence on the proposed methodology and geographical boundaries for the analysis. The 
feedback provided by the USEPA and USACE was taken into consideration during the 
assessment of indirect and cumulative impacts. 

TABLE 6-2 
Resource Agency Technical Committee Meetings 

Meeting Topics 

September 2002 Introduction to study, roles of committee members, summary of environmental features in 
the study area, overview of studies under way (biological surveys, archaeological 
investigations, boundaries of natural areas, land and water reserve and nature preserves, 
bird surveys), and preliminary alignments. 

November 2002 Process for developing and refining alternative alignments, review of typical sections near 
Miller-Anderson Woods Nature Preserve, project need considerations, designated IDNR 
properties in the study area (such as natural areas, nature preserves), and preliminary 
alternative alignments. 

May 2003 Review of purpose and need and of alternative alignments in the north, central, and south 
sections to be carried through the EIS. 

January 2004 Summary of input from Public Information Meeting 1 and NEPA/404 Meeting 1, overview of 
field studies, overview/status of preliminary alternative alignments, summary of alternative 
impacts, and review of next steps in the process. 

June 2004 Current resource studies, refinements to the alternative alignments in the north, central and 
south sections, review of alternatives to minimize impacts in Senachwine Creek and Crow 
Creek floodplains, wildlife crossings, and next steps in the process. 

June 2006 Selection of and refinements to the Preferred Alternative in the north, central, and south 
sections, review of the Preferred Alternative’s impacts to natural and socioeconomic 
resources, review of proposed mitigation and enhancement measures, and next steps in 
the process. 

 

TABLE 6-1 
Resource Agency Technical Committee Membership 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agencya 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Servicea 

U.S. Army Corp of Engineersa 

USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service 

University of Illinois–ITARP 

Illinois Department of Agriculture 

Illinois Department of Natural Resourcesa 

Illinois Natural History Survey 

Bureau County Farm Bureau  

Marshall-Putnam Farm Bureau 

Peoria County Farm Bureau 

aAlso participates in the NEPA/404 process. 
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6.2.3 Other Agency Coordination 
IDOT corresponded with and held several meetings with various local, state and federal 
agencies. Table 6-3 summarizes the results of that coordination. Meeting minutes and 
correspondence can be found in Appendix A-1.  

The following technical reports were prepared in conjunction with the study. The technical 
reports are available at IDOT’s Peoria office.  

 The consultant team collected Farm Service Agency information for completion of the 
USDA/NRCS AD 1006 form. IDOA prepared the USDA/NRCS AD 1006 form, based on 
input from and coordination between IDOT, IDOA, and NRCS. 

 The Illinois Natural History Survey prepared an assessment of wetland and biological 
resources in the study area.  

 The ISGS prepared hydrology studies along part of Miller-Anderson Woods Nature 
Preserve and also three preliminary environmental site assessments summarizing the 
special and hazardous waste in the project area.  

 The ISGS provided IDOT with data about geology and soils in the project area. The 
consultant team prepared a geotechnical report from this information.  

 The consultant team prepared a photo log of historic structures and submitted it to 
IDOT’s Cultural Resources Unit. The University of Illinois’s Transportation 
Archaeological Research Program investigated archaeological resources and prepared 
an interim report summarizing its findings. The consultant team prepared a report 
identifying structures on or potentially eligibility for the National Register of Historic 
Place. Cultural resources subject to the provisions of Section 106 of the Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 and Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 
1966 were coordinated with the Illinois Historic Preservation Agency, as discussed in 
Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources) of the Final EIS. 

 A Biological Assessment was prepared and distributed to IDNR and USFWS. The 
assessment concluded the proposed project is not likely to have an adverse effect on 
threatened and endangered species or state natural areas. Both the IDNR and the 
USFWS reviewed the Biological Assessment/ Detailed Action Report. The USFWS, 
based on its review, offered no additional comments pertaining to threatened and 
endangered species. The IDNR offered one recommendation and has closed consultation 
under the Illinois Endangered Species Act. 

TABLE 6-3 
Other Agency Coordination 

Meeting/ 
Correspondence Date Agencies Involved Topics 

May 17, 2002 Illinois State Geologic Survey 
(ISGS) 

IDOT Memorandum-PESA Review. 

May 21, 2002 IDNR  Memorandum from IDNR providing clarification to questions 
on the IDNR Action Report. (Attached to this memorandum 
is a transmittal memorandum from IDOT dated June 24, 
2002.)  
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TABLE 6-3 
Other Agency Coordination 

Meeting/ 
Correspondence Date Agencies Involved Topics 

November 6, 2002 ISGS IDOT Memorandum-PESA Review. 

November 8, 2002 ISGS Letter transmittal of ISGS deliverables to the IL 29 project. 

April 16, 2003 IDNR-INHS  Letter transmittal of the Assessment of the Biological 
Resources Report from IDNR.  

July 21, 2003 Marshall-Putnam Soil and 
Water Conservation District 

Letter from Marshall-Putnam Soil and Water Conservation 
District opposing the proposed improvements. 

February 2, 2004 IDNR Letter from IDNR requesting a hydrology study along parts 
of the Miller-Anderson Woods Nature Preserve. 

March 12, 2004 IDNR, INPC, ISGS Meeting to discuss groundwater equilibrium concern that 
could arise from widening IL 29 from two to four lanes in the 
area of Miller-Anderson Woods. 

May 3, 2004 Bureau County Farm Service, 
Marshall and Putnam County 
Farm Service, Peoria County 
Farm Service 

Letter to county farm services requesting information for 
agricultural assessment. 

May 11, 2004 IDNR Meeting to solicit input on current and future access points 
to their property. (minutes not included) 

August 26, 2004 ISGS IDOT Memorandum-PESA Review. 

September 14, 
2004 

INPC, IDNR, Illinois 
Emergency Management 
Agency 

Meeting to discuss process and procedures to determine 
floodplain impacts and compensation along IL 29 corridor. 

October 4, 2004 IDNR Meeting to present the current IL 29 design, discuss potential 
impacts to IDNR properties and natural areas, and to receive 
feedback on potential mitigation. In late 2003, a field review 
was conducted with IDNR to refine the boundaries of IDNR 
properties and natural areas south of Sparland. 

October 5, 2004 USFWS Letter from USFWS identifying species, listed or proposed 
to be listed, that may be present in project area. 

November 9, 2004 Section 4(f) Applicability 
Review-FHWA 

Meeting to discuss the applicability of the Section 4(f) 
regulations to the parks, recreation and wildlife refuges, and 
historic properties in the project area. 

November 23, 2004 FHWA Meeting to discuss the potential floodplain impacts 
associated with the proposed improvements. 

December 15, 2004 NRCS Meeting to discuss potential project impacts on NRCS 
improvements along Crow Creek, Senachwine Creek, and 
other environmental features in the project area.  

January 26, 2005 IDNR, Office of Water 
Resources 

Letter from the Office of Water Resources concerning four 
potential longitudinal encroachments associated with 
proposed improvements and applicability of Part 3700 
floodway construction rules. 

March 3, 2005 IDNR, Office of Water 
Resources 

E-mail from the Office of Water Resources indicating that 
the areas near Route 29 bypass crossing and longitudinal 
encroachment along Senachwine Creek (South) is rural. 
Therefore rural area floodway criteria would apply to the 
floodway/ floodplain filling along Senachwine Creek (South). 
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TABLE 6-3 
Other Agency Coordination 

Meeting/ 
Correspondence Date Agencies Involved Topics 

March 7, 2005 Illinois Historic Preservation 
Agency (IHPA) 

Concurrence from IHPA that four of the five structures in 
the project area identified as potentially eligibility to the 
National Register of Historic Place do not to meet the 
criteria for listing. The fifth property, Whiffle Tree Place, was 
identified as significant under Criterion C, but not affected. 

March 15, 2005 IDOT/IHPA Legal Notice for the removal of the Barrville Creek Bridge 

August 19, 2005 ISGS IDOT Memorandum—Hazardous Waste Waiver Request. 

December 12, 2005 Natural Resource 
Conservation Service 

Letter from IDOT transmitting agricultural impact 
information. 

December 16, 2005 

 

ISGS IDOT Memorandum—PESA Re-evaluation. 

December 29, 2005 FHWA Programmatic Section (4f) Evaluation 

December 29, 2005 FHWA Memorandum of Agreement, Barrville Creek Bridge 

January 3, 2006 FHWA, Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation 

Letter from FHWA notifying Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation on the adverse effect on the historic Barrville 
Bridge. 

January 13, 2006 IHPA Concurrence from IHPA that the relocation of a driveway to 
construct the Western Avenue interchange on the west side 
of Henry would not impact any historic properties.  

July 31, 2006 ISGS IDOT Memorandum—PESA Reevaluation. 

August 15, 2006 IDNR MOA between IDOT and IDNR describing land transfer 
from IDOT to IDNR, public use enhancements, prairie 
restorations, and wetland and endangered plant mitigation. 

December 13, 2006 Peoria Tribe of Indians of 
Oklahoma 

Notification from the Tribe that no known Indian Religious 
Sites are located where construction is proposed. The Tribe 
cautions that construction must be halted and 
communication with the Tribe resumed if any items falling 
under the Native American Graves Protection and 
Repatriation Act are uncovered. 

March 23, 2009 IDNR Notification from IDNR that they evaluated the natural 
resources review provided by EcoCAT and determined that 
the project would not have adverse impacts on protected 
resources. IDNR’s consultation is valid for two years. 

6.3 Community Involvement 
6.3.1 Community Officials 
Numerous meetings were held with community and elected officials during the course of 
the study to understand their issues and concerns. The meetings included representatives 
from Marshall County, Lacon, Henry, Sparland, and Chillicothe. Table 6-4 summarizes the 
meetings and the correspondence received from local agencies. Appendix B contains 
meeting minutes and related correspondence as described in Table 6-4.  
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TABLE 6-4 
Community Officials 

Meeting/ 
Correspondence Date Community Topics 

October 2, 2002 Chillicothe, Henry, 
Lacon, Sparland,  
Marshall County 

Letter from project team identifying meeting date to 
introduce the study, discuss existing traffic patterns, and any 
proposed city plans. 

October 2, 2002 Meta Tec, Hardin 
Industries 

Letters of support to improving IL 29 to Marshall County 
Board. 

October 3, 2002 Marshall County 
Airport 

Letter of support for widening IL 29. 

October 4, 2002 Marshall County 
Airport Board 

Letter of support for widening IL 29. 

October 8, 2002 Lacon Letter of support for widening IL 29. 

October 8, 2002 Marshall County Letter and resolution of support for widening IL 29 along its 
existing alignment. 

May 12, 2003 Henry Resolution in support of the IL 29 improvements. 

June 2, 2003 Princeton Resolution in support of the IL 29 improvements 

June 5, 2003 Marshall County  Resolution in support of the IL 29 improvements 

June 10, 2003 Bureau County Resolution of support for IL 29 improvements. 

July 3, 2003 Chillicothe Meeting to discuss the study progress, proposed 
alternatives, and proposed city plans. 

August 20, 2003 Henry Senachwine 
Community School 
District 5 

Resolution of support for IL 29 improvements. 

September 8, 2003 Chillicothe Letter of support for improvements to IL 29; includes a 
bypass resolution survey conducted by the Chillicothe Area 
Chamber of Commerce. 

July 7, 2004 Chillicothe, Henry, 
Lacon, Sparland, 
Marshall County 

Preview of the materials to be presented at Public 
Information Meeting #2. (minutes not included) 

July 14, 2004 Bureau County Letter supporting the IL 29 project. 

July 19, 2004 Sparland Letter opposing improvements to IL 29; notes that if the 
improvements are built the City supports an alignment west 
or east of Sparland. 

August 10, 2004 Henry Township Resolution not in support of the project. 

August 31, 2004 Henry Township Letter distributing a resolution not supporting the 
improvement of IL 29. 

September 16, 2004 Chillicothe Meeting to discuss growth issues and the project’s potential 
to cause secondary development. 

November 18, 2004 Senachwine 
Township and Henry 

Senachwine Township: meeting to better assess the 
applicability of Section 4(f) to the Putnam Pavilion site and 
ball field at the former Putnam grade school. 

Henry: meeting to discuss the project’s potential to cause 
secondary development. 
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TABLE 6-4 
Community Officials 

Meeting/ 
Correspondence Date Community Topics 

January 27, 2005 Sparland Meeting to review the status of the project, and discuss the 
project’s potential to cause secondary development in 
Sparland. 

December 22, 2005 Senachwine 
Township 

Letter from the project team concerning the status of the 
Putnam baseball field. 

January 12, 2006 Senachwine 
Township 

Meeting to discuss the applicability of Section 4(f) at the 
baseball field at the former Putnam grade school. 

June 1, 2006 Sparland Meeting to present the recommended action, the reasons 
that the bluff alternative was dismissed, and Sparland’s 
improvements in more detail. 

June 8, 2006 Senachwine 
Township 

Meeting to discuss the proposed IL29/Bradford Road 
intersection as well as access to Putnam’s maintenance 
garage. 

January 3, 2008 Sparland Meeting with Sparland Village Board to discuss design 
changes. 

 
Meetings were held with various organizations to discuss how the proposed improvements 
may affect their organization, including railroad companies, Caterpillar, Henry Fire 
Protection District, Senachwine and Crow Creek Watershed committees, and the Peoria 
Park District.   

Railroad Coordination 
The project team coordinated with representatives of railroad companies potentially 
affected by the proposed improvements several times throughout project development. 
Table 6-5 summarizes the coordination points. 

TABLE 6-5 
Railroad Coordination 

Meeting/ 
Correspondence Date Company Topics 

March 11, 2003 Poly One 
Corporation 

Letter introducing the project and the potential relocation of 
their tracks associated with the proposed improvements. 

May 13, 2003 Poly One 
Corporation 

Telephone conversation follow-up to letter of March 11, 2003. 
Poly One concurred that it would be acceptable for its tracks 
to be relocated, with IDOT paying for the relocation. 

July 23, 2003 Lincoln & Southern 
Railroad Co. 

Letter expressing ongoing interest in the study and concern 
that the drainage conditions along their right of way not 
deteriorate as a consequence of the proposed improvements. 

November 10, 2004 Lincoln & Southern 
Railroad Co., Poly 
One Corporation, 
Iowa Interstate RR, 
URS/CSXT 

Meeting to gain general understanding of the railroad 
companies and their operations, identify the proximity of the 
railroad tracks to proposed construction, obtain right of way, 
identify drainage / flooding issues, identify a future contact 
from each company regarding future information and reviews, 
and discuss the procedure for and cost to IDOT for railroads 
to review plan sets. 
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TABLE 6-5 
Railroad Coordination 

Meeting/ 
Correspondence Date Company Topics 
December 6, 2004 IDOT Bureau of 

Railroads 
Progress meeting 

January 27, 2005 IDOT Bureau of 
Railroads 

Meeting to finalize railroad crossing locations and design. 

January 30, 2007 Burlington 
Northern/Santa Fe 
(BNSF) Railroad Co. 

Meeting to discuss the proposed reconstruction of the 
railroad viaduct over IL29 on the north side of Chillicothe and 
the proposed IL 29 bridge over the BNSF railroad track north 
of Truitt Road. 

July/August 2007 Burlington 
Northern/Santa Fe 
(BNSF) Railroad Co. 

Correspondences regarding the decisions to relocate the 
railroad signal to the east of the proposed IL 29 overpass 
north of Truitt Road, prepare the railroad overpass in 
Chillicothe to BNSF railroad design criteria, and provide for 
two railroad tracks in the design of the overpass north of 
Truitt Avenue and underpass in Chillicothe.  

May 12, 2008 and 
January 7, 2009 

Burlington 
Northern/Santa Fe 
(BNSF) Railroad Co. 

Correspondence requesting comments from BNSF on a 
TS&L for the proposed railroad viaduct at the north edge of 
Chillicothe. 

 

BNSF Railroad Viaduct 
In regards to the BNSF Railroad viaduct at the north edge of Chillicothe on existing IL 29, no 
final determination for the proposed structure design was agreed upon with the railroad. 
Draft TS&L drawings were given to the BNSF Railroad, but no comments were received. The 
current design for the railroad viaduct is a 107-foot long, 2-span railroad bridge over the IL 29 
connector. The structure would be 84 feet wide to accommodate two main tracks, one yard 
lead track, and an access road. The typical section for IL Route 29 below the railroad would 
have four, 12-foot wide lanes with a center median. Bicycle/pedestrian accommodations 
would also be included on each side of the highway facility. The documents for this location 
currently consist of a draft TS&L package, including TS&L drawings, staging plans, cross 
sections, a bridge condition report, a structure report, a preliminary bridge design and 
hydraulic report, a railroad drainage report, a structure geotechnical report, and a cost 
estimate.  

Henry Fire Protection District 
Study staff met with representatives of the Henry Fire Protection District on April 23, 2004, 
regarding the proposed improvements and to understand how they may affect the fire 
district’s operations. The consensus among district officials was that the proposed 
improvements would not adversely affect operations. See Appendix B.  

Senachwine Creek Watershed Committee 
Staff met with representatives of the Senachwine Creek Watershed Committee on May 6, 
2004, regarding the proposed improvements and to understand how they may affect 
projects planned by the committee. The committee has received funds to install holding 
basins, detention ponds, willows, and terraces to minimize the effects of hard rains and 
flooding. After reviewing the design plans, representatives commented that they would like 
to work with IDOT on any planned mitigation in the area. See Appendix B.  
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Caterpillar 
On January 5, 2004, IDOT received a letter from Caterpillar confirming a phone 
conversation of December 23, 2003. During the phone conversation Caterpillar 
representatives expressed support for an alternative that would pass to the west and north 
of the Caterpillar property, identified as alignment S-6 on Exhibit 2-7 of the Final EIS. (At 
the time of the telephone conversation this alignment was referred to as Alignment 1.) See 
Appendix B.  

Peoria Park District 
Staff met with representatives of the Peoria Park District on September 9, 2004, to learn 
more about their concerns expressed following the second public information meeting. In  a 
letter dated August 27, 2004, IDOT requested more information from the Park District on 
their facilities along the south portion of the study corridor. During the September meeting 
the park district provided additional information on its three properties near the project’s 
south section, Camp Wokanda, Singing Woods Nature Preserve, and Audubon Wildlife 
Area. See Appendix B.  

Crow Creek Watershed Committee  
Staff met with representatives of the Crow Creek Watershed Committee on February 23, 
2005, to update the committee on the proposed improvements to IL 29 adjacent to Crow 
Creek (Camp Grove Road to Old IL 29) and to confirm that the project would not affect 
projects funded by the committee in the watershed. See Appendix B.  

6.4 Public Involvement 
Two series of public meetings and one series of public hearings were held to solicit public 
input and to address public concerns and questions.  Due to the project length and number 
of communities involved, each public meeting and public hearing was held in two locations 
in the project corridor.  An additional public meeting was held in Sparland to apprise local 
residents of recent changes to the proposed design in Sparland. The sessions were held in an 
open house format. Full documentation of each of these meetings and the public hearing, 
along with associated correspondence is contained in Appendix C. 

6.4.1 First Set of Public Meetings 
The project's first open-house public information meetings were held on June 11th and 12th, 
2003 from 4:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. The June 11th meeting was held in Henry at Henry-
Senachwine High School and was attended by approximately 326 people.  Approximately 
427 attended the meeting on June 12th at Three Sisters Park in Chillicothe. The meetings 
were publicized through advertisements in eight local newspapers: the Peoria Journal Star, 
the Chillicothe Times Bulletin, the Chillicothe Independent, the Lacon Home Journal, the Henry 
News Republican, the Bureau County Republican, the Bureau Valley Chief and the New Tribune. 
The purpose of the public information meetings was to provide project-area residents with 
the general status of the project, obtain public input on the preliminary and reasonable 
range of alternatives, and offer a forum for people to ask questions.   
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The same information was presented at both meetings, including alignments proposed to be 
carried forward for additional study, as well as those proposed for elimination, possible 
typical sections for the different sections of the corridor, a project newsletter and meeting 
handout. Aerial exhibits detailing the location of corridor alternatives were presented for 
public review. A table and comment box was available for those who wanted to leave 
project comments at the meeting. Project staff from IDOT and CH2M HILL was available to 
answer questions and discuss the project alternatives. 

Approximately 115 written comments were received at the public information meeting held 
in Henry, and 190 at the meeting in Chillicothe. Comments at the first meetings included: 

 Questions as to the need for the project. 
 Concerns about impacts to wetlands and natural areas. 
 Concerns about bypasses of Henry, Putnam, Sparland, Hopewell and Chillicothe. 
 Concerns as to farmland impacts. 

Approximately 250 comments were submitted following the two meetings, for a total of 555. 
Meeting comments are found on the CD in the Final EIS. 

6.4.2 Second Set of Public Meetings 
The project's second open-house public information meetings were held on July 14th and 
15th, 2004 from 4:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. The July 14th meeting was held in Henry at Henry-
Senachwine High School and was attended by approximately 176 people.  Approximately 
408 attended the meeting on July 15th at Three Sisters Park in Chillicothe.  The purpose of 
the public information meetings was to provide project-area residents with the general 
status of the project, obtain public input on the range of alternatives currently under 
consideration as well as those removed from further consideration, and offer a forum for 
people to ask questions.   

The same information was presented at both meetings, including alignments proposed to be 
carried forward for additional study, as well as those proposed for elimination since the first 
public information meeting, possible typical sections for the different sections of the 
corridor, a project newsletter and meeting handout.  Announcement of the meetings was 
published in the same newspapers as for the first set of meetings.  A table and comment box 
was available for those who wanted to leave project comments at the meeting. Project staff 
from IDOT and CH2M HILL was available to answer questions and discuss the project 
alternatives. Meeting comments are found on the CD in the Final EIS. 

6.4.3 Public Hearing 
During the 60-day Draft EIS public comment period (which ended June 25, 2006), a public 
hearing was held on June 14, 2006, in Chillicothe and on June 15 in Henry to present the Draft 
EIS  to project-area residents and to offer a forum for people to ask questions and to provide 
comments. The meetings were publicized through advertisements in nine local newspapers.  
Project newsletters announcing the meeting were sent to property owners, local units of 
government, utilities, state agencies, elected officials, and other interest groups. The same 
information was presented at both meetings. Meeting exhibits included aerial photography 
of the project area depicting the project alternatives, conceptual drawings of project area 
aesthetic improvements, typical sections and information on project impacts. Copies of the 
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Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) were available for review. A court reporter 
was present to record oral comments from attendees, a comment box was provided for 
those wishing to provide written statements, and a comment form with a self-addressed 
return mailing label was provided for those who wanted to mail their comments. The 
meeting in Chillicothe was attended by 346 people, the meeting in Henry by 180 people. 
Comments from the public hearing are found on the CD in the Final EIS  

6.4.4 Sparland Public Meeting 
On January 23, 2008, a public meeting was held to inform Sparland residents about recent 
changes to the proposed design in Sparland. The meeting was held in an open house format 
between 4:30 and 7:00 P.M. IDOT personnel and consultant staff was available to discuss the 
proposed changes and answer questions. Exhibits showing the proposed design were 
available for attendees to view. Discussion topics included changes in access to specific 
residences, the ability of the roundabout to accommodate expected traffic volumes, benefits 
of roundabouts for trucks, and safety concerns regarding the IL 29/Thenius Road 
intersection.  

6.4.5 Project Newsletters 
Project newsletters were prepared and distributed during the course of the study. The 
newsletters were sent to local units of government (county, municipal, drainage districts, 
and townships), review agencies, federal and state officials, utilities, and project area 
residents.  

The first newsletter (June 2003) introduced the project, the study team, and the first public 
information meeting. It provided an overview of the project development process and 
where this study was relative to that process, described the features of the study, explained 
the public and agency involvement process, and announced the study schedule. The 
newsletter contained a self-addressed form for submitting comments. It also provided a 
project contact name and telephone number. 

The second newsletter (June 2004) announced the dates and locations of the second public 
meetings, described the corridor alternatives that would be presented, and provided a map 
detailing alternatives. It also contained the self-addressed form for submitting comments, 
and a contact name and telephone number. 

The third newsletter (June 2006) informed recipients that the DEIS was signed and 
announced the dates and locations of the public hearings. It also provided an overview and 
map of the Build Alternative and outlined the next steps in the current preliminary phase. 
The newsletter included a self-addressed form for submitting comments as well as a contact 
name and telephone number. 

A fourth newsletter was distributed in May 2009 to inform recipients on the results of the 
NEPA process. 
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6.5 Project Commitments 
The following section summarizes the measures to minimize harm and additional 
commitments for the Preferred Alternative. Final mitigation plans would be incorporated 
into final engineering plans and specifications prepared for the proposed highway.  

6.5.1 Agriculture  
 The alignments were designed to parallel property lines, where feasible, to keep farm 

severances, severance management zones, and uneconomical remnants to a minimum. 

 Where practical, field access roads will be constructed to maintain access to farm fields. 

 Existing surface and subsurface drainage will be maintained. 

 Subsurface field tiles draining to, or intersected by, the proposed highway’s right of way 
will be located by trenching in order to ensure that proper field drainage is maintained 
during construction. 

 Areas of cropland and nonnative grasses on landlocked parcels will be investigated for 
use as borrow areas. If suitable, they will be given priority as sources of borrow, thereby 
reducing additional impacts to agricultural lands. 

 Agricultural impacts will be lessened by using landlocked parcels for mitigation 
purposes. 

6.5.2 Cultural 
 Under the stipulations of a Programmatic Agreement for Historic Bridges ratified by 

IHPA and FHWA in 2004, a Memorandum of Agreement was formulated and signed by 
IHPA, FHWA, and IDOT in November of 2005 which specifies mitigation measures for 
the adverse effects of the removal of SN 062-0011 Barrville Creek Bridge (Appendix A-1, 
Other Agency Coordination, Notification of Adverse Effect, Barrville Creek Bridge). The 
measures include attempting to find a suitable relocation venue for the bridge and if 
unsuccessful, to locate a similar bridge that can substitute for the displaced Barrville 
Creek Bridge. 

 All the archaeological sites that have moderate or high research potential located within 
the construction limits of the Preferred Alternative will be subjected to subsurface 
evaluations (test excavations).  

6.5.3 Noise and Air Quality 
 To reduce the potential for noise impacts during construction, IDOT will require 

contractors to adhere to the latest edition of the Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge 
Construction. These specifications include guidelines for screening stationary equipment, 
exhaust noise, noise from loose equipment parts, and excessive tailgate banging.  

 Special provisions will require that motorized construction equipment not be operated 
between 10 P.M. and 6 A.M. without prior written approval of the project engineer. 
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 Dust control during construction will be accomplished in accordance with the Standard 
Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction which requires application of water or 
approved dust control measures during grading operations and on haul roads.  

 The location of pavement material batch plants will be in accordance with the Standard 
Specifications or any special provisions developed during coordination with the IEPA 
regarding air quality standards and emissions.  

 Open burning of construction waste or brush will be done in accordance with local 
ordinances.  

 Demolition and disposal of structures is regulated under the Standard Specifications for 
Road and Bridge Construction.  

6.5.4 Geology, Soils, and Surface Water Resources 
 High cut and fill slopes will be benched, where necessary, to minimize soil erosion and 

long-term maintenance including sloughing. 

 The use of split profiles for certain segments of the project will reduce the disturbance to 
erodable soils, the risk of landslides and the risk of encountering abandoned mines. 

 Principles and standards from IDOT’s Construction Procedure Memorandum on Erosion and 
Sediment Control and other erosion control best management practices will be used to 
minimize soil erosion. An erosion control plan has been developed as part of this study that 
will reflect IDOT’s erosion control practices. The preliminary plan includes the following 
concepts:   

 Temporary Ditch Checks 
 Ditch check material will vary according to velocity of flow in ditch. 
 Spacing of ditch checks will be adjusted according to ditch slope. 

 Ditch Linings 
 Temporary linings (excelsior blankets) will be installed according to ditch 

velocity during construction activities (prior to revegetation). 

 Permanent linings (paved ditches, riprap) will be installed according to ditch 
velocity after construction activities (after revegetation). 

 Culverts—Downstream channels will be protected as required using riprap, energy 
dissipater basins, and so on, according to culvert outlet velocities. 

 Perimeter Erosion Barrier will be installed in areas where sediments run off the 
construction area in sheet flow.  

 Inlet and Pipe Protection will be installed immediately after inlets and pipes are 
constructed until surrounding area is paved or revegetated. 

 Stormwater Detention Ponds will be installed at several locations in the project area 
to allow sediments to settle out of highway runoff. Five detention facilities are 
proposed along the Preferred Alternative: on the east side of Old Galena Road 
opposite the Audubon Wildlife Area, on the east side of Krause Road northeast of 
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the proposed Rome West Road interchange, in the southwest quadrant of the 
proposed McGrath Road interchange, on the south side of Senachwine Valley Road 
near Senachwine Creek (North), and south of Putnam near Center Street. 

 Basic erosion control principles and best management practices that will be used on the 
project include the following: 

 The size of disturbed area exposed at any one time and the duration of exposure will 
be minimized. Construction contracts will include limits on the amount of soil that can 
be exposed at any one time, measures to prevent erosion during spring thaw if 
construction is not completed before winter, and specifications to complete grading as 
soon as possible and revegetate with temporary and permanent cover.  

 Control methods will be used to prevent erosion and sedimentation in sensitive areas. 
Such methods include proper design of drainage channels with respect to width, 
depth, gradient, side slopes, and energy dissipation; protective ground cover such as 
vegetation, mulch, erosion mat, or riprap; dikes and intercepting embankments to 
divert sheet flow away from disturbed areas; and sediment control devices such as 
ditch checks, erosion bales, and silt fences, and retention or detention basins.  

If a stream enhancement was impacted during construction it would be replaced in-kind. 

6.5.5 Wetlands, Floodplains, and Designated Lands 
The location of wetlands, floodplains, and designated lands referred to below by letter-
number designation are shown in the Aerial Exhibits (Sheets 1-18) of the Final EIS. 

 The Preferred Alternative incorporates alignment shifts where practicable to minimize 
wetland impacts. 

 To minimize impacts on wetlands, floodplains, and designated lands, a 22-foot median 
will be used between Crew Lane (rest area) north of Chillicothe and approximately 580 
feet north of the IL 29/1100E intersection (Final EIS Aerial Exhibit sheets 8 to 11) and 
where IL 29 is adjacent to Miller-Anderson Woods (Aerial Exhibit sheets 17 and 18).  

 By maintaining the eastern edge of pavement along the 2-mile stretch of W-16 south of 
the IDNR property, the impact to W-16 has been limited to the 0.2 acre on the south side 
of the IDNR boat launch. 

 By not providing access to the Barnes/Barnes & Kidder property south of the proposed 
IL 29 and IL 17 interchange, the impact to W-26 has been limited to the 1.3 acres along 
realigned IL 29 in Sparland. 

 To minimize impacts at W-52 and W-53 and floodplains in the Crow Creek area a 
retaining wall was used to reduce the impacts from 4.6 acres to 2.3 acres, and 2.0 acres to 
1.6 acres, respectively. 

 To minimize impacts at W-C2 (north of Cabin Hill Road) a retaining wall was used to 
reduce the impact from 0.1 acre to 0.03 acre. 

 The mitigation measures listed in the soils and surface water discussion of the  Final EIS 
will minimize sedimentation into wetlands. 
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 Several structures, such as the proposed IL 29 Bridge (north of Chillicothe) and the Crow 
Creek Bridge, are designed to have fewer bridge piers in the water than the existing 
structures. 

 In the Illinois River floodplain, 657 acres located east of IL 29, from just south of the 
Peoria/Marshall County Line to just north of Sparland, will be purchased by IDOT to 
mitigate the project's environmental impacts. The property east of IL 29, which will be 
transferred to IDNR, includes 294 acres of forested floodplain wetlands, which have a 
high native character and are an environmental asset (FQI greater than 20) and 27 acres 
of forested floodplain wetlands with FQIs of 16 to 19. This land will be transferred to 
IDNR in order to protect the high quality floodplain wetlands. Three farm fields within 
the floodplain east of IL 29 will be converted to wetlands. (See Final EIS Aerial Exhibit 
sheets 8 to 10.) 

 Wetlands W-C3, W-C5 and W-C6 located northeast of the existing IL 6 interchange near 
Mossville (see Final EIS Aerial Exhibit sheet 1) and wetlands W-B1 and W-B2 in the 
northeastern quadrant of the proposed Western Avenue/IL 29 interchange in Henry 
(see Final EIS Aerial Exhibit sheet 14) will be expanded to create new wetlands.  

 The following design measures will be implemented to minimize impacts to the County 
Line Hill Prairie Natural Area, Hopewell Estates Hill Prairie Natural Area, Marshall 
County State Hill Prairie, Marshall County State Land and Water Reserve, Marshall 
State Fish and Wildlife Area Spring Branch, Marshall State Fish and Wildlife Area— 
Sparland Unit, and Miller-Anderson Woods Nature Preserve: 

 Split Profile—Long stretches of the Preferred Alternative from the IDOT rest area 
north of Chillicothe to the IL 29/Camp Grove Road intersection will be designed so 
that proposed southbound lanes are higher in elevation than northbound lanes. This 
strategy reduces the expansion into the bluff and the impact on designated lands 
west of IL 29. (Split profile design would not benefit Miller-Anderson Woods Nature 
Preserve and so is not proposed in that area.) 

 Narrowed Median—A 22-foot median will be used adjacent to the designated lands 
north of Chillicothe to reduce impacts and near the Miller-Anderson Woods Nature 
Preserve.  

 Retaining Walls, Barrier, and Guardrail—Several retaining wall, barrier, and 
guardrail designs will be incorporated into the Preferred Alternative to minimize the 
amount of new right of way required from designated lands and other uses.  

 Alignment Shift—During the alignment studies, the proposed widening of IL 29 
was shifted to the east to minimize impacts to the natural areas and nature preserves 
west of existing IL 29. 

 The following measures will be implemented to minimize and mitigate impacts to land 
owned by IDNR : 

 Four landlocked parcels immediately west of IL 29 and north of IL 17 will be 
transferred to IDNR. The parcels total 32 acres. The exact size of the land will be 
determined after the design phase of the project is completed. Jurisdictional transfer 
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of 59 acres of IDOT property adjacent to these landlocked parcels to IDNR is also 
proposed. This would place a total of 91 acres containing oak upland forests with an 
FQI of 33.4 under the protection of IDNR.  

 Several parcels located east of IL 29, between the railroad and the Illinois River, will 
be purchased by IDOT and used to mitigate the project's environmental impacts. The 
parcels, which total 657 acres, consists of 57 acres of cropland, 321 acres of forested 
wetlands, and 267 acres of backwater of the Illinois River. Of the 321 acres of forested 
wetlands, 294 acres located south of Sparland are of exceptional quality with FQI 
ratings of 22 and 24. The 27 acres of forested wetlands north of Sparland also are of 
high quality with an FQI of 19.  

 Ownership of these parcels will be transferred to IDNR. These lands, combined with 
two parcels owned by IDNR, will provide a continuous strip of IDNR land from 
roughly 0.75 mile south of IL 17 in Sparland to Senachwine Creek north of Chillicothe. 

 Transfer of these lands will increase IDNR land holdings in the unique 
environmental setting by about 748 acres. 

 The landlocked parcel located north of the BNSF Railroad (and the proposed Truitt 
Road interchange) will be transferred to IDNR. The parcel, which is 15 acres in size, 
is located east of IDNR’s Root Cemetery Nature Preserve and Natural Area. Several 
populations of arrowwood (Viburnum molle), an Illinois threatened plant, are located 
on the parcel, and IDNR could expand the boundaries of the Root Cemetery Nature 
Preserve and Natural Area to encompass the land.  

 IDOT, in conjunction with IDNR, will enhance the hill prairies at the Hopewell Hill 
Prairie and the Marshall County Hill Prairie Land and Water Reserve. 

 IDOT, in conjunction with IDNR, will restore a 15-acre old field community within 
the boundaries of Miller-Anderson Woods Nature Preserve.  

 IDOT, in conjunction with IDNR, will implement for weed control measures at 
Miller-Anderson Woods Nature Preserve.  

 IDOT will construct a 40- by 60-foot gravel parking lot located off the existing 
entrance road to Miller-Anderson Woods Nature Preserve. 

 Excess right of way at the south end of Miller-Anderson Woods Nature Preserve will 
be transferred to IDNR. 

 As a precautionary measure, culvert invert elevations would not be lowered or 
capacities increased through Miller-Anderson Woods Nature Preserve. If for 
engineering reasons this commitment cannot be met, the effects on groundwater 
conditions would need to be re-evaluated and coordinated with IDNR. 

 All potential borrow sites, waste areas, and other contractor generated use areas will 
require biological, wetland, and cultural resource clearances from IDOT. 

6.5.6 Plant Communities and Wildlife Resources 
IDOT has identified the following mitigation measures for upland plant communities and 
wildlife habitat.  
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 38 acres of trees will be 
planted on land currently 
owned by IDOT northeast 
of the existing IL 6 
interchange near 
Mossville. 

 

   

 

 14 acres of trees and 43 
acres of prairie will be 
planted on land currently 
owned by IDOT at the 
proposed Cedar Hills 
Drive interchange. 
 

 

   

 

 8 acres of prairie grass 
will be planted on a 
landlocked parcel 
between Stations 2876 
and 2888. 
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 4 acres of trees will be 
planted on a landlocked 
parcel north of the BNSF 
Railroad. 

   

 

 8 acres of trees and 
4 acres of prairie will be 
planted on a landlocked 
parcel located along 
Senachwine Creek 
between Stations 3210 
and 3224. 

   

 

 Roughly 32 acres of high 
quality upland forest on 
landlocked parcels north 
of IL 17 and 59 acres on 
land currently owned by 
IDOT will be protected 
from development by 
transferring the land to 
IDNR.  
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 In accordance with BD&E Procedure Memo #14-00, the backslopes of the proposed 
roadway will be seeded with Class 4 and Class 5 seed mixture where appropriate. These 
are prairie seed mixes. This will result in roughly 200 acres of prairie. 

 IDOT, in conjunction with IDNR, will enhance the hill prairies at the Hopewell Hill 
Prairie and the Marshall County Hill Prairie Land and Water Reserve. 

 Several parcels east of IL 29, between the railroad and the IL River, will be purchased by 
IDOT and used to mitigate the project's environmental impacts. The parcels east of IL 29, 
which total 657 acres, consist of 57 acres of cropland, 321 acres of forested wetlands and 
267 acres of backwater of the Illinois River. The transfer of land, along with two parcels 
owned by IDNR, will protect a continuous strip of wildlife habitat land from 0.75 mile 
south of IL 17 in Sparland to Senachwine Creek north of Chillicothe. 

 Expanding IL 29 adjacent to the existing facility from north of Chillicothe to Camp 
Grove Road and in the Miller-Anderson Woods Nature Preserve will limit impacts to 
the project area’s prime wildlife habitat to edge impacts, thus minimizing loss of wildlife 
habitat.  

 The use of a narrowed typical section for about 11 miles along the Preferred Alternative 
will help to minimize wildlife habitat impacts, although the split profile narrowed 
typical section may pose barriers for wildlife crossing the Preferred Alternative. 

 To minimize the animal-vehicle collisions and the effects of retaining walls/median 
barriers on wildlife movement, roughly 44 wildlife passages (spaced at 0.5-mile intervals) 
have been incorporated into the design of the Preferred Alternative. Wildlife passages 
consist of bridges and culverts. At all 21 proposed bridges, the bridge length/opening will 
be extended an additional 10 to 25 feet to provide a sufficiently wide dry crossing area 
adjacent to the stream for large animals. Large and small culverts also will be used as 
wildlife passages. The large culverts, meant to accommodate deer and smaller wildlife, 
would be at least 10 feet high and sufficiently wide to attract and accommodate deer. 
Provisions would be made for allowing daylight into culverts that would pass beneath the 
median as a means of attracting deer. The culverts for smaller mammals (raccoon, 
muskrat, and fox) and amphibians/reptiles would be about 5 feet high. Because the 
culverts also will be used for drainage, there will be occasions when the water level in the 
culvert may be a deterrent to use by some species. However, the culverts have been 
designed to provide a 2-foot-wide ledge to allow dry crossings for up to a 2-year storm.  
Two small dry culvert crossings will be provided at the north crossing of Crow Creek to 
allow smaller animals to cross under IL 29 without crossing the highway.  

 To minimize the effect of median barriers on wildlife movement, medians that do not 
trap wildlife are being considered at several locations throughout the project area. 
Openings in the barrier about 2 feet wide would allow smaller species to move along the 
barrier to those locations and then cross through the barrier. 

 Tree removal will not be allowed between April 15 and August 15 of any given year. 
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6.5.7 Threatened and Endangered Species 
 Several arrowwood plants, an Illinois threatened species, are in jeopardy of being 

disrupted by mining operations. The proposed improvement would landlock 15 acres of 
Galena Road Gravel property thereby protecting the plants. The landlocked part of the 
property would be transferred to IDNR for future protection and management. IDOT 
will also move, to the extent possible, the 500 adult and 500 juvenile Arrowwood plants 
potentially affected by the Preferred Alternative to a location such as the landlocked part 
of the Galena Road Gravel property that will be transferred to IDNR. 

 The decurrent false aster, a federal and state threatened species, will be relocated to an 
agricultural field in the environmental mitigation area east of IL 29.  Unlike the other 
fields in the mitigation area, this field will not be used for wetland mitigation. All the 
environmental mitigation parcels will be transferred to IDNR for management and 
protection. Through an agreement with IDOT, IDNR will maintain the fields of 
decurrent false asters. The Decurrent False Aster Recovery Plan published by the U.S. 
Department of Interior, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in 1990, lists three criteria for 
recovery of the species. Criterion 2 states “Twelve geographically distinct self-sustaining 
natural or established populations of the species must be protected through purchase in 
fee, easement of by cooperative management agreements.” This mitigation measure 
would meet Criterion 2 of the Recovery Plan. Criterion 3 of the plan states “Populations 
must be monitored for a period of five years to determine if they are self-sustaining.” To 
meet this criterion, INHS will monitor the decurrent false aster fields for 5 years. 

6.5.8 Special Waste 
IDOT would manage and dispose of areas of contamination in accordance with applicable 
federal and state laws and regulations, and in a manner that would protect human health 
and the environment. After real-estate acquisition and prior to construction, a Preliminary 
Site Investigation will be preformed at buildings to determine if asbestos is present. If 
asbestos is present it will be removed according to established environmental regulations. 

6.5.9 Visual Resources 
Although the visual scale of the highway will increase, landscaping features within and 
adjacent to the highway right of way would minimize adverse effects. A landscaping plan 
that will be developed during a future engineering phase could include the following 
provisions: 

 Preserve the existing vegetation as much as possible. 

 Perform landscape planting, including trees and prairie plant species, and natural 
revegetation of cut and fill slopes. 

 Landscape along the right of way in Putnam and Sparland. 

 Replace vegetation cleared from the existing or proposed rights of way with grasses 
(except at habitat loss mitigation areas). 
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6.5.10 Section 4(f) 
 Under the stipulations of a Programmatic Agreement for Historic Bridges ratified by 

IHPA and FHWA in 2004, a Memorandum of Agreement was formulated and signed by 
IHPA, FHWA, and IDOT in November 2005 that specifies mitigation measures for the 
adverse effects of the removal of SN 062-0011 Barrville Creek Bridge (Appendix A-1, 
Other Agency Coordination, Notification of Adverse Effect, Barrville Creek Bridge). 

 IDOT also will ensure that a bridge in Illinois analogous to the Barrville Creek Bridge 
will be sought and substituted for the adversely affected bridge on the Illinois Historic 
Bridge Survey. No bridges similar to structure SN 062-0011 were located within 
Marshall County.  

6.5.11 Additional Commitments 
Traffic 
The traffic management plan developed for this project would be implemented during the 
construction phase of the project to provide reliable access to agricultural fields, residences, 
businesses, community facilities and services, and local roads. Local roads intersected by the 
Preferred Alternative will remain open to traffic with minor interruptions during 
construction. IDOT will coordinate construction activities, sequencing, and traffic 
management plans with fire, police, and emergency rescue services to minimize delays and 
response times during the construction period. Lengthy detours will be minimized, but it is 
expected that, for various durations, side road connections will be closed to accommodate 
construction activities. 

Property Acquisition 
The Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as 
amended, provides for payment of just compensation of private property acquired for a 
federal-aid project. Offers of just compensation for residential and business properties will 
be based upon approved estimates of fair market value supported and documented by 
professional real estate appraisals obtained by the acquiring agency, the IDOT. In addition 
to the just compensation for the acquired property, the Act also provides for certain 
relocation assistance and payment to displaced homeowners, residential tenants, and 
businesses that are required to relocate because of the project. IDOT will offer and provide 
relocation assistance to each displaced family and business. Each displaced family and 
business will be contacted by IDOT to address specific needs and problems that it may have. 
Displaced families will be eligible for moving costs and may also be eligible for replacement 
housing payments. Displaced businesses will be eligible for searching and moving costs to 
relocate to a replacement business site. IDOT’s acquisition and relocation agents will be 
available to present and explain both the acquisition program and the relocation program to 
each displaced family and business.  

Septic tanks, drain fields, irrigation systems, or wells on acquired properties would be 
abandoned in accordance with state regulations and local zoning standards.
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Figure 2-2
Illinois Route 29 Crash Analysis 

Total Illinois 29 Crash Rate excluding Animal and Intersection crashes vs. State Wide Average Rate
2001-2003

Rural 2-Lane Avg Crash Rate - 0.649

Urban 2-Lane Avg Crash Rate - 1.032

Urban 4-Lane Avg Crash Rate - 1.706

Rural 4-Lane Avg 
Crash Rate - 0.539

Note: Statewide rates furnished by 
IDOT Division of Traffic Safety for 
Districts 2-9, 2001-2003.



 



Figure 2-3
Illinois Route 29 Crash Analysis 

Total Illinois 29 Crash Rate excluding Animal and Intersection crashes vs. State Wide Critical Rate
2001-2003
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Rural 2-Lane Critical Crash Rate = 1.758

Urban 2-Lane Critical Crash Rate = 2.972

Urban 4-Lane Critical Crash Rate = 3.614

Note: Statewide rates furnished by 
          IDOT Division of Traffic Safety for 
          Districts 2-9, 2001-2003.

Rural 4-Lane Critical Crash Rate = 1.694



 



IL 29 Project by Crash Severity 2001
Excluding Animal Crashes

Figure 2-4



 



IL 29 Project by Crash Severity 2002
Excluding Animal Crashes

Figure 2-5



 



IL 29 Project by Crash Severity 2003
Excluding Animal Crashes

Figure 2-6



 



IL 29 Project
Fatal and “A” Injury Crashes 2001

Figure 2-7



 



IL 29 Project
Fatal and “A” Injury Crashes 2002

Figure 2-8



 



IL 29 Project
Fatal and “A” Injury Crashes 2003

Figure 2-9



 



High Accident Locations (HAL)-2001-2003
Figure 2-10
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Rome West and Proposed Illinois 29 Alignment 
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Proposed Knox Street in Rome
Figure 5-3



 



County Highway 19, Truitt Road and Proposed Illinois 29 Alignment
Figure 5-4
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Sparland & Proposed Illinois 29 Alignment
Figure 5-6



 



Sparland - IL-17 Conceptual Drawing
East of Proposed IL-29, Looking West

Figure 5-7



 



Sparland - School Street at North Street Conceptual Drawing
East of Proposed IL-29, Looking East

Figure 5-8



 



Sparland - Railroad Street at IL-17 Conceptual Drawing
Looking East

Figure 5-9



 



Sparland - Ramp D Conceptual Drawing
Looking South

Figure 5-10
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Putnam - IL 29
Looking North

Figure 5-12



 



Miller - Anderson Woods and
Proposed Illinois 29 Alignment

Figure 5-13
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Appendix A-1 
State and Federal Agency Coordination 
 

 Meeting and/or Correspondence     Date 
Kick-off Meeting Minutes      December 24, 2001 

NEPA/404 Merger Process         

Merger Meeting Minutes (New Format for EIS)   April 19, 2002  
Merger Meeting Minutes (Special Meeting with COE)  April 25, 2003  
First NEPA/404 Coordination Meeting (Purpose & Need 
Concurrence & Alternates to Carry Forward)   April 28, 2003 
Analysis of Bluff Alignment      March 2005 
Second NEPA/404 Coordination Meeting (Concurrence on  
Alt. Eval. Detail in DEIS) Minutes     March 29, 2005 
E-Mail from FHWA       April 26, 2005 
E-Mail from FHWA (Agency Concurrence on Pref. Alternative) May 31, 2005 
Third NEPA/404/ Merger Meeting Minutes    September 28, 2006 
Preferred Alternative Concurrence Package to Fed. Agencies October 3, 2006 
E-Mail from Agencies (Final Concurrence on Pref. Alternative) January 2007 
 
 
Resource Agency Technical Committee 

Meeting Minutes       September 11, 2002 
Meeting Minutes       November 13, 2002 
Meeting Minutes       May 19, 2003 
Meeting Minutes       January 20, 2004 
Meeting Minutes       June 9, 2004 
E-Mail Correspondence to COE and USFWS    June 18, 2004 
E-Mail Correspondence from USEPA    July 1, 2004 
E-Mail Correspondence from COE     July 2, 2004 
Meeting Minutes       June 1, 2006 
 

Other Agency Coordination 

IDOT Memorandum – PESA Review     May 17, 2002 
Memorandum from IDNR (Includes June 24, 2002 IDOT Letter) June 24, 2002 
IDOT Memorandum – PESA Review     November 6, 2002 
Letter from ISGS       November 8, 2002 
Letter of Transmittal of Biological Resources Report   April 16, 2003 
Letter from Marshall-Putnam Soil & Water Cons. District  July 21, 2003 
Letter from IDNR       February 2, 2004 
Meeting Minutes—IDNR Groundwater Coordination  March 12, 2004 
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Letters to County Farm Service Agencies    May 3, 2004 
IDOT Memorandum – PESA Review     August 26, 2004 
Floodplain Impacts and Compensation Workshop   September 14, 2004 
Meeting Minutes – IDNR Coordination Meeting   October 4, 2004 
Letter from USFWS       October 5, 2004 
Meeting minutes – FHWA Section 4(f) Applicability Review November 9, 2004 
Meeting Minutes – IDNR Potential Floodplain Impacts  November 23, 2004 
Meeting Minutes – NRCS Potential Project Impacts   December 15, 2004 
Letter from IDNR       January 26, 2005 
E-Mail from IDNR-OWR      March 3, 2005 
Concurrence Letter from IHPA     March 7, 2005 
Legal Notice – Barrville Creek Bridge    March 15, 2005 
IDOT Memorandum – Hazardous Waste Waiver Request  August 19, 2005 
Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Forms    December 12, 2005 
2005 PESA Re-Evaluation      December 16, 2005 
Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation – Barrville Creek Bridge December 29, 2005 
Memorandum of Agreement, Barrville Creek Bridge  December 29, 2005 
Notification of Adverse Effect, Barrville Creek Bridge  January 3, 2006 
SHPO Concurrence re Richard Bazyn House   January 11, 2006 
IDOT Memorandum – PESA Re-Evaluation    July 31, 2006 
IDOT/IDNR MOA – Mitigation/Enhancement for Expansion 
 of Illinois Route 29       August 24, 2006 
Transmittal of Letter from Peoria Tribes of Oklahoma  December 13, 2006 
IDNR Natural Resources Review     March 23, 2009 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



M E E T I N G  S U M M A R Y   

Kick-Off Meeting --  Illinois Route 29 Phase I Study 

Job No. P-94-009-01 (PTB 118/56) 

IDOT District 4: 
Paula Green 
Greg Larson 
Maureen Addis 
John Anderson 
Mike Lewis 

CH2MHILL: 
Dick Stafford 

ATTENDEES: 

Dan Dupies 
Jim Saag 

 

    Eric Therkildsen

FROM: CH2M HILL 

DATE: December 24, 2001 

 
The meeting was convened at 10:30 a.m. on Thursday, December 20, 2001, in the 8th Floor 
conference room of the IDOT District 4 headquarters.  The purpose of the meeting was to 
kick-off the Phase I study of Illinois Route 29 improvements. 

IDOT reported that Representative La Hood had requested that the study be modified to 
include tying the IL 29 improvement into Illinois Route 6.  Eric Therkildsen will look into 
the mechanics of authorizing this additional work. 

Dick Stafford presented an agenda that included CH2M HILL’s plans for activities to be 
carried out over the next three months.  Dick recommended that one of the early activities 
be a contact with the railroad in the project corridor to determine their long-term viability.  
Jim reminded the group that in the past the railroad had been inactive for a number of 
years.  IDOT had the opportunity to buy the line, but did not have funds available at the 
time.  Eric said that IDOT would contact the railroad. 

CH2M HILL requested the most recent accident data and traffic counts/forecasts.  It was 
indicated that these data would be available in a few weeks.  Paula Green reported on 
progress in environmental data gathering. Geologists have concluded their field surveys. 
The archaeological surveys are under way and the biological surveys will start this winter.  
The survey of boundaries of natural areas will begin next spring.  Greg Larson reported that 
the road-kill surveys are also under way. 

Dick Stafford presented a plan to divide the study corridor into three segments for the study 
of preliminary alignment alternatives.  The segments would be: 

− North, from I-180 to the junction with the Henry bypass, north of Henry, 

− Central, the length of the Henry bypass, and 

− South, from the south end of the Henry bypass to Truit Avenue in Chillicothe. 
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Of course, the south segment will have to be revised to accommodate consideration of the 
proposed new connection to Illinois Route 6.   

CH2M HILL proposes beginning the study of preliminary alignment alternatives in the 
northernmost segment.  Martinez has been directed to begin preparation of orthodigital 
photo mosaics for this segment.  There are three basic alternatives in the north segment: 

− Along existing Illinois Route 29 between the bluffs and the railroad, 

− Along existing Illinois Route 29 but with the railroad relocated eastward, and 

− East of the railroad with crossovers north of Henry and south of I-180. 

A draft of an introductory newsletter was furnished for IDOT review and comment.  It was 
suggested that a section be added to the newsletter explaining prior study activity in the 
corridor such as setting aerial survey targets and geological/archaeological surveys.  It was 
also suggested that the newsletter be sent to public officials a few days before it goes out to 
the general public.  IDOT will get back to CH2M HILL regarding the newsletter. 

CH2M HILL is to send out agency coordination letters.  IDOT will furnish samples.  Contact 
letters will be sent to U.S. Fish & Wildlife, school districts, etc. 
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NEPA/404 Merger Process 
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M E M O R A N D U M   
 

Illinois Route 29 Study 

Analysis of the Bluff Section Alignment 

 

Introduction 
The purpose of this memorandum is to discuss the Bluff Alignment (Alternative C-2 in the 
Central Section of the IL 29 Study) and whether it should continue to be included in the 
project's reasonable range of alternatives to be carried forward.  

In the Central Section, the bluff alignment concept was introduced to the study because there 
were concerns that significant adverse impacts to Section 4(f) property, Natural Areas, IDNR 
lands, wetlands and woodlands may occur if existing IL 29 were to be widened.  During the 
project's alignment development phase, several alignments were evaluated on the bluff west 
of Sparland.  In the end one alignment, the Alternative C-2, was identified as the 
representative "bluff alignment”.  

To date, the project team has avoided applying the "reasonableness" test to the Bluff 
Alignment that it has to other alternatives.  Having completed the study's second public 
information meeting and developed the Bluff Alignment and the project's other remaining 
alternatives to a 90 percent design level, the project team has sufficient information to 
evaluate whether the Bluff Alignment would meet the project’s purpose and need and 
whether it is a prudent alternative that should be included in the reasonable range of 
alternatives.  

Purpose and Need  
The purpose of the proposed action is to enhance transportation continuity between the 
freeway connections at IL 6 and I-180 by improving IL 29 to be a safe and efficient highway 
that will serve existing and future travel demand while minimizing disturbance to the 
natural and built environment.  The proposed highway facility will improve transportation 
continuity, facilitate modal interrelationships, improve travel efficiency and enhance 
economic stability. 

As part of the study, the project team evaluated the amount of traffic that would be carried 
by either an improvement on IL 29 or by the Bluff Alignment in the design year 2032.   The 
analysis found that between 8,600 and 15,600 vehicles per day would use a widened facility 
along existing IL 29 in the Central Section.   The Bluff Alignment was predicted to carry 
between 2,850 and 3,800 vehicles daily and would leave 5,700 to 11,900 vehicles per day on 
the existing 2-lane IL 29.  In addition, under a No Build scenario, it is anticipated that in 2032 
approximately 12,200 vehicles per day would utilize the existing IL 29 roadway south of IL 
29.   Under either a No Build or Bluff Alignment alternatives consideration of a 4-lane 
improvement on IL 29, south of IL 17, would be warranted before 2011.  Please refer to the 
enclosed traffic maps and Table 1. 
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Table 1 – 2032 Average Daily Traffic Volumes 

Roadway Average Daily Traffic 
South of IL 17 

Average Daily Traffic 
North of IL 17 

No Build 12,200 7,400 
Bluff Alignment 3,500 2,850 

IL 29 – 2 lane  
With the Bluff Alignment  

 
11,900 

 
5,700 

IL 29 – 4 lane 
Without the Bluff 

Alignment  

 
15,600 

 
8,600 

 

Marshall County residents living east of the Illinois River utilize the IL 17 River Bridge to 
access the west side of the river.   For residents west of the Illinois River, IL 17 provides 
access to Marshall County and a direct connection to I-39 or I-55.  Alternate river crossings 
are located either 7 miles north on IL 18 or 24 miles south on US 24/US 150.   The traffic 
projections in Table 1 and on the traffic maps are based on an approximate 70/30 per cent 
split in traffic.  The split takes into account that 70% of the travelers would be frequent users 
(also referred to as local traffic) and 30% would be through travelers.   
 
To better understand the rationale of traffic estimates with the Bluff Alignment in place, the 
various traffic movements may be viewed separately.  In the following discussion, all traffic 
volumes are expressed as average daily traffic (ADT) in the design year 2032.   

• Through traffic between the North Section and the South Section (approximately 
2000 ADT): It is assumed that all of this traffic would utilize the Bluff Alignment. 

• Traffic between the East via Lacon and the South Section (approximately 8,000 
ADT):  This is the largest single segment of traffic demand.  From the IL 29/IL 17 
intersection in Sparland to the north side of Chillicothe, travel time would be 
about two minutes longer via the Bluff Alignment than on existing IL 29.  It is 
predicted that most drivers (about 7000 ADT) would elect to use the existing 
route.  This single traffic flow would account for nearly two-thirds of the 
projected volume on existing IL 29 between Sparland and Chillicothe. 

• Traffic between the East via Lacon and the North Section (approximately 3500 
ADT): It is assumed that all of this traffic would utilize existing IL 29. 

• Through traffic on IL 17 between the East via Lacon and the West (approximately 
3000 ADT): This traffic would utilize neither the Bluff Alignment nor existing IL 
29. 

• Traffic between the West on IL 17 and the North and South Sections (less than 
1000 ADT): It is assumed that all of this traffic would utilize the Bluff Alignment. 

• Local Sparland, Hopewell, Chillicothe, etc. (approximately 2000 ADT to 3000 
ADT depending on location): It is assumed that all of this traffic would utilize IL 
29. 
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• Local traffic on the Bluff Alignment (less than 1000 ADT): Since the area abutting 
the Bluff Alignment is primarily farmland it is anticipated that this would be a 
low traffic generation.   

Based on an aggregation of these individual traffic forecasts it has been estimated that the 
2032 traffic volume with the On IL 29 alignment between Chillicothe and Sparland would be 
approximately three times greater than the projected volume on the Bluff Alignment.  Also, 
North of Sparland, the On IL 29 alignment would carry approximately twice the traffic 
estimated for the Bluff Alignment. Please refer to Figures 1 and 2. 

If the Bluff Alignment were constructed, the route of choice for the majority of travelers 
would still be the existing IL 29.  Motorists are only likely to alter their routs if they perceive 
the route is more efficient.  The Bluff Alignment requires motorist go through additional stop 
controlled intersections, traffic signals and through residential areas. This coupled with 
additional adverse travel makes diversion less likely.  Frequent or recurring travelers from 
east of the Illinois River working, visiting or doing business in Sparland, Chillicothe or 
Peoria will use the route that is most reasonable to them.   This would be either the existing 
IL 29 or a widened IL 29.   
 
The failure of the Bluff Alignment to attract travelers and alleviate future congestion on 
existing IL 29 means that it would not fulfill the purpose statement of providing a safe and 
efficient highway that would serve existing and future travel demands. 
 

Impacts 
As stated at the beginning of this Technical Memorandum, the bluff alignment concept was 
introduced to the study because there were concerns about adverse impacts to Section 4(f) 
property, Natural Areas, IDNR lands, wetlands and woodlands may occur if existing IL 29 
were to be widened.  Due to this concern, engineering studies have emphasized the need to 
minimize impacts of the On IL 29 alignment.   The use of atypical design features such as 
utilizing a 22 ft. barrier median as opposed to the usual 50 ft. open median, utilizing a split 
profile design through constricted or sensitive areas, and the utilization of retaining walls to 
avoid extensive disturbance along the bluff side of IL 29 have, to a great extent, reduced 
adverse affects of this alternative.  Refer to Table 2 for a listing of impacts and Table 3 for a 
comparison of impacts between alternatives. 

Alignment Impacts  
Section 4(f) impact of the On IL 29 alternative is limited to the removal of a potentially 
historic bridge located on an access road adjacent to the existing IL 29 roadway.  Localized 
avoidance options, such as moving the roadway to the east, are being investigated at this 
site.  No Section 4(f) impacts would be associated with the Bluff Alignment. 
 

Design measures have reduced the impact on Natural Areas to 0.4 acres at the Hopewell Hill 
Prairie and 0.7 acre at the Marshall County Hill Prairie.  Impacts at both of these locations are 
restricted to areas located within the existing right-of-way which are buffer areas adjacent to 
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the existing facility.  No impacts are anticipated in the vicinity of the protected hill prairies.  
No impacts to Natural Areas would be anticipated with the Bluff Alignment. 

South of Sparland, design measures have reduced the impact to IDNR lands to 0.12 acre.  
The Sparland interchange would impact another 7.8 acres of IDNR property.  No impacts to 
IDNR lands would be anticipated with the Bluff Alignment. 

 
Table 2 

Central Section from Benedict Rd. to 1 ½ mile north of Camp Grove Rd.  
Factor On IL 29 Bluff Alignment 

Existing Right-of-Way Used (ac) 211 77 

New Right-of-Way Needed (ac) 249 638 

Total Right-of-Way Needed (ac) 470 715 

Landlocked (ac) 698 0 

Cost ($ Millions) 220 – 230 180 - 190 

Farmland Impacts (ac) 218 626 

Residential Displacements 26  11 

Commercial Displacements 1 – 2 1 

Wetland Impacts (ac) 20 13 

Forested Areas (ac) 70 112 

Natural Area Impacts (ac) 1.1 0 

IDNR Land Impacts 8 0 

Floodplain Impacts (ac)   

Illinois River 61 0.2 

Senachwine Creek, South 27 21 

Crow Creek 15 17 

Other 18 0 
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Comparison Table 3 
Central Section from Benedict Rd. to 1 ½ mile north of Camp Grove Rd.  

Factor On IL 29 Bluff Alignment 

Existing Right-of-Way Used (ac) +134  

New Right-of-Way Needed (ac)  +389 

Total Right-of-Way Needed (ac)  +245 

Landlocked (ac) +698  

Cost ($ Millions) +40  

Farmland Impacts (ac)  +408 

Residential Displacements +15   

Commercial Displacements 0 0 

Wetland Impacts (ac) +6  

Forested Areas (ac)  +42 

Natural Area Impacts (ac) +1.1  

IDNR Land Impacts +8 0 

Floodplain Impacts (ac)   

Illinois River +61  

Senachwine Creek, South +6  

Crow Creek  +2 

 

No wetland impacts are anticipated south of Sparland with either alternative.   The Sparland 
interchange proposed with the On IL 29 alignment would impact 7.9 acres of wetland with 
an FQI of 17 or less.   The On IL 29 alignment and the Bluff Alignment would impact 8.2 
acres and 9.4 acres of wetlands, respectively in the vicinity of Crow Creek.  Each alternative 
would impact 3.8 acres of wetland with a FQI of 21 within the Crow Creek wetland complex. 

The On IL 29 alignment would impact 70 acres of woodland while the Bluff Alignment 
would impact 112 acres.   The majority of woodland impacts resulting from the On IL 29 
alignment are associated with fringe areas adjacent to the existing facility; however, impacts 
to forested areas by the Bluff Alignment would result in fragmentation of large tracks of 
woodlands.  

In regards to right-of-way needed to construct each alternative; 470 acres, of which 211 acres 
are existing right-of-way, would be needed for the On IL 29 alignment and 715 acres, of 
which 77 are existing right-of-way, would be needed for the Bluff Alignment. 

Approximately 218 acres and 626 acres of farmland would be impacted by the On IL 29 and 
Bluff Alignment respectively.  Of the farmland required for the Bluff Alignment 
approximately 95.2 acres are zoned as Protected Agricultural Land.  
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Other notable impact differences between the two alternates are:  The On IL 29 alignment 
would result in 15 additional residential displacements than the Bluff Alignment.  Also the 
On IL 29 alignment would impact 61 acres of Illinois River floodplain 

Landlocked Parcels  
With the On IL 29 alignment approximately 698 acres of property would be landlocked.  
Approximately 607 acres of landlocked parcels are located south of Sparland and east of IL 
29.   These landlocked areas involve 6 parcels belonging to 4 separate landowners.  
Reasonable access can not be provided to these properties due to conflicts with the railroad.  
There are no landlocked parcels associated with the Bluff Alignment. 

Within the Sparland interchange area another 87 acres of land would be landlocked.  Access 
can not be provided to these properties due to conflicts with ramps and access control limits 
associated with the interchange. 

Vegetative cover types associated with the landlocked parcels are: 

Cropland – 52.9 acres 

Forested Wetland – 326.6 acres 

Upland Forest – 45.7 acres 

Water – 269.4 acres 

 The remaining landlocked parcels are located along IL 17 in Sparland and in the vicinity of 
Barville Creek. 

Adverse Impacts 

Adverse impacts resulting from the landlocked parcels include the removal of 
approximately 53 acres of cropland and the removal of land from the tax base.   

Based on 2003 tax records the tax loss would include: 

Marshall County – $351.85 

Steuben Township - $155.33 

Midland Community School District - $1,570.81 

Village of Sparland - $149.12 

 

Beneficial Impacts 

Beneficial Impacts associated with the landlocked parcels in the Central Section 
include: 

o 326.6 acres of forested wetlands would be protected, 

o 45.7 acres of upland forest would be protected, 
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o 42 acres of cropland could be converted to wetland, thereby providing on site 
mitigation for wetland impacts ( the remaining cropland could not be 
converted because it contains an American Indian village archaeological site), 

o increased safety by reducing the number of railroad crossings, 

o increased safety by reducing the number of entrances onto IL 29, and 

o protection of the Federally Threatened Decurrent False Aster (Boltonea 
decurrens). 

Conclusion 
Early in the IL 29 Study, the project team recognized the need to develop/evaluate an 
alternative that would avoid the potential impacts associated with widening existing IL 29.  
From the time the Bluff Alignment was developed there has been a question about whether it 
was a feasible and prudent alternative or if it should be eliminated from consideration.   

The major reason to eliminate the Bluff Alignment from further consideration is that it 
doesn’t meet the project’s purpose and need to enhance transportation continuity between 
the freeway connections at IL 6 and I-180 by improving IL 29 to be a safe and efficient 
highway that will serve existing and future travel demand while minimizing disturbance to 
the natural and built environment.  

The traffic analysis projected to 2032 found that between 2,850 and 3,800 vehicles per day 
would use the Bluff Alignment.  If IL 29 were to be widened the analysis found that between 
8,600 and 15,600 vehicles per day would utilize the facility.  This indicates the location of the 
existing facility better addresses the needs of the traveling public in the region.   

If the Bluff Alignment were constructed the route of choice for the majority of travelers 
would still be existing IL 29.   The failure of the Bluff Alignment to attract travelers and 
alleviate future congestion on existing IL 29 means that it would not fulfill the purpose 
statement of providing a safe and efficient highway that would serve existing and future 
travel demands. 
 
Also, when comparing the alternatives it is obviously less prudent to spend money on the 
Bluff Alignment which would serve 2,850 to 3,800 vehicles daily than to spend money on the 
On IL 29 alignment which would serve 3 to 4 times as many vehicles 
 

The Central Section design work and traffic forecasting completed over the past several 
months have clarified the impacts of the Bluff Alignment and the nature of impacts along 
existing IL 29.  The many design refinements along the existing IL 29 alignment have made 
great strides in eliminating or minimizing impacts.  As can be seen from the preceding tables 
and discussion, the impacts anticipated to result from an On IL 29 alignment have not 
developed.   The Bluff Alignment, therefore, does not offer a significant reduction of impacts 
when compared to the On IL 29 alternative. 
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ANALYSIS OF THE BLUFF SECTION ALIGNMENT 

C:\DOCUMENTS AND SETTINGS\TDOOLAN\DESKTOP\FINAL COMBINED DESIGN REPORT\APPENDIX A-1\A-1 03-05 BLUFF ALT TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM.DOC 8 

Recommendation 
Based on the facts presented in this memorandum it is recommended that for the Central 
Section of the IL 29 Study the only alternatives to be carried forward should be the No Build 
Alternative and the On IL 29 Alternative. 

It is also recommended the EIS contain a discussion of the Bluff Alignment and reasons it 
was eliminated from further consideration in the Alternatives Section of the document. 

 

Action 
Concurrence on the recommended alternatives to carry forward is requested. 
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Introduction 

 
 

The Federal Highway Administration in cooperation with the Illinois Department of Transportation 
signed and released the Illinois Route 29 Draft Environmental Statement (DEIS) for review and 
comment in April of 2006.  The DEIS documented the proposed highway improvement in the 
Illinois Route 29 corridor between Illinois Route 6 in Peoria County and Interstate Route 180 in 
Bureau County.  Two public hearings were held in June of 2006 to inform the public and provide an 
opportunity for stakeholder involvement.   
 
Prior to the release of the DEIS and the public hearings the following meetings were held with the 
members of the NEPA/404 Merger participants. 
 
April 19, 2002 – Interagency Meeting 
September 11, 2002 – Technical Advisory Committee Meeting 
November 13, 2002 – Technical Advisory Committee Meeting 
May 19, 2003 – Technical Advisory Committee Meeting 
January 20, 2004 – Technical Advisory Committee Meeting 
June 9, 2004 – Technical Advisory Committee Meeting 
June 1, 2006 – Technical Advisory Committee Meeting 
 
In addition the following NEPA/404 Merger meetings have been held on the IL 29 project. 
 
April 28, 2003 – Concurrence was granted for the project’s Purpose and Need and for alternates 
recommended for further study. 
March 1, 2005 – Concurrence was granted on alternatives to be carried forward. 
 
The Illinois Department of Transportation and the Federal Highway Administration are currently 
preparing the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Illinois Route 29 study.   
One build alternative and the No Build alternative were both addressed in the DEIS.  Based on the 
following material and detailed environmental documentation in the DEIS, we are requesting 
concurrence on the build alternative as the Preferred Alternative.   
 
Your participation in this project has been greatly appreciated.  By working together as a multi-
disciplinary team the proposed project has been able to meet the transportation needs of the public 
while protecting sensitive environmental resources in the study area.  Your input and participation 
in meetings have been an important factor in the project’s development.  
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Alternative Screening Process 
 
The sole remaining Build Alternative described under Selection of a Preferred Alternative in the DEIS 
evolved from alignment studies conducted between 2002 and 2005. The objective of the studies was to 
evaluate a wide range of alternatives to address the project’s Purpose and Need. To facilitate the 
development and comparison of alignments in the 35-mile-long study corridor, the project was divided into 
three sections: 
 
• South: IL 6 interchange to a point east of the Benedict Street bridge, north of Chillicothe 
(Exhibit 2-4) 
 
• Central: A point east of Benedict Street (north of Chillicothe) to a point north of Camp 
Grove Road (to Crow Creek) (Exhibit 2-5) 
 
• North: North of Camp Grove Road to I-180 (Exhibit 2-6) 
 
The sections were subdivided for further refinement. Because of the length of the project 
area and the numerous possible alignments within each section, the project team focused on 
developing and screening alignments within sections and subsections instead of on single 
alternatives that extended from IL 6 to I-180. 
 
The screening process involved input from the project’s Technical Advisory Committee and the public. A 
wide range of environmental and socioeconomic resources and engineering issues were considered during 
the screening process. The goal of the screening process was to develop alternatives that would minimize 
impacts while addressing the transportation deficiencies 
 
Preferred Alternative 
 
South Section 
The general location of the proposed project in the South Section is shown on page 10. The proposed project 
begins at the IL 6 interchange with the focus of the work there being ramp related. The geometry of the 
westbound to southbound ramp will be improved, and the northbound exit and entrance ramps and 
southbound to eastbound ramp will be completed. The new IL 29 mainline will begin north of the existing IL 
6 terminus. The 4-lane divided freeway section will extend within the existing right of way to Cedar Hills 
Drive. Dickison Lane and Boy Scout Road would be closed east of the proposed alignment. Access to 
properties west of the alignment would be gained from a 2-lane frontage road extending from Mossville 
Road to Cedar Hills Drive. The proposed bridge over Dickison Run would be designed to accommodate a 
wildlife crossing for large mammals. 
 
At Cedar Hills Drive an interchange would be constructed with a loop ramp in the southwest quadrant. The 
interchange would be located mainly south of Cedar Hills Drive within existing IDOT right of way. IL 29 
would pass under Cedar Hills Drive. Cedar Hills Drive would be expanded to a 4-lane roadway between the 
west side of the interchange and Old Galena Road to match the typical section on Cedar Hills Drive east of 
Old Galena Road. 
 
North of Cedar Hills Drive the proposed project would be on new alignment west of Caterpillar’s Tech 
Center. North of the Tech Center, IL 29 would curve northeast and pass over Old Galena Road immediately 
south of the undeveloped Audubon Wildlife Area. 
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North of Old Galena Road, IL 29 would continue northeast and cross Wayne Road south of the existing 
intersection with Rome West Road. A diamond interchange is proposed at Rome West Road. Rome West 
Road would pass over IL 29 and a new frontage road connecting Wayne Road (at Rome West Road) to 
Krause Road east of the interchange is proposed. East of this interchange, near the Rome West Road/North 
7th Street intersection, Rome West Road would tie into the proposed Knox Street extension. The extension 
would be on new alignment north of the residential properties on North 6th Street and tie into the existing 
Knox Street/IL 29 intersection. 
 
Continuing northeast, interchanges would be provided at McGrath Street and Truitt Road. The proposed 
project would cross over Old Galena, Wayne, and Krause roads and beneath Cloverdale Road and Sycamore 
and Benedict streets. All crossings would be bridges except Wayne Road, which would be on fill with 
realignment of Wayne Road to connect to Rome West Road at Krause Road. 
 
North of Truitt Road, IL 29 would cross over the BNSF railroad and continue north and east, crossing 
Senachwine Creek (South). The Senachwine Creek bridge would be lengthened to provide a wildlife 
crossing. North of the creek crossing, IL 29 would bend east, aligned parallel to and over part of Ratliff 
Road. Two additional culverts east of Senachwine Creek would accommodate wildlife crossings. Continuing 
east, the proposed project in the South Section would end east of the relocated Benedict Street bridge. 
 
Central Section 
The general location of the proposed alignment for the Central Section is shown on page 11. In the Central 
Section, the proposed project would begin east of the relocated Benedict Street bridge from which the 
freeway facility would continue a short distance before entering the proposed north Chillicothe interchange 
area. A trumpet interchange is planned for the area between Hart Lane and IL 29. The interchange would 
allow free-flow movement for travel between Chillicothe and Sparland, which constitutes most of the traffic 
in the area. Southbound traffic leaving Sparland, would enter Chillicothe using the interchange’s loop ramp. 
Northbound traffic from the bypass would enter Chillicothe from an exit ramp. 
 
Improvements to existing IL 29 within Chillicothe are planned between Truitt Road and the north Chillicothe 
interchange. South of Truitt Road, IL 29 has 2 lanes in each direction plus a center 2-way left-turn lane and 
sidewalks on either side. North of the Truitt Road intersection to Wilmot Street,IL 29 has 2 lanes in each 
direction with a 5-foot flush median. The 5-foot median would be widened to 12 feet to accommodate left 
turning vehicles, and sidewalks would be provided on both sides of the road. North of Wilmot Street, where 
the cross section narrows to 2 lanes (under the existing viaduct), IL 29 would be widened to the west and 
have 2 lanes in each direction with an 18-foot raised median to the north Chillicothe interchange. The east 
leg of Moffit Street would be moved to the north to align with the west leg of Moffit Street along the IL 29 
connector into Chillicothe. A strip of new right of way would be acquired from residences in Chillicothe 
between Truitt Road and the viaduct. Five residences (and two garages) west of IL 29 would be displaced. 
The strip of new right of way would create a continuous sidewalk between Truitt Road and just north of 
the railroad viaduct (for access to the Chillicothe Recreational Area). The outside lane of the 4-lane section 
of IL 29 from Truitt Road to a point south of the viaduct would be widened to 14 feet to provide a shared use 
lane on both sides of the roadway. The proposed sidewalk under the viaduct would accommodate both 
pedestrians and bicycles on the west side of IL 29 (10 feet wide) and bicycles only on the east side (8 feet 
wide). North of the Chillicothe Recreational Area and along proposed IL 29, bicycles would be 
accommodated on the 10-foot-wide outside paved shoulder on both sides of the roadway.  
 
 The south railroad viaduct would be reconstructed to accommodate two lanes of traffic in each direction 
with a center bridge pier (within an 18-foot raised median). A guardrail would be installed adjacent to the 
outside travel lanes (under the viaduct) separating the traffic from the sidewalks on the east and west side of 
IL 29 Continuing north, the north viaduct would be demolished requiring realignment of the BNSF yard 
track and maintenance road over the reconstructed south viaduct. The realignment would allow all 
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existing through tracks to use the reconstructed south viaduct. 
 
North of the reconstructed south viaduct, IL 29 would be expanded to a 4-lane divided facility with an 18-
foot raised median as it approaches the trumpet interchange. North of the interchange, Hart Lane would be 
extended on new alignment west of IL 29 and tied into realigned Boehle Road. Realigned Boehle Road 
would partially follow existing IL 29, then continue north along existing alignment to Hardscrabble Road. 
This design would create a new connection from Hart Lane to Hardscrabble Road. A new intersection 
connecting Hart Lane and Boehle and Hardscrabble roads to IL 29 is proposed 1,500 feet north of the 
Yankee Lane/Hart Lane intersection with IL 29. On the east side of proposed IL 29, Yankee Lane would be 
realigned to tie into a frontage road serving the Chillicothe Driving Range property. Yankee Lane and 
frontage road traffic would access IL 29 at the intersection serving Hart Lane and Boehle and Hardscrabble 
roads. 
 
Several wildlife crossings would be included in the design of box culverts and bridges from Benedict Street 
to Crow Creek on the north end of the Central Section.  
 
The proposed project would widen IL 29 to the east across the Chillicothe Sportsman property, the 
Chillicothe Driving Range and IDOT’s rest area. North of the rest area, the IL 29 median would transition 
from a 50-foot grass median to a 22-foot concrete barrier median and widen to the west to minimize impacts 
to natural areas and IDNR property on both sides of IL 29 south of Sparland. The IDOT rest area would be 
improved to allow for a weigh scale and truck maneuvering. The rest area intersection would have a service 
drives north and south of the rest area to provide access to one property to the north and three properties to 
the south, including IDNR. On the west side of IL 29 opposite the IDOT rest area, a small section of Crew 
Lane would be reconstructed and the south and north intersections of Crew Lane and IL 29 closed. A new 
intersection would be constructed at the north driveway of IDOT’s rest area as would a new connection to 
Crew Lane. The proposed project would displace four residences located between IL 29 and Crew Lane. 
 
A split profile typical section (southbound lanes at a higher elevation than the northbound lanes) would begin 
just north of the existing intersection with Crew Lane and continue north 0.5 mile to reduce impacts to 
County Line Hill Prairie Natural Area. The split profile typical section would have a 2- to 3-foot retaining 
wall in the median and a retaining wall that would vary from up to 7 feet along the west side of IL 29. There 
would also be a split profile typical section from 1,100 feet south of the Hopewell Estates Hill Prairies 
Natural Area to 800 feet south of the Hopewell entrance. The typical split profile would have a 3- to 10-foot 
retaining wall in the median and a retaining wall on the west side of IL 29 that would be up to 14 feet high. 
The entrance drive to the Village of Hopewell would be realigned to improve stopping sight distance along 
IL 29. A median opening would be constructed at the entrance to Hopewell to provide access for northbound 
and southbound travel. 
 
A split profile and retaining wall would be proposed between 1,300 feet north of the Barrville Drive entrance 
and the north limits of the Marshall County State Hill Prairie Natural Area. The split profile section would be 
3,400 feet long with a 3- to 10-foot retaining  wall in the median and a retaining wall varying up to 11 feet 
along the west side of IL 29. The widening to the west would displace the historic Barrville bridge and one 
residence near the IL 29/Barrville Drive intersection. North of Barrville Drive, widening would continue on 
the west side. The existing entrance to the Marshall State Fish and Wildlife Area west of IL 29 would be 
widened and extended for 900 feet south of the existing entrance. The driveway for the wildlife area east of 
IL 29 would be relocated to the south to improve safety at the railroad crossing in that area. The railroad 
tracks would be relocated east to provide a 90-degree crossing from IL 29 to the east side of the railroad. 
Because the Marshall County State Hill Prairie Natural Area extends into the IL 29 right of way on the west 
side, a minor impact (less than 1 acre) would occur at the property. 
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North of the Marshall County State Hill Prairie Natural Area, the split profile typical section ends as the 
proposed project enters the proposed Sparland interchange. A split diamond interchange separating the 
northbound exit and southbound entrance ramps from northbound entrance and southbound exit ramps is 
proposed. The proposed project would bend west of existing IL 29 starting about 2,500 feet south of the 
Sparland corporate limits. It would then move to the east and cross over existing IL 29 and the Lincoln & 
Southern Railroad tracks on a bridge. East of the railroad tracks, the proposed project would cross the 
agricultural field on the south side of Sparland on roughly 25 to 35 feet of fill. The proposed project would 
cross over Gimlet Creek and IL 17 east of the Whiffle Tree House and continue east passing roughly 100 
feet west of Sparland’s treatment ponds. The proposed project would cross over Thenius Creek and the 
Lincoln & Southern Railroad for the second time. The northbound entrance ramp and the southbound exit 
ramp would be located north of Thenius Drive, providing access to Sparland. The ramp at the north end of 
the interchange would require a 26-foot-high wall between the mainline and the ramp and a 29-foot-high 
wall between the ramp and the bluff on the west. The mainline through the interchange will have a 65 mph 
design speed instead of the 70 mph design speed used elsewhere. This is necessary because in certain areas, 
the median barrier walls will restrict the line of site of a driver traveling 70 mph. In order for a design speed 
of 70 mph to be achieved, the shoulders would need to be widened excessively. Widening the shoulder to 
increase the sight distance might lead the driver to think the shoulder is an additional lane. Therefore in the 
interest of safety, on the mainline through the interchange, a design speed of 65 mph will be used. Within the 
Sparland Interchange bikes will be diverted to existing IL 29. 
 
In Sparland, IL 17 and existing IL 29 would be reconstructed at their existing elevations. Access to 
businesses and residences along IL 17 would not change. Along IL 29 north of the south leg of IL 17 access 
would remain the same, but would be modified south of the existing intersection. Oak and Maple Streets 
would be closed and Willow Street would remain open. Existing IL 29 on the south side of Sparland would 
be terminated south of Willow Street to provide for the entrance and exit ramps to and from proposed IL 29. 
The alley between Willow Road and Maple Street and Maple Street to Oak Street would be improved to 
provide internal circulation. A signal would be installed at the existing IL 29/IL 17 intersection (south leg). 
For safety reasons, left turns would be prohibited at Center Street east of the railroad tracks so that vehicle 
queues do not extend over the railroad tracks. Left turns would be permitted at Lacon Street, which would be 
improved. Vine Street would also be improved to provide connection back to Center Street. North of 
Sparland, five residences along the ramp west of IL 29 would be displaced by the proposed project. 
 
North of the Sparland interchange, to minimize cuts into the bluff, a split profile commences and continues 
to the existing intersection of 1100E. The retaining wall on the west side of IL 29 would be up to 15 feet 
high while the median wall would be up to 18 feet high. Also north of Sparland, widening resumes on the 
west side of existing IL 29 and the 22-foot concrete median barrier would be used. The south intersection of 
Road 1100E with IL 29 would be closed. A new intersection would be constructed 3,100 feet north of the 
intersection to be closed. One residence north of the closed intersection and three residences along the west 
side of IL 29 north of the proposed intersection would be displaced. Access to properties north and south of 
the proposed 1100E will be along the connector rather than IL 29. The proposed intersection would also 
provide access to properties east of IL 29. Roughly 2,500 feet south of the intersection, the median would 
transition from 22 feet wide with a concrete median to 50 feet with a grass median. The proposed project 
would continue widening to the west through the Camp Grove Road intersection displacing a residence and 
two commercial storage buildings. 
 
A new bridge would be constructed at the Crow Creek crossing. The bridge would be lengthened to provide 
for a wildlife crossing. 
 
North Section 
The general location of the proposed alignment for the North Section is on page 12. North Section begins 
just north of the proposed Crow Creek bridge.  
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North of the new Crow Creek bridge, three residences west of IL 29 would be displaced. To limit wetland 
and floodplain impacts west of IL 29 a guardrail and steeper side slopes would be used in the Crow Creek 
area. The elevation of IL 29 would be increased roughly 10 feet to raise the travel lanes above the 50-year 
design water elevation. A new culvert would be constructed at the north end of the Crow Creek slough to 
replace the culvert under IL 29. The culvert would continue to drain to another culvert under the railroad 
tracks. A small animal wildlife crossing would be provided at the north crossing of Crow Creek. 
 
North of the proposed culvert and the Crow Creek slough, widening continues on the west side of IL 29 
through the IL 29/Old IL 29 (1150 N) intersection displacing a residence south of the intersection. That 
intersection would be realigned to the south to improve sight distance at the intersection. The realignment 
would change the access to the lumber warehouse located in the northwest quadrant of the intersection with 
the proposed project. 
 
North of the old IL 29 intersection, widening would continue to the west, and the proposed project would 
realign the IL 29/1300E intersection to the north to improve sight distance. The west and east connections 
would be realigned to connect to the new intersection. The west widening would cross the AgView FS Coop 
property, displacing the warehouse, office and storage tanks. To the north, the proposed project would 
displace a farm residence before leaving the IL 29 alignment and veering northward across farm land (at the 
south end of the Henry bypass). At this point bikes will be directed off the mainline and on to existing IL 29 
through Henry. This will provide a shorter route for cyclist to goods and services in Henry. The proposed 
project would proceed north on new alignment through farm fields toward Western Avenue (County 
Highway 6). A diamond interchange is planned at Western Avenue, about 0.5 mile west of Henry. On the 
south side of Western Avenue, the proposed interchange would displace two residences and landlock a 
property in the southwestern quadrant. One residence would be displaced on the north side of Western 
Avenue, and a frontage road would be developed in the northwestern quadrant to provide access to a 
commercial property. 
 
North of the proposed Western Avenue interchange, the proposed project would remain on new alignment 
crossing through farm fields. Two large outbuildings would be displaced. The proposed project would cross 
under Old Indian Road and intersect Whitefield Road at grade. North of the Whitefield Road intersection, the 
proposed project would remain on new alignment before crossing the Marshall/Putnam county line and 
rejoining existing IL 29 about 1,600 feet north of Dry Hollow Creek. Bikes would be guided from existing 
IL 29 to the outside paved shoulder of the proposed project. The proposed bridge at Dry Hollow Creek 
would be lengthened to provide a wildlife crossing. 
 
After rejoining the IL 29 alignment, widening would continue on the west side of the highway as it 
approaches Putnam. A new connection between IL 29 and Center Street is proposed south of Bradford Road. 
Within Putnam, the 50-foot median would generally be maintained, and widening to the west would displace 
five residences and one business. Based on coordination with Senachwine Township, the median at IL 29 
and Bradford Road would be increased to 64 feet because of the large number of trucks. The IL 29/Bradford 
Road intersection would be realigned slightly to the south. Bradford Road would be extended east of IL 29 
and aligned east of the grain elevator and residential area and tie into Senachwine Lake Road (County 
Highway 13). Senachwine Lake Road would be reconstructed between the Bradford Road intersection and 
Condit Street. Senachwine Lake Road between IL 29 and Condit Street would remain open but would have 
to be maintained by others. The Bradford Road extension would provide access to the east side of the 
Putnam grain elevator and direct access to IL 29 at Senachwine Lake Road would not be permitted. The 
Douglas, Courtland, and Main Street intersections with IL 29 would be closed, leaving access to Putnam at 
Bradford Road and High Street, which would be realigned slightly to the south to improve sight distance at 
the intersection. 
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North of Putnam, widening would continue west of existing IL 29 through the Senachwine Valley Road 
intersection, which would be realigned slightly to the north. Widening would continue on the west through 
the Cabin Hill Road intersection to a restaurant and residences north of Cabin Hill Road. There the median 
would change from a 50-foot open, grass median to a 22-foot concrete barrier median to minimize impacts in 
the Miller-Anderson Woods Nature Preserve. A frontage road is proposed to provide access to the restaurant 
and adjacent residential properties. 
 
North of the restaurant, the proposed project would shift to the east side of IL 29 close to the CSX Railroad 
to avoid the nature preserve. To avoid changes to the slope and ditch along the west side of IL 29 adjacent to 
the preserve, a guardrail would be located on the west side of the road. A 5- to 18-foot retaining wall will be 
constructed on the east to limit the amount of right of way needed from the railroad. Up to 28 feet of railroad 
right of way will be used to accommodate the shift to the east. 
 
The mainline profile begins to rise, from a point 1,300 feet south of Kentville Road to I-180, to improve the 
intersection sight distance and the existing profile grade. The intersection of Kentville Road would be 15 feet 
higher than the existing intersection, and the intersection angle with IL 29 would be improved to increase the 
stopping sight distance and safety of turning movements. The raise in profile would require some earthwork 
that affects bluffs north of the existing intersection. Retaining walls would be added to minimize impact to 
the bluff north of the proposed intersection where existing benching would remain in place. 
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Resolution of Comments Received on the IL Route 29 Draft Environmental Impact Study 
 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Comment: We are concerned whether the wetland impact minimization strategies for the Build 
Alternative are sufficient to comply with the Section 404 Guidelines.   
In particular, wetland W-16, wetland W-26, wetland W-52 at Crow Creek, and wetland C-2  
Resolution: Wetland W-16 parallels the eastside of IL 29 south of Sparland.  The wetland has a FQI of 
23.8 and is 144.7 acres in size.   

 
Impact from the preferred alternative equals 0.2 acre.  The impact results from relocation of the railroad 
to provide access to Illinois Department of Natural Resources Spring Branch Unit of the Marshall State 
Fish & Wildlife Area.  Of the 1,642 acres within the Spring Branch Unit this is the only location that 
provides access to the public for picnicking, fishing and to a boat launch.  Maintaining this public access 
point is vital to the function of the facility and the only way access can be maintained is by relocation of 
the railroad.   

 
Impact to W-16 has been greatly minimized by avoiding any impact to the 2 mile stretch of W-16 south 
of the IDNR property.  Providing access to 6 parcels along this portion of IL 29 would have required a 
two (2) mile relocation of the railroad.  The entire railroad relocation would have been within the limits of 
W-16.  Instead, IDOT proposes to purchase these parcels (387 ac.) for environmental mitigation.  
Eventually this land will be transferred to the Illinois Department of Natural Resources for protection and 
maintenance. 
 
Wetland W-26 is located east of IL 29 and south of IL 17 at Sparland.  The wetland has a FQI of 21.7 
and is 46.2 acres in size.   

 
Impact for the preferred alternative equals 1.4 acres.  The proposed IL 29 is located on new alignment 
in this area and the northeast corner of W-26 is impacted by the alignment.  Five (5) interchange 
alternates were investigated at Sparland.  All but Alternate 5 had greater wetland impacts than the 
alternate chosen (Alternate 3).  Although Alternate 5 had less wetland impact it was not carried forward 
due to the impact on the Village of Sparland residential community and tax base.  Alternate 5 would 
result in 35 residential displacements opposed to 11 for Alternate 3, 2 commercial displacements as 
opposed to 1 for Alternate 3 and 46 outbuildings as opposed to 14 for Alternate 3.  In addition Alternate 
5’s design included tight loop ramps and an unsatisfactory low design speed. 

 
Alternate 3 was revised later in the study to Alternate 3A which resulted in the impact to W-26.  The 
revision was necessary in order to avoid flood buyout properties purchased with Federal Emergency 
Management Agency funding.  The deed restrictions for these properties stipulate that the land can only 
be use for purposes compatible with open space, recreational, or wetlands management practices.  
Placing a highway facility on these parcels would be in violation of the FEMA deed restrictions. 

 
Impact to W-26 has been greatly minimized by not providing roadway access to the Barnes/Barnes & 
Kidder property south of the IL 29/IL 17 interchange.  Providing access to this parcel would require 
relocation of the railroad.  The entire railroad relocation would have been within the limits of W-26.  
Instead, IDOT proposes to purchase this parcel (221.0 ac.) for environmental mitigation.  Eventually this 
land will be transferred to the Illinois Department of Natural Resources for protection and maintenance.  
 
Wetland W-52 is located west of IL 29 along Crow Creek.  The wetland has a FQI of 20.8 and is 97.2 
acres in size.   

 13
A-35



 
Using a roadway section with 2:1 side slopes and guardrail reduced the wetland impacts along Crow 
Creek to 9.7 acres.  This is the impact shown in the DEIS on page 3-111.  The 11 acre impact shown at 
the June 2006 Technical Advisory Meeting had not been properly updated.  This has been further 
reduced to 8.6 acres by elimination of the drainage ditch at the bottom of the 2:1 slope.  The final 
anticipated wetland impacts in the Crow Creek area are 4.6 acres to wetland W-52, 2.0 acres to wetland 
W-49, and 2.0 acres to wetland W-53.  The impact to wetland W-52 could be further reduced to 
approximately 2.6 acres by construction of a retaining wall.  However this option would add 
approximately $12 million to the cost of the facility.  The additional expenditure was not considered a 
prudent use of Federal and State monies.  Instead, funding is proposed to purchase 240 acres of 
wetlands with FQI’s of greater than 20 for environmental mitigation. 

 
Wetland W-C2 is located west of IL 29 and south of Miller Anderson Woods Nature Preserve.  The 
wetland has a FQI of 20.4 and is 0.1 acre in size.   

 
Impact from the preferred alternate equals 0.1 acre.  Extension of the retaining wall located south of W-
C2 will be investigated to minimize impacts to this wetland.  Note: This has been investigated and a 
retaining wall will be included in the plans to minimize impacts to W-C2.  The wall will cost 
approximately $160.000 and will reduce the wetland impact from 0.1 acre (4,356 sq .ft.) to 0.03 acre ( 
1,330 sq. ft.). 
Comment: We are concerned about the adequacy of the proposed project’s tree mitigation plan and its 
affect on neotropical migratory birds.  We urge the project proponents to protect additional nesting 
neotropical migrants by expanding the tree clearing to all 142 acres of trees planned for cutting. 
Response: The tree clearing restriction which prohibits tree clearing from April 15 to August 15 will be 
applied to the entire project. 
 
Comment: We are concerned about the adequacy of the proposed project’s tree mitigation plan, and we 
question how the plan complies with the September 6, 2002 Illinois Department of Transportation 
Policy for Preservation and Replacement of Trees. 
Response: The proposed mitigation plan does comply with the IDOT Departmental Policy D&E – 18, 
Preservation and Replacement of Trees.  Design measures including utilizing a 22 foot median, split 
profile and retaining walls have greatly reduced impacts to trees, in addition approximately 30 acres of 
high quality upland forest on landlocked parcels and 59 acres of high quality upland forest currently 
owned by IDOT are proposed be transferred to IDNR for preservation and maintenance thereby, 
complying with Section 3d  of the policy (Preservation of Trees).  

 
Since the Draft EIS was circulated, tree mitigation measures shown on page 3-133 of the DEIS have 
been modified.  At the 1st mitigation area on this page the prairie planting have been removed and 12 
additional areas of trees have been added to the plan.  This mitigation combined with the second 
mitigation scenario shown on page 3-133 of the DEIS would provide 54 acres of trees along Dickison 
Run Creek.  The replacement of trees at these locations will add woody riparian habitat to a stream that 
currently is poorly developed in this regard. Some of these plantings are within the 100 year floodplain. 
This will provide an additional benefit to water quality and fish habitat. The establishment of a woody 
riparian corridor which is compatible with the proposed wildlife crossing at this point will better afford 
wildlife movement between the bluffs and the Illinois River.  These plantings would also add habitat that 
will be used by neotropical migrants.  

 
The last mitigation area show on page 3-133 has been changed from 7.7 acres of trees to 7.7 acres of 
prairie.  It was felt that a large planting of prairie would have greater habitat value than an isolated stand 
of trees. 
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The 4 acres of tree mitigation shown at the top of page 3-134 occurs within a 15.2 acre wooded parcel 
that occurs along Hallock Creek and buffers the Root Cemetery Nature Preserve. The tree plantings at 
this location are intended to close openings that currently occur within this woodland. Closing these 
openings will benefit wildlife using the Senachwine Creek corridor and neotropical migrants.  This 
mitigation area also provides relocation areas for Viburnum molle (a state listed plant species, small 
tree) that is impacted by the project.   

 
The 8 acres of trees along Senachwine Creek, the second mitigation plan on page 3-134 of the DEIS, 
will be in the floodplain and therefore benefit water quality and wildlife habitat. 

 
In conclusion, the intent of Section 3e(Replacement of Trees), is to provide replacement plantings that 
are comparable in function.  The majority of trees to be removed (62%) are located in a linear corridor 
along State right-of-way.  These are volunteer growth species of low value.  The replacement plan, 
while not matching the acreage of trees to be removed, will provide higher quality of trees and function.  
The planting of 66 acres of trees along the riparian corridors of Dickison and Senachwine Creek and 
mixture of large stands of trees and prairie will provide a more diverse habitat for neotropical migrants 
and all wildlife in general.   

 
The exact species of trees to be utilized for replacement will depend on the replacement site (wetland, 
floodplain or upland) and will be selected during the design phase of the project.  All plantings will be 
species native to Illinois.  The tree replacement proposal has been coordinated with all agencies via 
circulation of the DEIS. 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Regulatory Functions Branch 
Comment: Wetland mitigation at sites W-B1 and W-B2 would not appear to provide much benefit to 
aquatic resources and water quality.  If it is only a small of the mitigation plan I would not recommend a 
change. 
Response: The quality of this wetland mitigation site, located on a seven (7) acre landlocked parcel, will 
be enhanced by planting of trees and grasses, the creation of additional wetlands, and the connection of 
the two existing wetlands.  Wetland mitigation plans will be limited to no more than two and one half 
(2.5) acres. 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Economic and Environmental Analysis Branch 
Comment: The DEIS states in several locations that the Illinois River is degraded.  No mention is made 
of the environmental improvements in recent years to the river.  This position minimizes the identified 
impacts of increased sedimentation and polluted runoff by this project. 
Response: We believe that we have given a balanced treatment for the Illinois River. The document 
focuses on the tributaries of the Illinois River, which are directly impacted by the proposed project. The 
Illinois River is not directly affected by the project and is briefly discussed in the Surface Water 
Resources and Quality Chapter of the document under indirect impacts. In the indirect impact section 
we note that the river is an important economic and recreational resource. This reach of the Illinois 
River is listed as impaired by the Illinois EPA. 

Through coordination with the US EPA and the COE the boundary for the discussion of the projects 
cumulative impacts was identified as the Illinois River on the east from south of Hennepin downstream 
to Mossville. A brief discussion of the studies, projects, and programs affecting this reach of the Illinois 
River was presented in the cumulative impact section of the Wildlife Resources and Surface Water 
Resources and Quality Chapters of the draft EIS. The studies included the Crow Creek West and 
Senachwine Creek South Watersheds, the Rock Island COE’s Illinois River feasibility study, and the 
Mossville Bluffs Watershed Plan. The Senachwine Creek Phase I and II and the Hennepin & Hoppers 
Lakes Restoration projects were presented. On going programs, such as the Conservation Reserve 
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Program, Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program, Wetland Reserve Program, and the 
Environmental Quality Incentives Program were presented in the cumulative impact section. We are 
aware of the many wetland restoration efforts both above and below the project area, but these areas 
fall outside the boundary of the cumulative impacts discussion. 
Comment: The alignment of the road in the lower portion of the Senachwine Creek (south) remains in 
the floodplain for a considerable distance, rather than crossing perpendicularly.  This increases 
floodplain impacts. 
Response: The Senachwine Creek floodplain has been an area of concern and intense alignment 
studies since the beginning of the project in 2002.  Between 2002 and 2003 five (5) alignments which 
were studied were eliminated in part due to the impact on this floodplain.  These alignments are shown 
in blue on Exhibit 2-4 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Illinois). 
 
In order to minimize impacts of the project, the existing Illinois 29 right-of-way was utilized to the 
greatest extent practical.  However, to minimize impacts to Chillicothe, the proposed Illinois 29 is on 
new alignment west of the city.  In order to tie this new alignment portion to the existing IL 29 corridor it 
was necessary to curve proposed Illinois 29 to the east.  Since the main part of Chillicothe is located 
south of the Burlington Northern Railroad, the first opportunity to do this is north of the railroad where 
Senachwine Creek and its associated floodplains are located.  Other restrictions in this area are Root 
Cemetery Nature Preserve and Natural Area, the Galena Road Gravel pits, and the Illinois River Bluff.  
The proposed alignment in this area was selected because it avoided impacts to Chillicothe’s residential 
areas, Root Cemetery Nature Preserve and Natural Area, the deep lakes located on Galena Road 
Gravel property and provided a perpendicular crossing of the stream below the junction of Hallock and 
Senachwine Creeks.  The currently proposed location of the alignment sits at the base of the Illinois 
River bluff.  At this location an elevation difference of 100 feet exists from the bottom of the bluff and the 
top of the bluff, thereby restricting the proposed alignment location.   
 
Positioning the roadway in the floodplain was unavoidable but the impact was minimized by pushing the 
alignment as far north as possible, thereby placing it at the edge of the floodplain. The best place to 
view the association between Chillicothe’s northwest residential area, Galena Road Gravel pits, 
Burlington Northern Railroad and Senachwine Creek is on Exhibit 2-4; also refer to Aerial Exhibit Sheets 
6 and 7. 
Comment: Much of the proposed floodplain mitigation is proposed for landlocked parcels.  This does 
nothing to mitigate floodplain function impacts. 
Response: Per our conversation with Randy Kraciun and Karen Hagerty of your office, it appears this 
comment was mainly a result of misunderstanding of the term “landlocked parcel”.  The transportation 
definition of a landlocked parcel means that there is no connection between a piece of land and the 
local road network. 

 
 The 15.2-acre parcel owned by Galena Road Gravel, Inc. and the 21.1 acre parcel owned by Jerry L. 
Welch within the Senachwine Creek Floodplain would be not be accessible from proposed IL 29 or the 
local roadway network(See Aerial Exhibit Sheet 6).  Currently, the only access for the entire Galena 
Road Gravel property (including the landlocked portion) is from Benedict Street. Because the proposed 
IL 29 would sever the 15.2-acre parcel from the remainder of the property to the east, the 15.2-acre 
parcel would lose its access to Benedict Street. Existing access to the Welch property is via Ratliff 
Road.  The proposed IL 29 alignment lies between Ratliff Road and Senachwine Creek thereby, making 
the 21.1 acres between the proposed alignment and Senachwine Creek inaccessible.  The Final 
Environmental Impact Statement will add an explanation of the term “landlocked”. 

 
While these parcels will be landlocked from the roadway system they are still directly connected to 
Senachwine Creek.  These landlocked parcels will not only function as floodplain but they will be 
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protected from future development and the land within these parcels currently farmed will be planted 
either in trees or prairie.  This added vegetation cover within the floodplain will also reduce 
sedimentation into the stream. 
Comment: Runoff from the roadway will adversely impact plants with a high C value, reducing the FQI 
of wetlands adjacent to the road. 
Response: Twelve of the wetlands in the project area have FQI’s greater than 20 (see Table 3-39, 
page 3-99 in the DEIS). Of the approximately 242 plant species identified in the project areas wetlands, 
15 of these species have a high C value (7-10; conservative species). These high C value species (with 
C value in parentheses) include swamp aster (7); marsh marigold (7), lurida sedge (7), blue-leaf willow 
(7), swamp white oak (7), hollow joe-pye weed (7), white turtlehead (7), blue-joint grass (7), hairy 
bedstraw (7), greater waterdock (7), skunk cabbage (8), rough-leaved goldenrod (9), cinnamon fern (9), 
bulblet water hemlock (9), and queen-of-the-prairie (10). Most of these high C value species occur 
within the seep (sites C2, W-67, W-75, and W-80) and marsh (sites W-79 and W-83) communities. 

 
The following table shows the distribution of the plants with high C value.  

 
 

Wetland # of C value plant (7 – 
10 Conservative 

Species) 
WC-2 3 
W-16 0 
W-26 2 
W-32 1 
W-52 1 
W-58 0 
W-67 6 
W-70 0 
W-75 2 
W-79 3 
W-80 3 
W-83 4 

 
High C value species represent a small percentage (0-10%) of the species that occur in these wetlands 
and in general, do not significantly contribute to the overall FQI of the wetland. The exception to this 
occurs if the wetland is small in size and contains few species. This condition is met in the seep and 
marsh communities (sites WC2, W-67,W-75, W-80, W-83). The FQI values of over 20 are attributable to 
the number of species with C values of 4-6 (dominant/matrix species), which represent 20-45% of the 
species. The majority of species in the project area wetlands have C values between 0-3 (ruderal-
competitive species), which represent 50-70% of the wetland species.  

 
Wetland sites W-75, W-79, W-80 and W-83 are located at the northern end of the project along a 
portion of IL 29 which is not affected by the project.  This portion of IL 29 is not proposed to be widened 
nor will any other construction activity occur in this area.  Therefore, the proposed project will have no 
affect, direct or indirect, on these wetlands.   

 
Wetland sites (number of high C value species in parenthesizes) directly affected by the proposed 
project include WC2 (three), W-16 (none), W-26 (two), and W-52 (one). Drainage in these areas will be 
along new vegetated ditches which will filter highway run off and drain into existing drainage ways, 
except for site WC2, which is 0.1 acre in size and will be totally displaced by construction.  
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Wetland sites W-32, W-58, and W-70 occur east of the railroad and are not directly affected by the 
project. In these areas, existing drainage patterns will channel roadway runoff into vegetated ditches 
located between the roadway and the railroad.  These ditches will filter highway runoff which will drain 
into existing waterways or through existing culverts under the railroad into these wetlands as it currently 
does. Wetland W-67 is small in size but occurs west of the road and drain toward the road and will not 
be affected by drainage changes.  

 
We conclude that roadway runoff will not adversely impact plants with a high C value or reduce the FQI 
of these sites. 
Comment: Increased fragmentation is not adequately addressed. 
Response: While some habitat fragmentation occurs in the Senachwine Creek (south) area, the 
remainder of the project is located either through agricultural fields or within the existing IL 29 corridor.  
To minimize the affect of habitat fragmentation and impact to wildlife movement in the Senachwine 
Creek (south) area four (4) large wildlife crossings are proposed.  Two of these are located in the 
riparian corridor of the creek (See Aerial Exhibit Sheet 6).   

 
Expanding IL 29 adjacent to the existing facility from north of Chillicothe to Camp Grove Road and from 
north of Henry to the end of the project will prevent bottomlands and uplands adjacent to the highway 
from being bisected or fragmented. The use of a narrowed typical section for roughly 11 miles along the 
proposed project also will help to minimize wildlife habitat impacts, although it is acknowledged that the 
short sections of split profile narrowed typical section may pose barriers for wildlife crossing the 
proposed project.  

Including the wildlife crossings in the Senachwine Creek floodplain animal-vehicle collisions and the 
effects of retaining walls and median barriers on wildlife movement will be minimized by construction of 30 
wildlife passages (spaced at approximately half mile intervals) which have been incorporated into the 
design of the project (Table 3-54, page 3-146 of the DEIS). The wildlife crossings are located to coincide 
with the high mammal and herptile roadkill areas (Exhibit 3-25). Wildlife passages consist of bridges and 
culverts. At all 12 proposed bridges, the bridge length/opening will be extended another 10 to 25 feet to 
provide a sufficiently wide dry crossing area adjacent to the stream for large animals (Exhibits 3-26 and 3-
27 in the DEIS). Fencing will be installed for a distance from the bridge abutments parallel to the highway 
to direct deer and other wildlife to the mouth of the wildlife passage. Large and small culverts also will be 
used as wildlife passages. The large culverts, which are meant to accommodate deer and smaller wildlife, 
would be at least 10 feet high and sufficiently wide to attract and accommodate deer.  

DEIS Exhibit 3-28 depicts a culvert designed to accommodate small and medium animals and Exhibit 3-
29 one for large mammals. Provisions would be made for allowing daylight into the culverts that would 
pass under the median as a means of attracting deer. The culverts for smaller mammals (raccoon, 
muskrat, fox) and herptiles would be about 5 feet high. Because the culverts will also be used for 
drainage, there will be occasions when the water level in the culvert may be a deterrent to use by some 
species. However, the culverts are designed to provide a 2-foot-wide ledge to allow dry crossings for up to 
a 2-year storm. As at bridge wildlife crossing locations, fencing would be added to the wingwalls of 
culverts to guide wildlife to the openings. 

As a further measure to minimize the effect of median barriers on wildlife movement, medians that do 
not trap wildlife are being considered at several locations throughout the project area. Openings in the 
barrier about 2 feet wide would allow smaller species to move along the barrier to these locations and 
then cross through the barrier. 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Comment: The provisions of the programmatic Section 4(f) agreement have been satisfied. 
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Comment: The DEIS adequately addresses the potential impacts of the proposed project on US Fish & 
Wildlife and wildlife resources, including federally-listed, threatened and endangered species. 
Response: No response was required. 
Illinois Department of Agriculture 
Comment: The proposed project is consistent with the IDOT’s Agricultural Land Preservation Policy 
and in compliance with Illinois’ Farmland Preservation Act. 
Response: No response was required. 
U.S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
Comment: The National Ocean Service must be notified not less than 90 days in advance of any 
activities which will disturb any horizontal and vertical geodetic control monuments. 
Response: No response was required. 
U.S. Department of Health & Human Services 
Comment: If mitigation measures discussed are followed, there should be very minimal threats to the 
health and safety from the project. 
Response: No response was required. 
Comment: The DEIS does not make it clear whether the buildings to be removed have been surveyed 
to determine if they contain asbestos and lead materials.  The FEIS should clarify this point. 
Response: No response was required. 
Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 
Comment: The Agency has no objections to the project: however, a construction site activity 
stormwater NPDES permit will be required. 
Response: No response was required. 
 
 
Illinois Department  of Natural Resources 
Comment on the Detailed Action Report: The IDNR recommends that the Viburnum molle plants 
impacted be moved, to the greatest extent possible, to an area of suitable habitat with long term 
protections.  Based on this recommendation being implemented, the Illinois Department of Natural 
Resources would concur that this project will not have an adverse impact on any State-listed species, 
Natural Areas or Nature Preserves. 
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Minimization and Mitigation Measures 

Agriculture  

• The alignments were designed to parallel property lines, where feasible, to keep farm 
severances, severance management zones, and uneconomical remnants to a minimum. 

• Where practical, field access roads will be constructed to maintain access to farm fields. 

• Existing surface and subsurface drainage will be maintained. 

• Subsurface field tiles draining to, or intersected by, the proposed highway’s right of way will 
be located by trenching in order to ensure that proper field drainage is maintained during 
construction. 

• Agricultural impacts will be lessened by using landlocked parcels for mitigation purposes. 

Cultural 

• Under the stipulations of a Programmatic Agreement for Historic Bridges ratified by IHPA and 
FHWA in 2004, a Memorandum of Agreement was formulated and signed by IHPA, FHWA, 
and IDOT in November of 2005 which specifies mitigation measures for the adverse effects of 
the removal of SN 062-0011  (Appendix A, Other Agency Coordination). 

• All the archaeological sites that have moderate or high research potential located within the 
construction limits of the proposed project will be subjected to subsurface evaluations (test 
excavations).  

Geology, Soils, and Surface Water Resources 

• High cut and fill slopes will be benched, where necessary, to minimize soil erosion and long-
term maintenance including sloughing. 

• The use of split profiles for certain segments of the project will reduce the disturbance to 
erodable soils, the risk of landslides and the risk of encountering abandoned mines. 

• Principles and standards from IDOT’s Joint Design/Construction Procedure Memorandum on Erosion 
and Sediment Control and other erosion control best management practices will be used to minimize 
soil erosion. An erosion control plan will be developed as part of this study that will reflect IDOT’s 
erosion control practices. The preliminary plan includes the following concepts: 

− Temporary Ditch Checks 
• Ditch check material will vary according to velocity of flow in ditch. 
• Spacing of ditch checks will be adjusted according to ditch slope. 

− Ditch Linings 
• Temporary linings (excelsior blankets) will be installed according to ditch velocity 

during construction activities (prior to revegetation). 

• Permanent linings (paved ditches, riprap) will be installed according to ditch velocity 
after construction activities (after revegetation). 
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− Culverts—Downstream channels will be protected as required using riprap, energy 
dissipater basins, and so on, according to culvert outlet velocities. 

− Perimeter Erosion Barrier will be installed in areas where sediments run off the 
construction area in sheet flow.  

− Inlet and Pipe Protection will be installed immediately after inlets and pipes are 
constructed until surrounding area is paved or revegetated. 

− Stormwater Detention Ponds will be installed at several locations in the project area to 
allow sediments to settle out of highway runoff. Five detention facilities are proposed 
along the proposed project: on the east side of Old Galena Road opposite the Audubon 
Wildlife Area, on the east side of Krause Road northeast of the proposed Rome West Road 
interchange, in the southwest quadrant of the proposed McGrath Road interchange, on the 
south side of Senachwine Valley Road near Senachwine Creek (North), and south of 
Putnam near Center Street. 

• Basic erosion control principles and best management practices that will be used on the project 
include the following: 

− The size of disturbed area exposed at any one time and the duration of exposure will be 
minimized. Construction contracts could include limits on the amount of soil that can be 
exposed at any one time, measures to prevent erosion during spring thaw if construction is 
not completed before winter, and specifications to complete grading as soon as possible and 
revegetate with temporary and permanent cover.  

− Control methods will be used to prevent erosion and sedimentation in sensitive areas. Such 
methods include proper design of drainage channels with respect to width, depth, gradient, 
side slopes, and energy dissipation; protective ground cover such as vegetation, mulch, 
erosion mat, or riprap; dikes and intercepting embankments to divert sheet flow away from 
disturbed areas; and sediment control devices such as ditch checks, erosion bales, and silt 
fences, and retention or detention basins.  

If a stream enhancement was impacted during construction it would be replaced in-kind. 

Wetlands, Floodplains, and Designated Lands 

• Alignments with notable wetland and floodplain impacts, such as Alignment N-4 east of IL 29 
from Putnam to the north terminus, were eliminated from consideration (Section 2).  

• The proposed project incorporates alignment shifts where practicable to minimize wetland 
impacts. 

• To minimize impacts on wetlands, floodplains, and designated lands, a 22-foot median will be 
used in specific areas.  

• Guard rail with steepened sideslopes will be used in the Crow Creek area to minimize wetland 
and floodplain impacts. 

• Impact to W-16 has been minimized by avoiding any impact to the 2 mile stretch of W-16 south 
of the IDNR property.  Providing access to 6 parcels along this portion of IL 29 would have 
required a two (2) mile relocation of the railroad.  The entire railroad relocation would have 
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been within the limits of W-16.  Instead, IDOT proposes to purchase these parcels (387 ac.) for 
environmental mitigation.  Eventually this land will be transferred to the Illinois Department of 
Natural Resources for protection and maintenance 

• Impact to W-26 has been minimized by not providing roadway access to the Barnes/Barnes & 
Kidder property south of the IL 29/IL 17 interchange.  Providing access to this parcel would 
require relocation of the railroad.  The entire railroad relocation would have been within the 
limits of W-26.  Instead, IDOT proposes to purchase this parcel (221.0 ac.) for environmental 
mitigation.  Eventually this land will be transferred to the Illinois Department of Natural 
Resources for protection and maintenance.  

 
• Impact to W-52 has been  minimized by using a roadway section with a 2:1 side slope, 

guardrails, and elimination of the drainage ditch at the bottom of the 2:1 slope. 

• To minimize the impact at W-C2 a retaining wall was used which reduced the impact from 0.1-
acres to 0.03 acres. 

• Several structures, such as the proposed IL 29 bridge (north of Chillicothe) and the Crow Creek 
bridge, are designed to have fewer bridge piers in the water than the existing structures. 

• In the Illinois River floodplain, 657.2 acres located east of IL 29, from just south of the 
Peoria/Marshal County Line to just north of Sparland, will be purchased by IDOT to mitigate 
the project's environmental impacts. The property east of IL 29, which will be transferred to 
IDNR, includes 293.9 acres of forested floodplain wetlands, which have a high native character 
and are an environmental asset (FQI greater than 20) and 25.6 acres of forested floodplain 
wetlands with FQIs of 16 to 19. This land will be transferred to IDNR in order to protect the 
high quality floodplain wetlands. Three farm fields within the floodplain east of IL 29 will be 
converted to wetlands.  

• Wetlands W-C3, W-C5 and W-C6 located northeast of the existing IL 6 interchange near 
Mossville will be expanded to create new wetlands.  

• The following design measures will be implemented to minimize impacts to the County Line 
Hill Prairie Natural Area, Hopewell Estates Hill Prairie Natural Area, Marshall County State 
Hill Prairie, Marshall County State Land and Water Reserve, Marshall State Fish and Wildlife 
Area Spring Branch, Marshall State Fish and Wildlife Area— Sparland Unit, and Miller-
Anderson Woods Nature Preserve: 

− Split Profile—Long stretches of the proposed project from the IDOT rest area north of 
Chillicothe to the IL 29/Camp Grove Road intersection will be designed so that proposed 
southbound lanes are higher in elevation than northbound lanes. This strategy reduces the 
expansion into the bluff and the impact on designated lands west of IL 29. (Split profile 
design would not benefit Miller-Anderson Woods Nature Preserve and so is not proposed 
in that area.) 

− Narrowed Median—A 22-foot median will be used adjacent to every designated land 
north of Chillicothe to reduce impacts and near the Miller-Anderson Woods Nature 
Preserve. The standard median width in other areas of the corridor is 50 feet. 

 22
A-44



− Retaining Walls, Barrier, and Guardrail—Several retaining wall, barrier, and guardrail 
designs will be incorporated into the proposed project to minimize the amount of new 
right of way required from designated lands and other uses.  

− Alignment Shift—During the alignment studies, the proposed widening of IL 29 was 
shifted to the east to minimize impacts to the natural areas and nature preserves west of 
existing IL 29. 

• The following measures will be implemented to minimize and mitigate impacts to land owned 
by IDNR:  

− Four landlocked parcels immediately west of IL 29 and north of IL 17 will be transferred to 
IDNR. The parcels total 31.2 acres. The exact size of the land will be determined after the 
design phase of the project is completed. Jurisdictional transfer of 59.8 acres of IDOT 
property adjacent to these landlocked parcels to IDNR is also proposed. This would place a 
total of 91 acres containing oak upland forests with an FQI of 33.4 under the protection of 
IDNR. Refer to Aerial Exhibit sheets 10 and 11. 

− Several parcels located east of IL 29, between the railroad and the Illinois River, will be 
purchased by IDOT and used to mitigate the project's environmental impacts. The parcels, 
which total 657.2 acres, consists of 56.7 acres of cropland, 319.5 acres of forested wetlands, 
and 267.1 acres of backwater of the Illinois River. Of the 319.5 acres of forested wetlands, 
293.9 acres located south of Sparland are of exceptional quality with FQI ratings of 22 and 
24. The 22.2 acres of forested wetlands north of Sparland also are of high quality with an 
FQI of 19.  

− Ownership of these parcels will be transferred to IDNR. These lands, combined with two 
parcels owned by IDNR, will provide a continuous strip of IDNR land from roughly 0.75 
mile south of IL 17 in Sparland to Senachwine Creek north of Chillicothe. 

− Transfer of these lands will increase IDNR land holdings in the unique environmental 
setting by about 734 acres. 

− The landlocked parcel located north of the BNSF Railroad (and the proposed Truitt Road 
interchange) will be transferred to IDNR. The parcel, which is 15.2 acres in size, is located 
east of IDNR’s Root Cemetery Nature Preserve and Natural Area. Several populations of 
arrowwood (Viburnum molle), an Illinois threatened plant, are located on the parcel, and 
IDNR could expand the boundaries of the Root Cemetery Nature Preserve and Natural 
Area to encompass the land.  

− IDOT, will provide funding for IDNR, to enhance the hill prairies at the Hopewell Hill 
Prairie and the Marshall County Hill Prairie Land and Water Reserve 

− IDOT, in conjunction with IDNR, will restore a 15-acre old field community within the 
boundaries of Miller-Anderson Woods Nature Preserve.  

− IDOT, in conjunction with IDNR, will implement weed control measures at Miller-
Anderson Woods Nature Preserve.  

− IDOT will construct a 40- by 60-foot gravel parking lot located off the existing entrance 
road to Miller-Anderson Woods Nature Preserve. 
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− Excess right of way at the south end of Miller-Anderson Woods Nature Preserve will be 
transferred to IDNR. 

− As a precautionary measure, a commitment would be placed in the official project file stating 
that if culvert invert elevations are lowered or capacities increased through Miller-Anderson 
Woods Nature Preserve, the effects on groundwater conditions would be reevaluated. 

• All potential borrow sites, waste areas, and other contractor generated use areas will require 
biological, wetland, and cultural resource clearances from IDOT. 

Plant Communities and Wildlife Resources 

IDOT has preliminarily identified the following mitigation measures for upland plant 
communities and wildlife habitat.  

 

 38 acres of trees will 
be planted on land 
currently owned by 
IDOT  northeast of 
the existing IL 6 
interchange near 
Mossville. 

 

   

•  

 16 acres of trees 
and 43 acres of 
prairie will be 
planted on land 
currently owned by 
IDOT at the 
proposed Cedar 
Hills Drive 
interchange. 
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 7.7 acres of prairie 
grass will be planted 
on a landlocked 
parcel between 
Stations 2876 and 
2888. 

   

 

 4 acres of trees will 
be planted on a 
landlocked parcel 
north of the BNSF 
Railroad. 

   

 

 8 acres of trees and 
4 acres of prairie will 
be planted on a 
landlocked parcel 
located along 
Senachwine Creek 
between Stations 
3210 and 3224. 
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 Roughly 28.9 acres 
of high quality 
upland forest on 
landlocked parcels 
north of IL 17 and 
59.7 acres on land 
currently owned by 
IDOT will be 
protected from 
development by 
transferring the land 
to IDNR.  

 
• In accordance with BD&E Procedure Memo #14-00, the backslopes of the proposed roadway 

will be seeded with Class 4 and Class 5 seed mixture where appropriate. These are prairie seed 
mixes. This will result in roughly 200 acres of prairie. 

• Several parcels east of IL 29, between the railroad and the IL River, will be purchased by IDOT 
and used to mitigate the project's environmental impacts. The parcels east of IL 29, which total 
657.2 acres, consist of 56.7 acres of cropland, 319.5 acres of forested wetlands and 267.1 acres of 
backwater of the Illinois River. The transfer of land, along with two parcels owned by IDNR, 
will protect a continuous strip of wildlife habitat land from 0.75 mile south of IL 17 in Sparland 
to Senachwine Creek north of Chillicothe 

• Expanding IL 29 adjacent to the existing facility from north of Chillicothe to Camp Grove Road 
and in the Miller-Anderson Woods Nature Preserve will limit impacts to the project area’s 
prime wildlife habitat to edge impacts, thus minimizing loss of wildlife habitat.  

• The use of a narrowed typical section for about 11 miles along the proposed project will help to 
minimize wildlife habitat impacts, although the split profile narrowed typical section may pose 
barriers for wildlife crossing the proposed project. 

• To minimize the animal-vehicle collisions and the effects of retaining walls/median barriers on 
wildlife movement, roughly 30 wildlife passages (spaced at 0.5-mile intervals) have been 
incorporated into the design of the proposed project. Wildlife passages consist of bridges and 
culverts. At all 12 proposed bridges, the bridge length/opening will be extended an additional 10 
to 25 feet to provide a sufficiently wide dry crossing area adjacent to the stream for large animals. 
Large and small culverts also will be used as wildlife passages. The large culverts, meant to 
accommodate deer and smaller wildlife, would be at least 10 feet high and sufficiently wide to 
attract and accommodate deer. Provisions would be made for allowing daylight into culverts 
that would pass beneath the median as a means of attracting deer. The culverts for smaller 
mammals (raccoon, muskrat, fox) and amphibians/reptiles would be about 5 feet high. Because 
the culverts also will be used for drainage, there will be occasions when the water level in the 
culvert may be a deterrent to use by some species. However, the culverts have been designed to 
provide a 2-foot-wide ledge to allow dry crossings for up to a 2-year storm. 

• To minimize the effect of median barriers on wildlife movement, medians that do not trap 
wildlife are being considered at several locations throughout the project area. Openings in the 
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barrier about 2 feet wide would allow smaller species to move along the barrier to those 
locations and then cross through the barrier. Tree removal will not be allowed between April 
15 and August 15 of any given year. 

• Tree removal will not be allowed between April 15 and August 15 of any given year. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

• Several arrowwood plants, an Illinois threatened species, are in jeopardy of being disrupted by 
mining operations. The proposed improvement would landlock 15.2 acres of Galena Road 
Gravel property thereby protecting the plants. The landlocked part of the property would be 
transferred to IDNR for future protection and management. 

• The decurrent false aster, a federal and state threatened species, will be relocated to an 
agricultural field (field 2) in the environmental mitigation area east of IL 29 (Exhibit 3-21). 
Unlike the other fields in the mitigation area, field 2 will not be used for wetland mitigation. 
All the environmental mitigation parcels will be transferred to IDNR for management and 
protection. Through an agreement with IDOT, IDNR will maintain the fields of decurrent false 
asters. The Decurrent False Aster Recovery Plan published by the U.S. Department of Interior, 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in 1990, lists three criteria for recovery of the species. Criterion 2 
states “Twelve geographically distinct self-sustaining natural or established populations of the 
species must be protected through purchase in fee, easement of by cooperative management 
agreements.” This mitigation measure would meet Criterion 2 of the Recovery Plan. Criterion 3 
of the plan states “Populations must be monitored for a period of five years to determine if 
they are self-sustaining.” To meet this criterion, INHS will monitor the decurrent false aster 
fields for 5 years. 

Visual Resources 

Although the visual scale of the highway will increase, landscaping features within and adjacent to 
the highway right of way would minimize adverse effects. A landscaping plan that will be 
developed during a future engineering phase could include the following provisions: 

• Preserve the existing vegetation as much as possible. 

• 

• 

• 

Perform landscape planting, including trees and prairie plant species, and natural revegetation 
of cut and fill slopes. 

Landscape along the right of way in Putnam and Sparland. 

Replace vegetation cleared from the existing or proposed rights of way with grasses (except at 
habitat loss mitigation areas). 

Section 4(f) 

• Under the stipulations of a Programmatic Agreement for Historic Bridges ratified by IHPA and 
FHWA in 2004, a Memorandum of Agreement was formulated and signed by IHPA, FHWA, 
and IDOT in November 2005 that specifies mitigation measures for the adverse effects of the 
removal of AN 062-001 (Appendix A, Other Agency Coordination). 

 27
A-49



• IDOT also will ensure that a bridge in Illinois analogous to the Barrville Creek Bridge will be 
sought and, if found, substituted for the adversely affected bridge on the Illinois Historic 
Bridge Survey. No bridges similar to structure SN 062-0011 were located within Marshall 
County.  
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Public Hearing Summary 
 
The project's open-house public hearings were held on June 14th and 15th, 2006 from 4:00 p.m. to 
7:00 p.m. The June 14th meeting was held at Three Sisters Park in Chillicothe and was attended by 
approximately 346 people.  Approximately 180 attended the meeting on June 15th in Henry at 
Henry-Senachwine High School.  The purpose of the public hearings was to present the preferred 
alternative to project-area residents and offer a forum for people to ask questions and provide their 
comments.   

At Three Sisters Park, 65 people left comments. Twenty-two comments were in overall support of 
the proposed project, 39 were in opposition and 4 comments did not indicate a preference. 
Concerns most frequently voiced were that other transportation projects should be completed, 
existing roads should be improved or that taxes should focus on other government programs. 
Other frequent comments were concerns about an increase in noise and the proposed project’s 
effect on other environmental resources.  People were also concerned that the proposed project 
would not support local economic sustainability while others believe that it would.  Concerns 
about the proposed project’s impact to rural lifestyle were also voiced. 

• Fifty-six people left comments at Henry-Senachwine High School. Twenty-four comments 
were in overall support of the proposed project, 27 were in opposition and 5 comments did not 
indicate a preference. Many of those commenting believe the project would improve local 
economies along the corridor including Henry’s. People were also concerned about the proposed 
project’s impact on the environment and rural lifestyle.  Other common concerns were that traffic 
numbers and population growth are not high enough to warrant the proposed improvements.  
Other frequently heard comments were in support of the project’s reuse of existing right-of-way to 
the greatest extent possible and for the project to be built as soon as possible.   

• An additional 52 people sent in comments via mail. Seventeen comments were in overall 
support of the proposed project, 32 were in opposition and 3 comments did not indicate a 
preference. The most common comments were that taxes should be focused on other 
transportation projects in the area.  Other commonly heard comments were concerns about the 
construction cost and schedule and the proposed project’s impact to environmental resources. 
People commented frequently that they believed the proposed project would improve safety. Also, 
multiple people were concerned about the proposed project’s impact to the scenic nature of IL 29 
and to their rural lifestyle.  
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Preferred Alternative Concurrence Point Package Email.txt

From: Fuller, Matt [mailto:Matt.Fuller@fhwa.dot.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 03, 2006 4:21 PM
To: shamer@dnrmail.state.il.us; Tsavko@agr.state.il.us; Allison, James; 
westlake.kenneth@epa.gov; ellens.newton@epa.gov; heidi_woeber@fws.gov; 
john.g.betker@usace.army.mil
Cc: Stevenson, Jerry; Piland, Janis; Kohler, Jon-Paul; Strang, Randy; Perino, 
Charles H; Stevens, Barbara H; Larson, Greg V; Green, Paula A
Subject: IL 29 EIS -- Preferred Alternative Concurrence Point Package
 
Hello again…I forgot to mention we would request that each of you respond to our 
concurrence request within 30-days.  Thanks!
Matt
 
All--
Attached is the Preferred Alternative Concurrence Package for the Illinois Route 
29 project from IL 6 to I-180.  The EIS was signed by FHWA on April 24, 2006 and 
the public comment period expired on June 23, 2006.  The Illinois DOT District 4 
staff coordinated with the resource agencies previously and agreement was 
reached to request concurrence on the preferred alternative via e-mail.  With 
the submittal of this concurrence package, FHWA and IDOT hereby request your 
concurrence with the preferred alternative identified in the attached document.  
Please e-mail or call me if you have any questions concerning this request.
Sincerely,
Matt Fuller
Environmental Programs Engineer
FHWA-IL Division Office
217-492-4625
<<2006-09-28 IL 29 EIS -- Concurrence Point 3 Packet.doc>> 
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USEPA concurrence.txt

-----Original Message-----
From: Ellens.Newton@epamail.epa.gov
[mailto:Ellens.Newton@epamail.epa.gov]
Sent: Friday, January 19, 2007 9:06 AM
To: Fuller, Matt
Cc: heidi_woeber@fws.gov; james.allison@epa.state.il.us; Piland, Janis; Stevenson, 
Jerry; john.g.betker@usace.army.mil; Kohler, Jon-Paul; Green, Paula A; Strang, 
Randy; shamer@dnrmail.state.il.us; Tsavko@agr.state.il.us
Subject: Re: FW: IL 29 EIS -- Preferred Alternative Concurrence Point Package

In accordance with our responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA), Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, and the concurrent NEPA/Clean Water Act, 
Section 404 review process, we have reviewed the additional mitigation strategies 
proposed for the IL 29 preferred alternative in the Crow Creek floodplain.  We find 
the mitigation strategies to be acceptable; therefore, we concur with the preferred 
alternative.

Thanks for your work on this project.  Please call if you have any questions.

Newton Ellens
Environmental Protection Specialist
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (B-19J)
77 West Jackson Boulevard
Chicago, Illinois  60604
(312) 353-5562

                                                                        
             "Fuller, Matt"                                             
             <Matt.Fuller@fhw                                           
             a.dot.gov>                                                 
                                                                     To 
             01/18/2007 10:18         Newton Ellens/R5/USEPA/US@EPA,    
             AM                       heidi_woeber@fws.gov,             
                                      john.g.betker@usace.army.mil      
                                                                     cc 
                                      james.allison@epa.state.il.us,    
                                      "Paula Green (E-mail)"            
                                      <Paula.Green@illinois.gov>,       
                                      shamer@dnrmail.state.il.us,       
                                      Tsavko@agr.state.il.us,           
                                      "Stevenson, Jerry"                
                                      <Jerry.Stevenson@fhwa.dot.gov>,   
                                      "Piland, Janis"                   
                                      <Janis.Piland@fhwa.dot.gov>,      
                                      "Kohler, Jon-Paul"                
                                      <Jon-Paul.Kohler@fhwa.dot.gov>,   
                                      "Strang, Randy"                   
                                      <Randy.Strang@fhwa.dot.gov>       
                                                                        
                                                                        
                                                                        
                                                                        
                                                                        
                                                                        
                                                                Subject 
                                      FW: IL 29 EIS -- Preferred        
                                      Alternative Concurrence Point     
                                      Package                           
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USEPA concurrence.txt
                                                                        

In response to USEPA's comments on concurrence package #3, the Illinois Department 
of Transportation has made design revisions in the Crow Creek area to minimize 
impacts to wetlands W-52 (FQI of 21) and W-53 (FQI 16).
The revised design is shown on the attached aerial.  When the aerial is enlarged to 
100% a dashed orange line is visible that indicates the right-of-way required with 
the retaining wall design.  The solid orange line indicates the right-of-way 
required with the 2:1 slope design.

The table below shows that the retaining wall design will reduce impacts to wetland 
W-52 by 2.3 acres and wetland W-53 by 0.7 acres.

|-----------+-----------+-----------+-----------+-----------+-----------
|
|Retaining  |2:1 impacts|Wall       |Reduction  |Cost-2:1   |Added Cost
|
|Wall       |           |impacts    |           |           |of Wall
|
|-----------+-----------+-----------+-----------+-----------+-----------
|
      A     | W52 = 2.2 | W52 = 0.9 | W52 = 1.3 |  3.3 mil  |  3.5 mil

            | W53 = 1.9 | W53 = 1.2 | W53 = 0.7 |           |

 -----------+-----------+-----------+-----------+-----------+-----------

       Total|    4.1    |    2.1    |    2.0    |           |

 -----------+-----------+-----------+-----------+-----------+-----------

      B     | W52 = 2.6 | W52 = 1.6 | W52 = 1.0 |  1.6 mil  |  2.0 mil

 -----------+-----------+-----------+-----------+-----------+-----------

       Total| W52 = 4.8 | W52 = 2.5 | W52 = 2.3 |  4.9 mil  |  5.5 mil

            | W53 = 1.9 | W53 = 1.2 | W53 = 0.7 |           |

 

IDOT and FHWA's preferred alternative is considered to be the preferred alternative 
contained in the concurrence point #3 package, with the above design changes 
incorporated into the alternative.  FHWA hereby requests concurrence from USFWS, 
USEPA, and USACE on the preferred alternative for the IL-29 project.

Thanks and if you have any questions, please feel free to call me.

Matt Fuller
Environmental Programs Engineer
217-492-4625
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USEPA concurrence.txt
-----Original Message-----
From: Ellens.Newton@epamail.epa.gov
[mailto:Ellens.Newton@epamail.epa.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, October 31, 2006 9:16 AM
To: Fuller, Matt
Cc: heidi_woeber@fws.gov; Allison, James; john.g.betker@usace.army.mil; Green, Paula
A; shamer@dnrmail.state.il.us; Tsavko@agr.state.il.us
Subject: Re: IL 29 EIS -- Preferred Alternative Concurrence Point Package

In accordance with our responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA), Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, and the concurrent NEPA/Clean Water Act, 
Section 404 review process, we have reviewed the September 2006 NEPA/404 Merger 
Packet: Preferred Alternative Concurrence Point (NEPA/404 Merger Packet) for the 
Illinois Route 29 Study (IL-6 to I-180, Illinois).  The Federal Highway 
Administration and the Illinois Department of Transportation (the project 
proponents) are preparing a Final Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed 
project.  The project proponents requested our concurrence with the Preferred 
Alternative.

We are concerned about whether the strategies to minimize wetland impacts for the 
Preferred Alternative are sufficient to comply with the Clean Water Act, Section 404
(Section 404) Guidelines.  At a June 1,
2006 Technical Advisory Committee Meeting, the project proponents stated that 
wetland impacts totaled 11 acres within the Crow Creek Floodplain, under the 
preferred alternative.  An August 2, 2006 Illinois Department of Transportation 
letter and the NEPA/404 Merger Packet state that wetland impacts were further 
reduced to 8.6 acres by three mitigation
strategies:

1.    Steeper side slopes (2:1),
2.    Guardrail, and
3.    Elimination of the drainage ditch at the bottom of the 2:1 slope.

Despite these efforts to reduce wetland impacts, we still think that the Preferred 
Alternative impacts a significant amount of wetlands in the Crow Creek Floodplain.  
Section 404 Guidelines require the project proponents to minimize such impacts to 
the extent practicable.  The project proponents previously considered an alternate 
roadway cross-section utilizing a retaining wall; this cross-section only impacted 5
acres of wetlands in the Crow Creek Floodplain.  The alternate cross-section was 
dropped from consideration because of its cost.  We request the project proponents 
to either: (1) reconsider implementing the alternate roadway cross-section, or (2) 
adopt wetland impact minimization strategies which are as effective as the alternate
roadway cross-section.  We are withholding concurrence with the Preferred 
Alternative until this issue is resolved.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the NEPA/404 Merger Packet.  If you have any
questions, please contact Newton Ellens, at (312) 353-5562, for NEPA-related issues,
or Sue Elston, at (312) 886-6115, for Section 404-related issues.
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USCOE Concurrence.txt

-----Original Message-----
From: Betker, John G MVR [mailto:John.G.Betker@mvr02.usace.army.mil]
Sent: Friday, January 19, 2007 9:40 AM
To: Fuller, Matt; Ellens.Newton@epamail.epa.gov; heidi_woeber@fws.gov
Cc: james.allison@epa.state.il.us; Green, Paula A; shamer@dnrmail.state.il.us; 
Tsavko@agr.state.il.us; Stevenson, Jerry; Piland, Janis; Kohler, Jon-Paul; Strang, 
Randy
Subject: RE: IL 29 EIS -- Preferred Alternative Concurrence Point Package 
(UNCLASSIFIED)

Classification:  UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE

Matt, we also concur with the design changes and the reduction in wetland impacts 
that will occur as a result. As always, we appreciate yours and the IDOT's 
cooperation in seeking to reduce wetland impacts to the maximum extent without 
compromising your goals for safe and improved transportation projects. Newton, 
thanks to you for the speedy review!!  John Betker

-----Original Message-----
From: Fuller, Matt [mailto:Matt.Fuller@fhwa.dot.gov]
Sent: Thursday, January 18, 2007 10:19 AM
To: Ellens.Newton@epamail.epa.gov; heidi_woeber@fws.gov; Betker, John G MVR
Cc: james.allison@epa.state.il.us; Paula Green (E-mail); shamer@dnrmail.state.il.us;
Tsavko@agr.state.il.us; Stevenson, Jerry; Piland, Janis; Kohler, Jon-Paul; Strang, 
Randy
Subject: FW: IL 29 EIS -- Preferred Alternative Concurrence Point Package

In response to USEPA's comments on concurrence package #3, the Illinois Department 
of Transportation has made design revisions in the Crow Creek area to minimize 
impacts to wetlands W-52 (FQI of 21) and W-53 (FQI 16).  The revised design is shown
on the attached aerial.  When the aerial is enlarged to 100% a dashed orange line is
visible that indicates the right-of-way required with the retaining wall design.  
The solid orange line indicates the right-of-way required with the 2:1 slope design.

 

The table below shows that the retaining wall design will reduce impacts to wetland 
W-52 by 2.3 acres and wetland W-53 by 0.7 acres.  

 

 

Retaining Wall

2:1 impacts

Wall impacts

Reduction

Cost-2:1

Added Cost of Wall

A

W52 = 2.2
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USCOE Concurrence.txt
W53 = 1.9

W52 = 0.9

W53 = 1.2

W52 = 1.3

W53 = 0.7

3.3 mil

3.5 mil

Total

4.1

2.1

2.0

 

 

B

W52 = 2.6

W52 = 1.6

W52 = 1.0

1.6 mil

2.0 mil

Total

W52 = 4.8

W53 = 1.9

W52 = 2.5

W53 = 1.2

W52 = 2.3

W53 = 0.7

4.9 mil

5.5 mil

 

IDOT and FHWA's preferred alternative is considered to be the preferred alternative 
contained in the concurrence point #3 package, with the above design changes 
incorporated into the alternative.  FHWA hereby requests concurrence from USFWS, 
USEPA, and USACE on the preferred alternative for the
IL-29 project.  
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Thanks and if you have any questions, please feel free to call me.

Matt Fuller

Environmental Programs Engineer

217-492-4625

 

 

 

-----Original Message-----
From: Ellens.Newton@epamail.epa.gov
[mailto:Ellens.Newton@epamail.epa.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, October 31, 2006 9:16 AM
To: Fuller, Matt
Cc: heidi_woeber@fws.gov; Allison, James; john.g.betker@usace.army.mil; Green, Paula
A; shamer@dnrmail.state.il.us; Tsavko@agr.state.il.us
Subject: Re: IL 29 EIS -- Preferred Alternative Concurrence Point Package

 

In accordance with our responsibilities under the National Environmental

Policy Act (NEPA), Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, and the concurrent

NEPA/Clean Water Act, Section 404 review process, we have reviewed the

September 2006 NEPA/404 Merger Packet: Preferred Alternative Concurrence

Point (NEPA/404 Merger Packet) for the Illinois Route 29 Study (IL-6 to

I-180, Illinois).  The Federal Highway Administration and the Illinois

Department of Transportation (the project proponents) are preparing a

Final Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed project.  The

project proponents requested our concurrence with the Preferred

Alternative.

 

We are concerned about whether the strategies to minimize wetland

impacts for the Preferred Alternative are sufficient to comply with the

Clean Water Act, Section 404 (Section 404) Guidelines.  At a June 1,

2006 Technical Advisory Committee Meeting, the project proponents stated

that wetland impacts totaled 11 acres within the Crow Creek Floodplain,

under the preferred alternative.  An August 2, 2006 Illinois Department
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of Transportation letter and the NEPA/404 Merger Packet state that

wetland impacts were further reduced to 8.6 acres by three mitigation

strategies:

 

1.    Steeper side slopes (2:1),

2.    Guardrail, and

3.    Elimination of the drainage ditch at the bottom of the 2:1 slope.

 

Despite these efforts to reduce wetland impacts, we still think that the

Preferred Alternative impacts a significant amount of wetlands in the

Crow Creek Floodplain.  Section 404 Guidelines require the project

proponents to minimize such impacts to the extent practicable.  The

project proponents previously considered an alternate roadway

cross-section utilizing a retaining wall; this cross-section only

impacted 5 acres of wetlands in the Crow Creek Floodplain.  The

alternate cross-section was dropped from consideration because of its

cost.  We request the project proponents to either: (1) reconsider

implementing the alternate roadway cross-section, or (2) adopt wetland

impact minimization strategies which are as effective as the alternate

roadway cross-section.  We are withholding concurrence with the

Preferred Alternative until this issue is resolved.

 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the NEPA/404 Merger Packet.  If

you have any questions, please contact Newton Ellens, at (312) 353-5562,

for NEPA-related issues, or Sue Elston, at (312) 886-6115, for Section

404-related issues.

 

Classification:  UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE
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USFWS Concurrence.txt
-----Original Message-----
From: Fuller, Matt [mailto:Matt.Fuller@fhwa.dot.gov]
Sent: Monday, January 22, 2007 9:03 AM
To: Heidi_Woeber@fws.gov; john.g.betker@usace.army.mil; 
Ellens.Newton@epamail.epa.gov
Cc: james.allison@epa.state.il.us; Piland, Janis; Stevenson, Jerry; Kohler, 
Jon-Paul; Green, Paula A; Strang, Randy; shamer@dnrmail.state.il.us; 
Tsavko@agr.state.il.us
Subject: RE: FW: IL 29 EIS -- Preferred Alternative Concurrence Point Package

Thanks to everyone for providing quick review and response to the third concurrence 
point for IL 29.  Concurrence point #3 for the IL 29 project is now concluded with 
all signatory agencies to the NEPA/404 merger agreement concurring with IDOT & 
FHWA's preferred alternative.  Thanks again!

Matt

-----Original Message-----
From: Heidi_Woeber@fws.gov [mailto:Heidi_Woeber@fws.gov]
Sent: Monday, January 22, 2007 8:43 AM
To: Fuller, Matt
Cc: Ellens.Newton@epamail.epa.gov; james.allison@epa.state.il.us; Piland, Janis; 
Stevenson, Jerry; john.g.betker@usace.army.mil; Kohler, Jon-Paul; Paula Green 
(E-mail); Strang, Randy; shamer@dnrmail.state.il.us; Tsavko@agr.state.il.us
Subject: Re: FW: IL 29 EIS -- Preferred Alternative Concurrence Point Package

Matt:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service provides concurrence on ILDOT's revised design to
minimize impacts to wetlands W-52 and W-53 in the Crow Creek Area in regard to IL 29
EIS - Preferred Alternative Concurrence Point Package.

Thanks for the opportunity to review the revised plans.

Heidi Woeber
Fish and Wildlife Biologist
Ecological Services, Rock Island Field Office
4469 48th Avenue Court
Rock Island, Illinois 61201
309/793-5800 Ext. 209
309/793-5804 Fax
heidi_woeber@fws.gov

"Our life is frittered away by detail.
Simplify, simplify."
-Henry David Thoreau

 

             "Fuller, Matt"

             <Matt.Fuller@fhwa

             .dot.gov>
To 
                                       <Ellens.Newton@epamail.epa.gov>,

             01/18/2007 10:18          <heidi_woeber@fws.gov>,

             AM                        <john.g.betker@usace.army.mil>
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cc 
                                       <james.allison@epa.state.il.us>,

                                       "Paula Green \(E-mail\)"

                                       <Paula.Green@illinois.gov>,

                                       <shamer@dnrmail.state.il.us>,

                                       <Tsavko@agr.state.il.us>,

                                       "Stevenson, Jerry"

                                       <Jerry.Stevenson@fhwa.dot.gov>,

                                       "Piland, Janis"

                                       <Janis.Piland@fhwa.dot.gov>,

                                       "Kohler, Jon-Paul"

                                       <Jon-Paul.Kohler@fhwa.dot.gov>,

                                       "Strang, Randy"

                                       <Randy.Strang@fhwa.dot.gov>

 
Subject 
                                       FW: IL 29 EIS -- Preferred

                                       Alternative Concurrence Point

                                       Package

 

 

 

 

 

 

In response to USEPA's comments on concurrence package #3, the Illinois Department 
of Transportation has made design revisions in the Crow Creek area to minimize 
impacts to wetlands W-52 (FQI of 21) and W-53 (FQI 16).
The revised design is shown on the attached aerial.  When the aerial is enlarged to 
100% a dashed orange line is visible that indicates the right-of-way required with 
the retaining wall design.  The solid orange line indicates the right-of-way 
required with the 2:1 slope design.

The table below shows that the retaining wall design will reduce impacts to wetland 
W-52 by 2.3 acres and wetland W-53 by 0.7 acres.
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|-----------+-----------+-----------+-----------+-----------+-----------
|
|Retaining  |2:1 impacts|Wall       |Reduction  |Cost-2:1   |Added Cost
|
|Wall       |           |impacts    |           |           |of Wall
|
|-----------+-----------+-----------+-----------+-----------+-----------
|
      A     | W52 = 2.2 | W52 = 0.9 | W52 = 1.3 |  3.3 mil  |  3.5 mil

            | W53 = 1.9 | W53 = 1.2 | W53 = 0.7 |           |

 -----------+-----------+-----------+-----------+-----------+-----------

       Total|    4.1    |    2.1    |    2.0    |           |

 -----------+-----------+-----------+-----------+-----------+-----------

      B     | W52 = 2.6 | W52 = 1.6 | W52 = 1.0 |  1.6 mil  |  2.0 mil

 -----------+-----------+-----------+-----------+-----------+-----------

       Total| W52 = 4.8 | W52 = 2.5 | W52 = 2.3 |  4.9 mil  |  5.5 mil

            | W53 = 1.9 | W53 = 1.2 | W53 = 0.7 |           |

 

IDOT and FHWA's preferred alternative is considered to be the preferred alternative 
contained in the concurrence point #3 package, with the above design changes 
incorporated into the alternative.  FHWA hereby requests concurrence from USFWS, 
USEPA, and USACE on the preferred alternative for the IL-29 project.

Thanks and if you have any questions, please feel free to call me.

Matt Fuller
Environmental Programs Engineer
217-492-4625

-----Original Message-----
From: Ellens.Newton@epamail.epa.gov
[mailto:Ellens.Newton@epamail.epa.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, October 31, 2006 9:16 AM
To: Fuller, Matt
Cc: heidi_woeber@fws.gov; Allison, James; john.g.betker@usace.army.mil; Green, Paula
A; shamer@dnrmail.state.il.us; Tsavko@agr.state.il.us
Subject: Re: IL 29 EIS -- Preferred Alternative Concurrence Point Package

In accordance with our responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA), Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, and the concurrent NEPA/Clean Water Act, 
Section 404 review process, we have reviewed the September 2006 NEPA/404 Merger 
Packet: Preferred Alternative Concurrence Point (NEPA/404 Merger Packet) for the 
Illinois Route 29 Study (IL-6 to I-180, Illinois).  The Federal Highway 
Administration and the Illinois Department of Transportation (the project 
proponents) are preparing a Final Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed 
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USFWS Concurrence.txt
project.  The project proponents requested our concurrence with the Preferred 
Alternative.

We are concerned about whether the strategies to minimize wetland impacts for the 
Preferred Alternative are sufficient to comply with the Clean Water Act, Section 404
(Section 404) Guidelines.  At a June 1,
2006 Technical Advisory Committee Meeting, the project proponents stated that 
wetland impacts totaled 11 acres within the Crow Creek Floodplain, under the 
preferred alternative.  An August 2, 2006 Illinois Department of Transportation 
letter and the NEPA/404 Merger Packet state that wetland impacts were further 
reduced to 8.6 acres by three mitigation
strategies:

1.    Steeper side slopes (2:1),
2.    Guardrail, and
3.    Elimination of the drainage ditch at the bottom of the 2:1 slope.

Despite these efforts to reduce wetland impacts, we still think that the Preferred 
Alternative impacts a significant amount of wetlands in the Crow Creek Floodplain.  
Section 404 Guidelines require the project proponents to minimize such impacts to 
the extent practicable.  The project proponents previously considered an alternate 
roadway cross-section utilizing a retaining wall; this cross-section only impacted 5
acres of wetlands in the Crow Creek Floodplain.  The alternate cross-section was 
dropped from consideration because of its cost.  We request the project proponents 
to either: (1) reconsider implementing the alternate roadway cross-section, or (2) 
adopt wetland impact minimization strategies which are as effective as the alternate
roadway cross-section.  We are withholding concurrence with the Preferred 
Alternative until this issue is resolved.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the NEPA/404 Merger Packet.  If you have any
questions, please contact Newton Ellens, at (312) 353-5562, for NEPA-related issues,
or Sue Elston, at (312) 886-6115, for Section 404-related issues.
 (See attached file: Crow_Creek_RetainingWall122006.pdf)
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M E E T I N G  S U M M A R Y

Technical Agency Committee Meeting 

Mike Lewis / IDOT
Barbara Stevens / IDOT BDE 
Barb Traeger / IDOT BDE 
Charles Perino/ IDOT BDE 
Jan Piland/FHWA 
J.D. Stevenson/ FHWA 
Randy Strang/FHWA 
Matt Fuller/FHWA 
Greg Larson/ IDOT
Paul Niederhaufer/ IDOT BDE 
Janel Verle/IDOT BDE 
Tom Lerczak/ INPC 
Terry Savko/ IL Dept of Agric. 
Todd Bittner/ IDNR 
Matt Sprenger/USFWS 
Patrick Kirchhofer/ Farm Bureau 
Kevin Rund/Farm Bureau 

Steve Hamer/IDNR  
Tony Colvin/ IDNR 
Paula Green/ IDOT 
Felecia Hurley/ IDOT-BDE 
Dan Dupies/ CH2MHILL 
Kim Kolody/ CH2MHILL 
Jim Jodie/ CH2M HILL 
Jill Kramer/CH2M HILL  
Randy Timmons/ IDNR – 
Forestry
Tony Holtschlag/IDNR 
Randy Edwards/USDA 
Josh Joseph/Peoria SWMD 
Newton Ellens/ U.S. EPA 
Maureen Addis/ IDOT
Steve Hamer/ IDNR 

FROM: CH2M HILL 

DATE: June 1, 2006 

Introduction
A technical advisory committee  meeting was held in the Training Room at the District 4 
offices in Peoria on June 1, 2006.  Mike Lewis/IDOT began the meeting by welcoming 
technical committee members and informing members that Public Hearings will be held on 
June 14th in Chillicothe and June 15th in Henry.  

Jim Jodie/CH2M HILL reviewed the purpose and agenda for today’s meeting: provide an 
update on changes to the alternatives since the last TAC meeting in June 2004, summarize 
the project’s mitigation concepts, provide an update on local government and agency 
coordination activities, and the status of the DEIS and upcoming Public Hearing.  

A summary of the PowerPoint presentation that was used during the meeting is found 
below.

South Section 
Jim Jodie provided an overview of the proposed alternatives under consideration in the 
south section in June 2004, as well as the recommended alignment in the DEIS.  In summary 
there was no change to the typical section, Alternative S-6B was carried forward, and 
Alternative S-6C was eliminated from further consideration.  He provided an overview of 
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the proposed interchanges at IL 6, Cedar Hills Drive, Rome West Road, McGrath Street, and 
Truitt Road. 

Central Section 
Dan Dupies/CH2M HILL provided an overview of the proposed alternatives under 
consideration in the central section in June 2004.  Dan explained that the bluff alignment 
under consideration in June 2004 was eliminated from further consideration because it did 
not meet the project’s Purpose and Need, the “on IL 29 alignment” would attract 3 to 4 
times more vehicles per day than the bluff alignment, and it would not alleviate future 
congestion on IL 29.  Dan noted that the resource agencies who participated in the second 
NEPA/404 meeting in March 2005 concurred with eliminating the bluff alignment. 

Kim Kolody/CH2M HILL provided an overview of the proposed improvements generally 
following the existing IL 29 alignment from Benedict Street to Crow Creek north of Sparland 
including the Chillicothe area from Truitt to the North Chillicothe interchange. Kim 
reviewed the three interchange alternatives that were under consideration in June 2004, and 
the reasons why the trumpet interchange was identified as the most efficient; the proposed 
typical sections along the central section, including the use of a split profile between the 
IDOT rest area to south of Sparland; and the Sparland interchange options and why 
Alternative 3A was selected. 

Tony Colvin/IDNR Marshall State Fish and Wildlife Area asked how people would access 
the hunter parking lot just north of Senachwine Creek, east of IL 29 and south of the 
proposed trumpet interchange. 

Kim explained that access would be provided from IL 29 to the existing service road via a 
proposed frontage road. 

Steve Hamer/IDNR asked if bikes would be allowed on the section between the IDOT rest 
area to south of Sparland (area of the proposed split profile). 

Kim explained that a 10’ shoulder would be provided through this section to accommodate 
bicycles. 

Steve Hamer stated that regarding the FEMA floodplain buyout area, IDNR would like to 
see the proposed improvements use the buyout properties rather than split the IDNR-
Sparland Unit of the Marshall State Fish and Wildlife Area.  He asked if anyone at the DOT 
has contacted a local congressman about making an exception to using the floodplain 
buyout properties. 

Paula Green commented that there have been several coordination meetings with the 
appropriate personnel regarding the use of the floodplain buyout properties.  We have 
learned that this would be an extremely difficult process to go through with no guarantees 
that a structure would be allowed on the properties. 

Charles Perino noted that in a recent case in Missouri the decision was supported that no 
structures would be allowed on floodplain buyout properties.   FEMA Washington hasn’t 
budged from it initial position that no structures are allowed on floodplain buyout 
properties.
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North Section 
Kim Kolody provided an overview of the proposed alignment from north of Crow Creek 
through the northern project terminus north of Kentville Road.  She reviewed the selected 
typical section through the Crow Creek area; the proposed Henry Bypass alignment; the 
proposed improvements through Putnam; the proposed improvements through Miller-
Anderson Woods; and the proposed Kentville Road intersection. 

Tony Colvin asked how high IL 29 would be elevated at Kentville Road.  Todd Bittner asked 
why the intersection is being moved further to the north. 

Kim indicated that IL 29 was raised for safety reasons and to reduce the grade from I-180.  
Maureen Addis/IDOT added that the proposed improvement would shift the intersection 
to the north to improve intersection angles as well.  

Tony Colvin asked if the proposed improvements addressed the IDNR parking facility in 
Sparland.

Kim indicated that Center Street has been extended to provide access to the property north 
of the pond, under the proposed IL 29 bridge. Additionally, south of IL 17 the proposed 
improvements include redoing the existing parking lot. 

Randy Edwards asked where the Whiffle Tree House is located. 

Kim indicated that it is adjacent to the proposed improvements south of IL 17 and west of 
proposed IL 29. 

Dan Dupies summarized the potential impacts of the proposed project, including right-of-
way needs, impacts to farmland, forest, wetland, floodplains, T&E species, INDR properties, 
Natural Areas, and residential and commercial displacements. 

Todd Bittner added that an eagle’s nest in the Miller Anderson Woods Natural Area was 
destroyed and that a new nest has been built. However, in order for a bald eagle to get a 
natural area designation it needs 2 years of fledgling activity.  The nest has had 1 successful 
year, and it is anticipated that a natural area designation will be adopted in the future.  The 
bald eagle nest is approximately 900’ from IL 29 and not anticipated to be affected by the 
proposed project. 

Todd Bittner asked if there were any restrictions for tree cutting in the DEIS relative to the 
Indiana Bat. 

Matt Sprenger/USFWS indicated that the USFWS will no longer accept tree cutting 
restrictions as a mitigation measure for impacts to the Indiana Bat. 

Paula Green/IDOT commented that tree removal will not be permitted between April 15 
and August 15 for the protection of bald eagle nests. 

Steve Hamer asked if there would be no tree cutting for migratory birds. 

Charles Perino commented that some birds require interior foliage, but not migratory birds. 

Matt Sprenger commented that it is illegal to take a migratory bird without a permit. 
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Josh Joseph/Peoria SMWD asked if a displacement meant that the improvements would be 
taking the building or just access to the building. 

Dan Dupies commented that both situations are considered a displacement. 

Dan Dupies continued the presentation providing an overview of the mitigation and 
enhancement measures that will be implemented by the project. 

Tony Colvin asked if the DOT would do the wetland restoration. 

Paula Green responded that the DOT will do the restoration, as well as 5 years of 
monitoring.

Steve Hamer asked if there was a mitigation site near Galena Road Gravel.   

Dan Dupies commented that there is a 15.2 acre mitigation parcel that will be turned over to 
the IDNR near the Galena Road Gravel site. 

Newton Ellens/USEPA asked if the wetland impacts in the Crow Creek floodplain stand-up 
to the LEDA test (least environmentally damaging alternative). 

Paula Green indicated yes.  She noted that there is no avoidance option at this location.  She 
indicated that the alignment is as close to the railroad road as it can be, minimizes impacts 
by using as much of the existing facility as possible, and it represents the best compromise. 

Kevin Round/Farm Bureau asked about the 1,165 acres of farmland impact shown in the 
impact summary table and asked why this is higher than the slide which illustrated a 600 vs. 
200 acre farmland impact. 

Mike Lewis indicated that the 600 vs. 200 acre farmland impact was just for the Central 
Section.

Dan Dupies concluded the meeting by indicating the DEIS was signed by FHWA on April 
24, 2006, and that comments are due on June 23rd or 10 days after the last public hearing on 
June 15th.  The FEIS and ROD are expected to be published later this year. 
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Illinois Site Assessment Corridor Factor Score Sheet 

Factor 
Maximum 

Points 
South 

Section 
Central 
Section 

North 
Section 

1. Amount of Agricultural Land Required (acres) 30 567 198 291 

2. Location of the Proposed Alignment 30 — — — 

    a. Percent of route utilizing existing pavement  33 47 40 

    b. Percent of route adjacent to existing alignment (but 
not utilizing existing pavement) 

 0 63 38 

3. Acres of Offsite Agricultural Land Required for Borrow 
Mitigation 15 Unkn own 

4. Acres of Prime and Important Farmland Required for 
Mitigation 15 Unkn own 

5. Creation of Severed Farm Parcels (acres) 10 2,127.0 255.4 1,515.1 

6. Creation of Uneconomical Remnant (acres) 10 11.9 2.9 2.1 

7. Creation of Landlocked Parcels (acres) 10 44 689 12 

8. Creation of Adverse Travel (miles) 10 15.4 0 3.6 

9. Relocations of Rural Residences (RR) and 
Farm Buildings (FB) (Number) 

10 3 RR;     
19 FB 

5 RR;  
7 FB 

4 RR; 
22 FB 

10. Utilization of Minimum Design Standards 10 See below 

Total Site Assessment Corridor Points 150    

 
10. Utilization of Minimum Design Standards: Throughout the IL 29 Phase I design process, 
specific designs have been employed to minimize impacts to farmland. During the alternatives 
screening process, alignments with greater agricultural impacts were eliminated. Specifically N-4, 
which was east of existing IL 29 in the north section (near Putnam), and C-2, the bluff alignment, 
were both eliminated. The bluff alignment affected 626 acres of agricultural land, 428 acres more than 
the proposed project in the Central Section. The proposed project would maximize the use of existing 
right-of-way and minimize new right-of-way required by widening the existing alignment where it is 
practical and feasible. Bypasses were only recommended when they were the only feasible option. 
Bypasses were recommended west of Chillicothe and west of Henry because building a 65-mph 
facility through those communities would have displaced many businesses and residences and created a 
barrier in the heart of the communities. The use of existing right-of-way was also maximized between IL 6 
and Cedar Hills Drive (South Section) by locating the proposed alignment within IDOT's existing right-of-
way and selecting the diamond with a loop interchange at Cedar Hills Drive. Selecting this interchange 
type minimized the impact to privately owned agricultural land north of Cedar Hills Drive. It should be 
noted that the agricultural impacts of the proposed McGrath interchange are included in the impacts 
reported on this form, but IDOT has indicated that the interchange would only be built when development 
in that area is dense enough to warrant an interchange. In other words, the agricultural impacts in the 
area surrounding the proposed McGrath interchange will precede the construction of the interchange 
rather than be caused by the interchange.   

A-146



SOILS IMPACTED 
For AD-1006 Form 

MUSYM 
Prime, Important or 

Other 
Acres 

Impacted  MUSYM 
Prime, Important 

or Other 
Acres 

Impacted 

25G Other 7  379A Prime 73 

28 Prime 74  379B Prime 74 

37B Prime 50  398A Prime 23 

54B Important 37  398B Prime 15 

54D Important 8  399A Prime 8 

77 Prime 25  399B Prime 27 

87B Prime 148  406 Prime 1 

88C2 Important 12  439B Prime 97 

93E Other 1  536 Other 2 

104 Prime 24  549G Other 1 

107 Prime 5  570A Prime 8 

132 Prime 15  570C Important 10 

145B2 Prime 1  618E Other 1 

148B Prime 4  857G Other 3 

149 Prime 1  865 Other 5 

150A Prime 8  883F Other 2 

150C Important 4  2802B Other 4 

152A Prime 6  3070 Other 1 

198 Prime 12  3360L Other 1 

199A Prime 1  3480 Prime 10 

199B Prime 10  3480L Other 21 

224D3 Important 7  7070 Prime 12 

224E Other 5  7081 Other 9 

233C2 Important 8  8077 Prime 8 

282F Other 4  8107 Prime 2 

290A Prime 60  8107A Other 25 

290B2 Other 1  8368A Prime 41 

304B Prime 134  W Other 9 

344B Prime 1     
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 Memorandum 
_____________________________________________  

 

 To: File      

 By: Greg Larson 

 Subject: PESA Re-evaluation 

 Date: July 31, 2006   
________________________________________________________________ 

 
 

STUDIES & PLANS 
FAP Route 318 (Il 29) 
IL Route 6 to Interstate 180 
Peoria, Marshall, Putnam & Bureau Counties 
Job Nos. P-94-009-01 & P-94-019-02       

    
  
 
The Illinois State Geological Survey conducted three PESAs for the subject 
project on May 17, 2002 (ISGS #1331), November 6, 2002 (ISGS #1331A), and 
August 20, 2004 (ISGS # 1331B).  Standards issued by the American Society 
for Testing and Materials (ASTM) indicate that property audits for special 
waste/regulated substance contamination should only be considered valid for a 
period of six months.  Per BDE Manual, Chapter 27, Section 2.07, the district 
has re-evaluated the project area. 
 
It has been determined that it is not necessary to complete a supplement PESA 
for the project.  This determination was based upon a review of the existing 
land use throughout the proposed corridor.  In addition, the EPA Cerclis 
Hazardous Waste Site database and the IEPA Lust Site database were 
reviewed to determine the presence of any new sites within the project corridor.  
These searches did not uncover any new sites or significant land use changes 
within the project corridor; therefore, the PESAs dated May 17, 2002, 
November 6, 2002 and August 20, 2004 are revalidated affective July 31, 2006. 
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 CATALOG NO. 032469-00P 

Appendix A-2 
Federal and State Agency Coordination – 
Approvals 
 

Signature Sheets for DEIS, FEIS, and ROD   Date 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement   April 24, 2006 
Final Environmental Impact Statement   April 23, 2009 
Record of Decision      January 19, 2010 

Bridge Condition Report Approvals    Date 

IL 29 Connector over Senachwine Creek (SN 072-0014) May 12, 2006 
IL 29 over Coon Creek (SN 072-0013)    May 12, 2006 
IL 29 over Illinois River Tributary (SN 062-0010)  May 12, 2006 
IL 29 over Rattlesnake Hollow (SN 062-0009)  May 12, 2006 
IL 29 over Barrville Creek (SN 062-0008)   May 12, 2006  
IL 29 over Gimlet Creek (SN 062-0057)   May 12, 2006 
IL 29 over Thenius Creek (SN 062 0056)   May 12, 2006 
IL 29 over Crow Creek ((SN 062-0004)   May 12, 2006 
IL 29 over Dry Hollow Creek (SN 078-0005)   May 12, 2006 
IL 29 over Senachwine Creek  Overflow(SN 078-0004) May 12, 2006   
IL 29 over Senachwine Creek (SN 078-0003)   May 12, 2006 

Hydraulic Report Approvals  

(Arranged in Order of Location Along IL 29) 

IL 29 and Frontage Road over Dickison Run Tributary July 20, 2006 
IL 29 and Frontage Road over Dickison Run   May 7, 2009 
Senachwine Creek South (near BN&SF RR)  
Station 3176 + 47      September 8, 2006 
Benedict Street over Senachwine Creek   September 8, 2006 
IL 29 Connector over Senachwine Creek   September 15, 2008 
Il29 over Coon Creek      August 10, 2009 
IL 29 over Illinois River Tributary    June 1, 2009 
IL 29 over Rattlesnake Hollow    June 5, 2009 
IL 29 over Barrville Creek      March 4, 2009 
Il 29 over Gimlet Creek     July 6, 2009 
Il 29 over Thenius Creek, Ramp D     (To Be Completed in Phase II) 
IL 29 over Thenius Creek, Existing IL 29   December 1, 2009 
IL 29 over Thenius Creek, Proposed IL 29   (To Be Completed in Phase II) 
Access Road over Thenius Creek     (To Be Completed in Phase II) 
IL 29 over Crow Creek     June 30, 2009 
Il 20 over Dry Hollow Creek     June 24, 2009 
IL 29 over Senachwine Creek & Overflow   June 19, 2009 



 CATALOG NO. 032469-00P 

Structure Sketches 
IL 29 Connector over Senachwine Creek 
IL 29 over Coon Creek 
Relocated Boehle Road over Coon  Creek 
Service Road over Coon creek 
IL 29 over Illinois River Tributary 
IL 29 over Rattlesnake Hollow 
IL 29 over Barrville Creek 
IL 29 over Gimlet Creek 
IL 29 over Thenius Creek 
IL 29 over Crow Creek 
IL 29 over Dry Hollow Creek 
IL 29 over Senachwine Creek Overflow 
Il 29 over Senachwine Creek 



Signature Sheets for DEIS, FEIS, and ROD 
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RECORD OF DECISION -IL ROUTE 29 STUDY 

which was approved by FHWA, identifies noise levels equal to or greater than 66 decibels 
would be considered an impact. The key issue to understand in evaluating noise impacts 
at the schools is that the dominant noise source will be traffic on Old Galena Road rather 
than proposed IL 29. Although proposed IL 29 would carry more traffic in 2032 than Old 
Galena Road, the schools are only 200 feet from Old Galena Road, whereas they are 1,300 
feet from proposed IL 29. No substantial increase in traffic is expected on Old Galena 
Road at the schools. As a result, no noise study is to be conducted for Mossville 
Elementary and Middle Schools. 

8. Approval 
Based on the analysis and evaluation contained in the FEIS, after careful consideration of 
all the identified social, economic, and environmental factors and input received from 
other agencies, organizations, and the public; and the factors and mitigation measures 
outlined in this document, it is the decision of FHW A to approve the Build Alternative as 
the Selected Alternative. 

rman R. Stoner, P.. 
ivision Administrator 
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Appendix B 
Public Coordination 
 

        Meeting and/or Correspondence     Date 
Letter to Local Officials      October 2, 2002 

Letter from Meta Tec Limited      October 2, 2002 

Letter from Hardin Industries, Inc.     October 2, 2002 

Letter from Marshall County Airport     October 3, 2002 

Letter from Marshall County Airport Board    October 4, 2002 

Letter from City of Lacon      October 8, 2002 

Letter from County Board of Marshall County, Illinois  October 8, 2002 

Letter to Poly One Corporation     March 11, 2003 

City of Henry Resolution      May 12, 2003 

Telephone Coordination Poly One Corporation   May 13, 2003 

City of Princeton Resolution      June 2, 2003 

Marshall County Resolution      June 5, 2003 

Bureau County Resolution      June 10, 2003 

Meeting Minutes --  Mayor of Chillicothe    July 3, 2003 

Letter from Lincoln & Southern Railroad Company   July 23, 2003 

Henry Senachwine Community School Dist. 5 Resolution  August 20, 2003 

City of Chillicothe Resolution     September 8, 2003  

Letter from Caterpillar Inc.       January 5, 2004 

Meeting Minutes -- Henry Fire Protection District   April 23, 2004 

Meeting Minutes – Senachwine Creek Watershed Committee May 6, 2004 

Review of Materials to be Presented for PIM #2  
(minutes not included)      July 7, 2004 

Letter from Bureau county Highway Department   July 14, 2004 

Letter from Sparland       July 19, 2004 

Henry Township Resolution      August 10, 2004 

Letter to Peoria Park District      August 27, 2004 

Letter from Henry Township      August 31, 2004 

Meeting Minutes – Peoria Park District    September 9, 2004 

Meeting Minutes  - Chillicothe     September 16, 2004 
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Meeting Minutes – Railroad Coordination    November 10, 2004 

Meeting Minutes –Putman Pavilion/Henry Secondary Impacts November 18, 2004 

Meeting Minutes -  Railroad Meeting     December 6, 2004 

Meeting Minutes –Sparland       January 27, 2005 

Meeting Minutes – Railroad meeting     January 27, 2005 

Meeting Minutes – Crow creek Watershed Committee  February 23, 2005 

Letter from Senachwine Township     December 22, 2005 

Senachwine  Township Meeting     January 12, 2006 

Meeting Minutes – Sparland Board meeting    June 1, 2006 

Meeting Minutes – Senachwine Township    June 8, 2006 

Meeting Minutes – Railroad Meeting with BNSF   January 30, 2007 

Correspondence – BN&SF correspondence regarding railroad  
signal relocation north of Truitt Road interchange, preparation  
of BN&SF railroad overpass, and provisions for two railroad  
tracks at the underpass in Chillicothe and at the overpass north 
 of Truitt Road interchange      July 2, 2007 

Memorandum – Sparland Village Board    January 3, 2008 

Letters requesting comments from BN&SF on TS&L (included)  May 12, 2008 and  
for proposed railroad viaduct at north edge of Chillicothe  January 7, 2009 
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T E C H N I C A L M E M O R A N D U M  

IL 29
Sparland Board Meeting 
June 1, 2006 
PREPARED FOR: Maureen Addis, IDOT – District 4 

Paula Green, IDOT – District 4 
Mike Lewis, IDOT – District 4 

PREPARED BY: Jim Jodie, CH2M HILL 

COPIES: Kim Kolody, CH2M HILL 
Dan Dupies, CH2M HILL 

DATE: June 6, 2006 

On Thursday, June 1, 2006, a meeting was held with the Sparland Village Board beginning 
at 7 PM at the Sparland Village Hall.  Twenty four people attended that included 7 board 
members, 13 residents and 4 IL 29 IDOT/CH2M HILL staff. Exhibits displayed were: 

1. A 1:2275’ scale project overview. 
2. A 1:150’ scale plan view of Sparland.  
3. Sparland interchange alternatives. 
4. A visualization of the Sparland interchange,  
5. Four conceptual drawings in Sparland.

The community park. 
IL 17east of proposed IL 29, looking west.  
Railroad Street at existing IL 29, looking east.  
Ramp D looking south. 
Proposed IL 29 looking west from High Street.    

Mike Lewis provided the introduction, Jim Jodie provided an overview of the project and 
Kim Kolody explained the reasons the bluff alignment was dropped, the three interchanges 
previously considered for Sparland and the current Sparland interchange design that is 
proposed.

Reasons the bluff was dismissed is that traffic from Lacon to Chillicothe will continue to use 
existing IL 29, resulting in the need to build both a new 4-lane bluff roadway and widen 
existing IL 29;  and there are greater impacts to farmland and less existing right-of-way is 
used.

The three alternates considered for Sparland were #2, a diamond interchange along existing 
IL 29 without railroad relocation; #4, a diamond located east of existing IL 29 and the 
railroad tracks, and #3, a split diamond that avoids the flood buyout properties.  Alternative 
2 was eliminated because it had the greatest number of potential residential and commercial 
displacements, maintence during construction was difficult and it had the highest cost. 
Alternative 4 was eliminated due to the greatest impact to IDNR property, wetland, and 
floodplain impact. It also impacted the Whiffle Tree House. As a result the split diamond 
was selected and modified to eliminate impacts to floodplain buyout properties.  Kim 

SPARLAND JUN 1 MEETING1 .DOC 1 168912.A0.GS.03

described the operation of the split diamond for traffic entering and exiting Sparland from 
Chillicothe and Lacon. 

Questions from the audience: 

1. Access to the treatment ponds will be via Center Street extended (under proposed IL 
29).

2. Center Street will operate as a two-way street, but access from IL 17 will be via 
Lacon Street and Vine Street.  Due to safety concerns (eastbound traffic stopping on 
the L &S railroad tracks), eastbound IL 17 traffic will be prohibited from making a 
left-turn to Center Street. 

3. No residential properties will be removed in Sparland resulting in no impact to the 
Sparland tax base.  Outside of the Village Corporate Limits, two residences will be 
displaced south of Sparland and 7 residences north of Sparland. There was a 
comment that some of them buy water from the Village and therefore contribute to 
the tax base.  

4. Property purchased in Sparland for proposed IL 29 will be at fair market value. 

5. To provide an area for left-turn lanes, widening of existing IL 29/Railroad Street will 
be to the east.  Some areas will require a retaining wall between the road and the 
railroad.  The existing west properties will not be changed. 

The meeting concluded at 8 PM. 

SPARLAND JUN 1 MEETING1 .DOC 2
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COPYRIGHT 2006 BY CH2M HILL, INC. • COMPANY CONFIDENTIAL 

M E E T I N G  S U M M A R Y

06-08-06 Senachwine Township Meeting

Rhonda Downey/Sen. Twp. 
Lloyd Jeppson/Sen. Twp. 
Gary Fountain/Sen. Twp. 
Wally Sprague/Sen. Twp. 
Michael Miller/Sen. Twp. 

George Wheeler/Sen. Twp. 
Tim Snowden/Putnam resident 
Mike Lewis/IDOT
Paula Green/IDOT 
Kim Kolody/CH2M HILL

FROM: CH2M HILL 

MEETING DATE: June 8, 2006, 7:00 PM to 9:00 PM 

MEETING
LOCATION:

Old School in Putnam, IL 

This summarizes the meeting that was held with Senachwine Township on June 8, 2006, to 
discuss updates to the project design. 

Introduction
Mike Lewis began the meeting by inviting the committee to the public hearing to be held on 
June 14th in Chillicothe at Three Sisters Park and on June 15th in Henry at the Henry-
Senachwine School. Mr. Lewis reviewed the agenda for the meeting noting that this is 
follow-up to the concerns raised at the previous meeting held on January 12, 2006.   

Updates to the Design 
Kim Kolody provided a description of the updates to the design in the Putnam area based on 
comments received at the previous meeting.

Concerns about Large Trucks 
A concern about the safety of trucks crossing IL 29 at Bradford Road was raised at the 
previous meeting. Several design modifications were suggested and evaulated.  

1 – Grade separation at Bradford Road and IL 29  

IL 29 over Bradford Road, Bradford Road over IL 29, and an interchange were all reviewed 
and evaluationed. Due to cost, complexity, additional right-of-way impacts, and adverse 
travel each of the alternatives were dismissed.  

2 – Rerouting trucks to the north to cross at High Street or routing trucks south to the 
connection to Center Street.  

Routing trucks north to turn at High Street or south to turn at the connection to Center Street 
required upgrading Center Street to accommodate truck traffic, combined residential and 
commercial traffic in one area, and increased out of direction travel. As a result these 
alternatives were dismissed.  

3 – Widen the median along IL 29 at Bradford Road 

ATTENDEES:
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The proposed typical cross-section included a 50 foot median. A 64 foot median was 
evaluated and discussed at the meeting. The committee would like IDOT to investigate 
widening the median to 74 feet due to larger trucks crossing at Bradford Road.  

See “IL 29 Tech Memo Putnam” for more detailed information on options reviewed.  

Maintenance Garage Access 
At the previous meeting concern was raised regarding the amount of right-of-way remaining 
near the maintenance garage located between Main and High Streets along Center Street. 
Currently maneuvering road graders into the garage requires area up to the proposed edge 
of pavement.  

Roadside barrier and guardrail was recommended to reduce the amount of right-of-way 
required near the maintenance garage. The committee agreed with the proposed design.  
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  alfred benesch & company  

Meeting Minutes 
 
Project No.: 3730 
Current Date: April 19, 2007 
Date of Meeting: January 30, 2007 
Time of Meeting: 1:00 p.m. 
Meeting Location:  IDOT District 4 Office - Peoria, Illinois 
  
Regarding: IL 29 BNSF Meeting 
  
Participants: See Attendance Roster   
 
 
General 
 
Mr. Mike Lewis of IDOT presented the project overview.  
 
• The project consists of the construction of a 4-lane highway facility from IL 6 in Peoria to I-

180 in Bureau County, Illinois. 

• The mainline pavement will bypass Chillicothe. 

• The route will follow along existing IL 29 thru Sparland and Henry, IL. 

• Construction of the project is not presently funded in IDOT’s 5-year program 

• Some funds have been identified for additional engineering but it has not been determined 
how the money will be used. 

• The railroad bridge reconstruction will be a part of the project to improve IL 29 from Truitt 
Avenue in Chillicothe to the trumpet interchange north of Chillicothe. 

• The project is nearing end of environmental process.  Once the EIS is approved, the project 
can go into Phase II design.  IDOT anticipates that it will take three to five year to complete 
Phase II once funding is identified. 

• IDOT anticipates that the earliest that construction can occur is 7 to 10 years, but the 
construction could occur as far away as 25 to 30 years. 

 
Proposed Railroad Bridge on IL 29 Connector 
 
Mr. Dan Nowak presented the existing and proposed roadway conditions: 
 
• IL 29 is currently a 2-lane roadway. 
• A 4-lane roadway with a center median is proposed under the BNSF Viaduct. 
• Retaining walls are proposed to reduce the impacts to adjacent properties. 
• The existing clearance under the railroad is about 14 to 16 feet. 
• The proposed clearance is 16'-9". 
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Benesch presented the railroad bridge concept.  When complete, the new bridge will 
accommodate two main tracks, a yard track, and an access road. 
 
Existing Condition 
 

• BNSF has two bridges that are included in the project at this location.  There are two (2) 
main tracks on the south bridge, and one (1) yard track and an access road on the north 
bridge. 

• The proposed railroad staging is summarized below: 
 
Stage 1 

• Build north half of new bridge, adjacent to and north of existing south bridge. 
 
Stage 2 

• Move main line railroad traffic to the new bridge with the main tracks on temporary 
alignments. 

• The design speed for the temporary alignments will be 77 mph. 

• Demolish the existing south bridge. 
 
Stage 3 

• Build south half of new bridge. 

• There is a slight raise in grade for the mainline tracks (approximately 6"). 

 
Stage 4 

• Restore main tracks to original alignment. 

• Build yard track and access road across new bridge. 
 
Stage 5 

• Demolish north bridge. 

• Railroad construction will be completed prior to construction of the IL 29 Connector 
roadway. 

 
Lincoln & Southern Interchange Crossing to the East of IL 29 
 
The required offset between the existing main track and the proposed temporary alignment 
causes the temporary alignment to be off of the bridge over the Lincoln & Southern RR 
interchange track.  The proposed vertical geometry for the yard track will not allow a connection 
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from the new yard track to the interchange track; therefore the design team will consider taking 
the bridge out and filling the existing structure. 
 
Bridge Structure 
 
• The yard lead track will be set at a thirty (30) foot offset from the No. 1 main track (WBM). 

• There will be a twelve and one-half (12-1/2) foot offset from the centerline of the new yard 
track to the south edge of the ten (10) foot wide access road. 

• BNSF stated a preference for a 2-span structure in the feasibility report developed in the mid 
1990’s.  The current bridge concept includes: 

− Fifty (50) foot rolled beam spans with center pier. 

− Approximately six (6) foot structure depth. 

− Eighty-five (85) foot deck width. 

− CIP concrete deck. 

− Full depth solid pier and full depth abutments. 

− 16'-9" proposed vertical clearance over new roadway. 

− Temporary main tracks will be located on the alignment of the yard lead and fifteen (15) 
feet north of the future yard lead track. 

 
BNSF Comments 
 
• Current BNSF policy requires a 10% factor of safety with design speed.  The temporary track 

must be designed for authorized speed plus 10% (In this case, 77 M.P.H.). 

• BNSF will provide alignment design criteria to Benesch. 

• Main track No. 1 is the northerly track (westbound main track).  Main track No. 2 is the 
southerly track (eastbound main track). 

• Current traffic is 80 trains per day, with potential growth to 100 trains per day in the future, 
making track outages crucial and difficult to obtain.  Any time a track must be taken out of 
service for more than 2 hours, it must be authorized by BNSF General Manager.   

• If the work area is at or beyond twenty-five (25) feet from the centerline of the nearest main 
track, the contractor can avoid delays from train operations. 

• Yard track alignment with 3-degree curves may not be acceptable.  Curves of 2-degrees or 
less would be more acceptable. 

• BNSF agrees that the connection to the Lincoln & Southern interchange track will not work. 

• The design team anticipates operations on the temporary alignments for nine months to one 
year. 
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• BNSF will supply and construct all trackwork from top of subballast, including ballast, ties, 
rail and other track material. 

• The contractor for IDOT will install all embankment, subballast, and the new bridge. 

• The BNSF track construction season is from April 1 to November 1. 

• Temporary tracks may be cut-over on summer holidays, such as Memorial Day for mainline 
track No. 1 and July 4 for mainline track No. 2. 

• It may take a full construction season to install the temporary track work, and a full 
construction season to remove the temporary trackwork. 

• The design should not preclude the possibility of a future third main track. 

• By the end of 2008, BNSF will be double-tracked from Chicago to Los Angeles. 

• After 2008 there could be extensive stretches of three (3) tracks in the corridor. 

• IDOT stated that if BNSF installs a third main track before the new bridge is constructed, the 
EIS should not be affected. 

• The design team does not anticipate changes near Benedict Street crossing. 

• Benesch provided BNSF with staging and preliminary structure plans. 

• BNSF is open to considering the use of track materials from the temporary track alignment 
for the permanent yard lead. 

• The group did not know who owns the interchange track right-of-way.  Benesch will review 
the BNSF property maps to verify ownership.  Current and proposed ownership of the 
overpasses is under review. 

 
Utilities 
 
• BNSF will locate known utilities on BNSF property if IDOT furnishes base drawings for 

mark-up. 

• BNSF stated that there could be fiber-optics lines, and possibly gas lines within the project 
limits. 

 
IL 29 Overpass (North of Truitt Road) 
 
• BNSF stated the desire for 25'-0" horizontal clearance from their mainline tracks to any 

proposed pier.  Piers with offsets less than 25’ would require crashwalls.  The minimum 
allowable offset to a pier is fifteen (15) feet.  BNSF standard for track centers on new 
construction is 25 feet.  Where property is constrained, reduced centers, not less than 15 feet 
may be considered. 
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• There are two mainline tracks (Main #1 and Main #2) approximately 15'-0" on centers.  
There are two yard or storage tracks located north of the main tracks.  The southerly yard 
track is about 70' from the northerly main track.  The northerly yard track is approximately 
28' to 30' north of the southerly yard track.  The track locations are shown in the drawings 
provided by CH2M Hill at the meeting. 

• The railroad wants provision for a third mainline track located 25'-0" north of the existing 
main track, south of the existing yard track.  Clearance requirements to piers should be based 
on the future track location. 

• Some adjustment in the pier locations could be made to accommodate the railroad clearance 
requirements. 

• A four span bridge has been proposed in order to minimize the construction depth and 
maintain proposed IL 29 profile. 

• Elimination of the pier between the mainline tracks and yard tracks could require a span 
approximately 150' long, increased construction depth and higher cost. 

• Phase I Plans will be adjusted as necessary to comply with railroad request at this crossing. 

• Another item of interest discussed regarding the crossing of the BNSF had to do with the 
future excavation of the gravel pit sites adjacent to railroad property.  CH2MHill stated that 
the adjacent gravel pit has been excavated about 80' deep.  There was some discussion about 
stability and/or slope requirements for the excavation.  BNSF stated that they would 
investigate the matter and see if there are any controls affecting the gravel excavation 
including distance from railroad right of way and slope. 

• The design team believes that it will not take long to set beams, probably 45 minutes or less. 
 
Signal Visibility 
 
BNSF will perform a study to determine if signals at West Chillicothe Interlocking will be 
visible to westbound trains when the new mainline IL 29 overpass is in place.  If they are not, 
BNSF will have to install signals on the east side of the overpass at a cost to the project. 
 
• Visibility now is at least 2 miles 

• It will be expensive to move signal bridge 

• BNSF will provide conceptual estimate on cost to move signal bridge. 

• BNSF will require proposed layout information from to verify the visibility of the signal 
bridge with the proposed conditions. (CH2MH has provided this information to the BNSF) 
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The above constitutes our understanding of the discussions that took place.  Any corrections 
should be directed to the author within five (5) working days. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Richard D. Conrath, P.E. 
Senior Project Manager 
 
RDC:lag 
 
Attachments 
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IL 29 BN&SF Railroad Meeting
January 30, 2007

. Introductions

. Describe Project and Project Schedule

. Describe IL 29 Design at BN&SFRailroad Overpass North of Truitt Rd.
1. Proposed IL29 Plan and Profileat Overpass
2. Ortho-Photo of TruittInterchange
3. Stage Construction
4. StabilityConcerns at Galena Road Gravel

. Describe IL 29 Connector Design at Viaduct in Chillicothe

1. Aerial Plan View of IL29 Connector
2. Proposed IL29 Connector Plan and profile at Viaduct
3. Proposed IL29 Connector Typical Sections at Viaduct
4. Proposed BNSF Railroad Typical Sections
5. Discuss Christian Roge Report for RR Design
6. Describe RR Stage Construction

. Future Plans
1. Future Expansion of the Railroad Tracks
2. Financial Participation
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"SWAScOFILL.aGIS .

PUBLIC UTILITUS COMMISSION

PEORIA COUNTY.by Walter E. Em.e~y,
Count.,. Superint.endent ot Highways,

v.
9477

THE ATCHISON, TOPiKA AND SANTA FE
RAILWAY COMPANY, CHILLIOOTHE TOWN-
SHIP, VILLAGE OF NOR~ CHILLIOOTU. :

.'
'

PETI1'Ion.- FOR SEPARATION .-oF -GRADES
"

Funk, Commissioner:

It a.ppearing to the Comm18s:f.on that p\1blics8,fety :r,qui1'e8

that t.he grade of the n1gbw..y known ae. 'Fourth Street, runntmJ. nort;)1

4ilnd south along the easterly boundarr 111)8 o~ -the Village or "GiJii"tb

.Chillicothe 1n the Township of Ohillicothe, Peoria Oounty, should be
I
Iseparated trom the grade of the railroad tracks ot the At.ohison"

~~peka and Santa Fe Rail"EI.,. Compan,., at tbe point where the same

intersect, by depressing the grade of said highway ~o that it sball

pass under said railroad traoks t~ough a subway, and it farther

appearing to the Commission that said highway is a portiQn of a state

and federal aid road extending northward11 from Peoria in said Oounty

and that the County of Peoria and the Township of Chillicothe have

appropriated and agreed to pay upon the order of the Department ot

Public Works and Buildings the sum of Eight Thousand Dollars ($8,000)

t.o a party" to bedes1gns.ted by said department, it being understlood

that the above mentioned sum is to be applied on the cost o~ the work

to be done b1' said Department of Public Works and Buildings as

stipulated in this order, in connection wit)1 separation of said

grades under and in accordance with an agreement which has been made

by the parties hereto, subject t~ the approval of this Commission,

which .agreement, 18 subs.t.e.nt1~11y ,as t'~;:J.,lQWJH

The parties have agreed that said highway shall be de~e8sed

and said subway constructed 1n aco:ordance withplans shown on the

.'
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947'

print hereto attached and made a part hereot, Which plans provide

tor the present construotion 01' a subway under the eight ($) exi8t-

ing railroad tracks o~y, with a clear opening at least twenty-tour

(24) teet wide between 8ubway "$.:1.18$.nd clear headroom of at least

fourteen (14) teet, measured between the sU!'face of said highway when

p. ved;.and the clearance line of the superstructure, and tor the sub-

sequent extension of said subway walls and the bridge there over ~

the purpose 01' oarrying over said highway such additional tracks as

the Railway Company may from time to t1me find it oonvenient or

necessary to construct and operate thereover.

Said plans t'urtberprovide that the grade of the surface of

said highway from the present northerly right 01' way line 01' said

Railway Compi ny through said subway and to the southerly l:l.ne 01' said.

right 01' way sball be at such elevation as will permit 01' the extension

01' slIIidsubway walls and. bridge to said northerly and southerly right

of way lines SO tbat the ve:rat:tcal clearance between the Burface of the

Pi venlent 01' said highwa,. and the lowest proj ection of thebrldge

when extended shall a'ball poin18 be not less than fourteen (14) feot.

Said plans further provide that the grades of the app:raoaches

outside the p:raee'ent rightof"way lines of said. Ra11way Company shall

be not to exoeed. four (4) teet in each one hundred (100)teet, and

that from the southerly right of way line of the Railway Company to

the northerly right of way line said roadway shall be constructed

on a grade of not less than two-tenths (.2) 01' one foot in each one

hundred (100) feet.

The parties have further agreed:

1. That the Railway Company shall, with1n a reasonable time

after the entr7 of this order, construot or cause to be oonstructed

and put in plaoesuchfalse work as shall be necessary to support

the present tracks during the construction of the subway; and that

the Department of Public Wor.ks and Buildings shall thereupon, within
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a reasonable time, excavate an opening completelr aoross the present

right of wa'1 ot the RaUftar Oompan'1down to the sub grade of the

pavement and extending late~allJ at the bottQm to the outside faces

of the abutments, and also do all necessarY' exoavat:lng and g~ad1ng

for the approaohes and acquire and 1'urnish anr addi tional land necessary

for highway purposes outside the present right ot war ot the Railway

oompan'1_

2. W:1,.thin a reasonable time attar the oompletionby said

Department ot PUblio Works and Buildings of the excavation through

and across the right ofwa'1 of the Re.ilway oompany, the Railway

Oompany shall const~t the masonry and bridge or superstructureof

said subway inaccordanoe with said plans and shall also construct

and install the necessary sewers or drains to properly drain the

aub,~y and approaches thereto, and thereafte~ maintain said mason%'r

workand bridge or superstructure and drainage system_

3. That with1n a reasonable time after the completion of

said masonry work, superstructure and dl'a1n said Depal'tment of Public

Wcrks and Buildings will pave the roadwar through said subway and

upon the approaches with concrete or othe~ suitabie permanent matel'!al,

whioh shall thereafter be maintained by said Depa%'tment of Publio Works

and Euildings or othe~ publio~~tho~1ties having jurisdiction oVe~

said highway.

4. That the above work shall be prosecuted d1li~ently and,

if practioable, all thin~s considered, shall be co.mpleted within one

year fro.m the date of this order.

5. That the Railway Company ms.y, from time to tinlS, after

the construction of the subway under its present tracks, extend said

subway walls and b ridge on each or 01tber side for the purpose of

carrying over said highway additional tracks so that u1timataly said

subway wails andbr1dge Jiiay be exterided cOJ1lpietely a-cross the present

right of way of the Railway Company, and that said Railway Oompany may,
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from time to time I oonstruot and operate over said highway upon said

bridge when extended suoh additional traoks as it may find neo888ary

or oonvenient.

And, it appearing to the Commission that the oonstruotion and

extension of said subw~ and additional track. in acoordanoe with said.:
.''''''.. .....
."~1~:. plans and under aai d agreement are proper and that publio safety

..1..-;:,"

traoks through a subway.

IT IS 1I't1R'l'm:RORDEBEDthat the B~d grades shall be separated

and a subway shall be oonstruoted in the manner and in aocord.e.noe with

the terms let fOl.th in a o.rtain agreement :tiled herein md signed by

the Department of Publio Works and Bu1;dings of the State of Illinois,

The Atohison, Topeka and Banta Fe Ra.llw~ Oompeny, the OoUty of Peoria,
. .

The Highway Oommissioner of Ohillioothe Township and theVillage of

North Chillioothe.

Tbe Oounty of Peoria and the Township'ofObillioothe shall

upon the order of the Department of Publio Works and Buildings pay'

as their portion of the oosts of the improvement heroin provided for,

the sum of Eight ThfNsand Dollars ($a, 0(:)0). The Department of Ptlblio

Works and Buildings shall do the 'lDrk .ad bear the oost af suoh work

a8 1& set forth 1n said agreement to be done by saidDepartment. The

Atohi son Topeka. & Santa Fe Railway Oompany eha.ll do suoh work and beu

suoh oosts as are set forth in the said agreement.

IT IS FURTRERORDEREDthat all the work of the iD\provement

. b.ar!!l1n prQv1@d for ~AaJJ. 'b~o.omp;I.!'-1i.~"dand r~a~y forpublio use not
later than one year from the date of this order.

The Oommission retains jurisdiotion of the matter herein and

.... .'...

..'.. ". .
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~."

the parties hereto to make any furother orders as at any time it may

deem. neoessary.

By order of the Oommission this 28th day of Apri16 1920.

...
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PS01-0998-04 

 
 
 
 
 
Subject:  IL Rte 29 Project No.: 3730 

Date: 

 
July 2, 2007 
Revised March 25, 2010 (responses to 
questions are shown in italic font) 

Time: 

10:00 AM 

Contact: 
 
Craig Rasmussen- BNSF 
Jim Jodie-CH2M Hill 

  

 
 
Follow-Up Required:  Yes  No 
Follow-Up Completed:  Yes  No 
Instructions or data obtained or transmitted: 
 
 
A conference call was held with the BNSF, CH2MH and Benesch concerning the Phase I 
Engineering for IL Rte 29, to discuss the following issues: 
 

 Line of sight for the existing signal bridge located west of the proposed Truitt Interchange 
overpass structure. 

 Vehicular access to BNSF property from proposed IL 29 Connector. 
 Review of Benesch’s preliminary TS&L layout for the proposed viaduct and staging 

concepts. 
 Track design criteria 

 
1.   CH2MH stated that they are currently preparing a cost estimate to raise the roadway profile 
for the Truitt Interchange overpass to mitigate the line of site issue. The proposed overpass as 
currently located obstructs the view of oncoming trains to see the signals. Ch2MH requested that 
the BNSF furnish the data used to calculate the height required to elevate the low chord of the 
overpass for the line of site determination. CH2MH also requested that the BNSF provide an 
estimate of cost to relocate the existing signal to the east of the proposed overpass location. IDOT 
asked if raising the bridge is in lieu of the signal bridge. CH2M HILL and Al Benesch 
responded: Relocation of the signal bridge is in lieu of raising the IL 29 profile. There was 
some discussion regarding the future value of the cost of the signal relocation. It was decided that 
the cost estimate for the signal relocation be prepared in 2007 dollars, and it will be necessary to 
adjust this figure when the project goes to construction in the future. 
 

 

 
 
Record of Conversation 
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2.   The BNSF expressed their desire that vehicular access be provided to their property from the 
new IL 29 Connector. Access is required in order for BNSF personnel to be able to drive to the 
signal facilities, propane tanks and switches located to the east side of the new IL 29 Connector. 
Existing access to the BNSF R.O.W. is currently provided at the recreation area located west of 
the present IL 29 and north of the northerly existing BNSF structure. This access point is basically 
unaffected by the proposed construction.  IDOT asked if this will suffice for access east of IL 
29? CH2M HILL and Al Benesch responded: Yes, it will. 
 
The existing northerly BNSF Bridge will remain in place until the new structure that includes a 
service road is constructed. Access to BNSF property can also be handled from Benedict Street.  
IDOT asked if this satisfies BNSF’s needs?  CH2M HILL and Al Benesch responded: Yes, it 
does. 
 
3.   BNSF stated that the structural review of the proposed viaduct and staging concepts is being 
done by the Structures Department in Kansas City, Kansas. The BNSF will check on the status of 
the review.  
 
4.   Regarding the track design criteria, BNSF started that the AREMA standards are to be used. 
The temporary track alignment is to be designed for a speed of 77 MPH. 
 
Concerning an additional issue, the BNSF stated that while at this time there is only one existing 
yard track on the northerly structure, this could change over the coming years due to possible 
railroad expansion. The addition of future trackage should be factored into the current design. 
CH2MH/Benesch will inform IDOT of this and ask for IDOT direction.  IDOT commented that 
this is a new issue that came up during our conversation with BNSF on July 2, 2007.  
Additional yard trackage had not been previously discussed.  What was discussed at the 
January 30, 2007 meeting in Peoria was a third through track over the IL 29 Viaduct. 
CH2M HILL and Al Benesch responded:  Current conceptual plans for the viaduct are based 
on providing two main tracks, one yard track and a service road (this is what BNSF currently 
has in place). 
 
At the Truitt interchange overpass, CH2MH will look at the possibility of accommodating a 
fourth track for future rail expansion.  Per review by Hutchsion Engineering, a fourth thru track 
north of the Truitt interchange can be accommodated.  The overpass cost will increase 
approximately $170,000 over the previous bridge cost of $20 million .   
CH2MH asked the question if the BNSF had concerns regarding the proximity of the proposed 
overpass structure to the existing quarry. The BNSF stated that this is does not seem to be a 
problem at this point.  This pertains to both the existing railroad line and the proposed overpass 
structure. The amount of quarry excavation will determine the amount of fill required when IL 
29 is constructed.  If the railroad has stability concerns, they then may request that the 
excavation stop.  Per Craig Rasmussen, BNSF looked at the soils in the location of the existing 
BNSF Railroad at the quarry and they did not find anything to be concerned about regarding 
the stability of their tracks in the area of the quarry excavation.  
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If there are any comments or corrections to the above, please contact the undersigned via e-mail at 
lbellisario@benesch.com. 
 
 
CC:    File 3730 By:  Larry R. Bellisario 
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IL Route 29 Study 
Illinois Department of Transportation – District 4 

Summary of Comments Received 
June 2003 Public Information Meetings 

 

The project's first open-house public information meetings were held on June 11th and 12th, 
2003 from 4:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. The June 11th meeting was held in Henry at Henry-
Senachwine High School and was attended by approximately 326 people.  Approximately 
427 attended the meeting on June 12th at Three Sisters Park in Chillicothe.  The purpose of 
the public information meetings was to provide project-area residents with the general 
status of the project, obtain public input on the preliminary and reasonable range of 
alternatives, and offer a forum for people to ask questions.   

The same information was presented at both meetings, including alignments proposed to be 
carried forward for additional study, as well as those proposed for elimination, possible 
typical sections for the different sections of the corridor, a project newsletter and meeting 
handout. A table and comment box were available for those who wanted to leave project 
comments at the meeting. Project staff from IDOT and CH2M HILL were available to 
answer questions and discuss the project alternatives. 

A summary of the written comments received at the June 11th and 12th meetings and after 
the meetings is found on the following pages. Separate summaries are provided for the 
comments received at the June 11th and 12th meetings and the comments mailed to IDOT 
after the meetings. The comments were placed in categories developed by the project team 
to assist in understanding the public's reaction to the project.  Most comments at both 
meetings concerned either a specific alternative or the project in general. The 
"Miscellaneous" category was added to accommodate comments that did not fit well in 
other categories. It should be noted that a number of comments referred to the project as the 
“Peoria-to-Chicago Highway” and commented from that perspective.  Table 1 summarizes 
written comments received at the June 11th meeting, Table 2 summarizes written comments 
received at the June 12th meeting, and Table 3 documents comments received by mail after 
the two public information meetings. 
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Table 1 
IL Route 29 Study 

Illinois Department of Transportation – District 4 
Summary of Written Comments (Received at Meeting) 

June 11th 2003 Public Information Meeting 
Henry-Senachwine High School - Henry, Illinois 

PREFERENCE ADDITIONAL COMMENTS NUMBER of 
COMMENTS 

SUPPORTS IL 29 PROJECT 
IN GENERAL 

Need better road between I-180 and Peoria 1 

 Would present work opportunities 1 
 North of Chillicothe, road is dangerous because of high traffic 

numbers, speeders, and bad drivers 
1 

 Need an efficient, safe connection between Route 6 and I-180 1 
SUPPORTS ON IL 29 
ALTERNATIVE 

Existing road needs updating, but unsure of whether the state can 
afford it 

1 

 Stated that improving existing IL 29 was Rep. LaHood’s vision  
for this project 

1 

 If project must be done, support improving existing alignment 
(would adversely affect local economies if IL 29 were relocated) 

1 

 Project would provide a boost to the Princeton economy Princeton 
Chamber of 
Commerce 

 Would improve economic vitality in project area 3 
 Need to improve existing roads rather than building on new 

alignment 
2 

 Would save land 1 
 Would minimize impact to farmland 3 
 Would be less costly than building a new road 4 
SUPPORTS BLUFF 
ALTERNATIVE AT 
HOPEWELL AND 
SPARLAND (C-2) 

Would be less expensive 2 

 Would impact fewer houses than C-3 1 
 Would minimize impact to residences 1 
 Would minimize impacts to the Illinois River 1 
 Would minimize impacts to fragile plant and animal life 1 
 The cross-section would be much safer than the compressed 4-

lane proposed with C-3 
1 

 Would result in two roadways, existing and new alignments 1 
 Would minimize impact to bluffs 1 
 Would be easier to maintain 1 
SUPPORTS HENRY 
BYPASS 

  

H-3 (NORTHERMOST 
BYPASS ALIGNMENT) 
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Table 1 (continued) 
IL Route 29 Study 

Summary of Written Comments  

PREFERENCE ADDITIONAL COMMENTS NUMBER of 
COMMENTS 

H-4 (NORTHERN BYPASS 
ALIGNMENT 

If H-5 is not an option Henry City 
Council; City of 
Henry Mapping 

Marketing 
Committee 

 Would provide best option for economic stimulation for Henry Henry Chamber 
of Commerce 

 Would be best for residents of Henry 1 
SUPPORTS THROUGH 
PUTNAM (N-2) 

Would be best for residents in Putnam 1 

OPPOSES IL 29 PROJECT 
IN GENERAL 

Would favor traveling to Peoria for shopping rather than 
shopping locally 

1 

 Would be too costly 1 
 Would impact homeowners 1 
 Would impact farmers 1 
 Would impact wildlife 1 
 Do not want to focus tax dollars on this project 1 
 If project must be done, choose original plans 1 
 As traffic increases, travel becomes more dangerous 1 
 Does not believe state has sufficient funds to build project 1 
 Not convinced a traffic need exists 3 
OPPOSES ON IL 29 
ALTERNATIVE 

Fears increase in crime 1 

 Would cause adverse travel between Lacon and Chillicothe 1 
 Would ruin tranquility for those living near existing IL 29 1 
 Do not want to experience construction impacts 1 
OPPOSES CHILLICOTHE 
BYPASS 

  

S-4 (NORTHERNMOST 
BYPASS ALIGNMENT) 

Safety concerns for winter travel (drifting snow, lack of prompt 
plowing) 

1 

S-5 (NORTHERN BYPASS 
ALIGNMENT) 

  

OPPOSES BLUFF 
ALIGNMENT AT 
HOPEWELL AND 
SPARLAND (C-2) 

Safety concerns for winter travel (drifting snow, lack of prompt 
plowing) 

1 

 Would impact sensitive bluff areas 1 
OPPOSES HENRY BYPASS   
H-3 (NORTHERMOST 
BYPASS ALIGNMENT) 

Safety concerns for winter travel (drifting snow, lack of prompt 
plowing) 

1 

 Would impact farm with specialty crop contract (Villiger) 1 
 Would impact too many houses 1 
 Would cut through multiple irrigation systems 1 
 Could impact Illinois Department of Aviation air strip on Villager 

farm 
1 
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Table 1 (continued) 
IL Route 29 Study 

Summary of Written Comments  

PREFERENCE ADDITIONAL COMMENTS NUMBER of 
COMMENTS 

H-4 (NORTHERN BYPASS 
ALIGNMENT 

Would sever multiple farms 1 

 Would impact too many houses 2 
 Would impact irrigation systems 2 
 Would impact farm with specialty crop contract (Villiger) 1 
 Would be too close to Henry 1 
 May impact fairgrounds 1 
 Would increase noise in Henry 1 
SUPPORT 
IMPROVEMENTS ON 
NEW ALIGNMENT 

Off-alignment improvements will serve traffic needs further in 
the future than improvements on existing 29 

1 

 Off-alignment alternatives in Henry area will not affect prime 
farmland. Rather it will affect sandy soils that have to be irrigated  

1 

OPPOSE IMPROVEMENTS 
ON NEW ALIGNMENT 

Would adversely impact economy in smaller towns along existing 
IL 29 

7 

 Unnecessary to impact farmland for another north-south route 1 
 Would increase time and distance traveled and gas consumption   1 
 Would create adverse travel 1 
SUPPORT 4 LANE 
FREEWAY 

Would be enough of an improvement 2 

 Would not require 65 mph speed limit 1 
OPPOSE LIMITED 
ACCESS INTERSTATE 

Would be too dangerous to have an increase in traffic and speed 
with how curvy the road is 

1 

IDENTIFY PROJECT AS 
“PEORIA-TO-CHICAGO 
HIGHWAY” 

Unnecessary to save time traveling from Peoria to Chicago 1 

 Not worth impacting smaller towns along IL 29 Henry Mapping 
Steering 

Committee 
 Would not be direct enough to be worthwhile 1 
 Suggest connecting IL 6 with I-39 2 

Marshall-
Putnam SWCD; 

Henry City 
Council 

MISCELLANEOUS What is the project's purpose and need? 1 
 Unclear about land acquisition and restitution process and how it 

applies to individual land owners 
1 

 When will improvements be completed? 1 
 Where will access points be if limited-access highway is chosen? 1 
 Suggest upgrading Western Avenue in Henry to IL 18 status so IL 

18 extends to IL 40 
3 

City of Henry 
 Requested access points/interchanges: Senachwine Road, 

Kentville Road, Western Avenue and Goodrich/Whitefield Road 
2 

 What will increase in distance traveled and fuel consumption be if 
new alignment is chosen? 

1 
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Table 1 (continued) 
IL Route 29 Study 

Summary of Written Comments  

PREFERENCE ADDITIONAL COMMENTS NUMBER of 
COMMENTS 

MISCELLANEOUS                
(continued) 

Confusion over why some alignments were “dropped” and if 
they could be resurrected or not 

1 

 Suggests adhering to property lines better 2 
 Suggests moving H-3 0.25 mile to the west 1 
 Concern about the impact to the bluff areas, wetlands, 

Miller/Anderson nature preserve, reduction of prime farmland in 
Marshall-Putnam County 

Marshall-
Putnam SWCD 

 Suggests providing improved access for semi-trucks to industrial 
areas north of Henry and upgrading Goodrich/Whitefield Rd. to 
serve PolyOne Noveon and the new ethanol plant 

City of Henry 
Mapping 

Marketing 
Committee 

 Suggests providing proper signage to Rt. 18, Marshall-Putnam 
Fairgrounds and Illinois River 

City of Henry 
Mapping 

Marketing 
Committee 

 Railroad representatives were not opposed to proposed railroad 
relocation. 

1 

 A landowner adjacent to Miller-Anderson Woods said the 
boundary between his property and Miller-Anderson Woods is 
incorrect and that this he is currently contesting this with DNR. 

1 

 Suggests widening IL 29 from I-180 to Kentville Road 1 
 More information should have been provided at the meetings Henry Chamber 

of Commerce 
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Table 2 
IL Route 29 Study 

Illinois Department of Transportation – District 4 
Summary of Written Comments (Received at Meeting) 

June 12th 2003 Public Information Meeting 
Three Sisters Park - Chillicothe, Illinois 

PREFERENCE ADDITIONAL COMMENTS NUMBER of 
COMMENTS 

SUPPORTS IL 29 PROJECT 
IN GENERAL 

Would boost local economies and open up central Illinois to the 
Chicago market 

4 

 Need a new highway 1 
 Need improvements for economic diversity in central Illinois 1 
SUPPORTS ON IL 29 
ALTERNATIVE 

Would minimize impact to farmland 2 
Chillicothe 
Chamber of 
Commerce 

 Would improve economic vitality of towns on existing IL 29 2 
Chillicothe 
Chamber of 
Commerce 

 Would minimize impact to environment Chillicothe 
Chamber of 
Commerce 

 Would minimize impact to residents 2 
 Would increase safety of motorists Chillicothe 

Chamber of 
Commerce 

 If project must go forward it should be on IL 29 2 
 Need to improve existing roads rather than building roads on 

new alignment 
4 

SUPPORTS CHILLICOTHE 
BYPASS 

  

S-4 (NORTHERNMOST 
BYPASS ALIGNMENT) 

Would fit Chillicothe’s land use plan 1 

 Would minimize environmental impacts (Illinois River, wetlands, 
plant and animals) 

1 

 Would be less expensive 1 
S-5 (NORTHERN BYPASS 
ALIGNMENT) 

Would use open farmland rather than impacting homes 1 
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Table 2 (continued) 
IL Route 29 Study 

Summary of Written Comments  

PREFERENCE ADDITIONAL COMMENTS NUMBER of 
COMMENTS 

SUPPORTS BLUFF 
ALTERNATIVE AT 
HOPEWELL AND 
SPARLAND (C-2) 

Would be less expensive 1 

 Increase in typical-section width would create safer road 1 
 Would alleviate rush hour traffic getting out of Hopewell Village 1 
 Would be safer for school buses than widening existing IL 29 1 
 Would minimize environmental impacts (Illinois River, wetlands, 

plant and animals) 
4 

 Would avoid erosion of the hill  1 
 Would provide more space and stable ground on which to build 1 
 Would not impact the tranquility of Hopewell 1 
 Would be safer than C-3 1 
 Would be easier to maintain than C-3 1 
SUPPORTS HENRY 
BYPASS 

  

H-3 (NORTHERNMOST 
BYPASS ALIGNMENT) 

Would minimize environmental impacts (Illinois River, wetlands, 
plant and animals) 

1 

 Would be less expensive 1 
H-4 (NORTHERN BYPASS 
ALIGNMENT) 

  

SUPPORTS THROUGH 
PUTNAM (N-2) 

Would minimize environmental impacts (Illinois River, wetlands, 
plant and animals) 

1 

OPPOSES IL 29 PROJECT 
IN GENERAL 

Unnecessary because there are fewer jobs in Peoria, and fewer 
people traveling there  

1 

 Would increase noise 7 
 Unnecessary 2 
 Would increase traffic 2 
 Would increase roadkill 1 
 Would increase air pollution 2 
 IL 29 currently is a very scenic drive; expansion would impair the 

beauty of the drive 
1 

 Would impact homes 2 
 Would impact farmland 2 
 Would have negative environmental impacts 6 
 Would impact wildlife 1 
 Would be too costly 5 
 Funds could better serve schools, etc. 4 
 Not convinced there is a traffic need 2 
 Is not worth saving a few minutes to travel between south and 

north 
3 

 Not convinced of the economic benefits project is intended to 
spur 

3 

 Would cause light pollution 1 
 Believe it will cause property values to decrease 2 
 Not convinced this is the best way to increase safety on the roads 1 
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Table 2 (continued) 
IL Route 29 Study 

Summary of  Written Comments  

PREFERENCE ADDITIONAL COMMENTS NUMBER of 
COMMENTS 

OPPOSES CHILLICOTHE 
BYPASS 

  

S-4 (NORTHERNMOST 
BYPASS ALIGNMENT) 

  

S-5 (NORTHERN BYPASS 
ALIGNMENT) 

Would impact city’s lift station 1 

OPPOSES BLUFF 
ALIGNMENT AT 
HOPEWELL AND 
SPARLAND (C-2) 

Would impact farm with CRP land 2 

 Would not help local communities 1 
 Would impact a large amount of farmland 2 
 Would have higher environmental impacts 1 
OPPOSES THROUGH 
SPARLAND (C-3) 

Would have higher environmental impacts 1 

OPPOSE IMPROVEMENTS 
ON NEW ALIGNMENT 

Would not benefit local economies 3 

 Would increase the amount of concrete covering the ground 2 
 Would impact farmland 3 
SUPPORT 
IMPROVEMENTS ON 
NEW ALIGNMENT 

Would impact fewer residences 1 

 If project must proceed; would impact farmland rather than more 
fragile environment 

1 

IDENTIFY PROJECT AS 
“PEORIA-TO-CHICAGO 
HIGHWAY” 

Would not be cost effective 4 

 Would not be the most convenient route for residents along 
existing IL 29, east Peoria or residents to the east of the river 

7 

 Suggest building ring road 20 
SUPPORT C-1a Would minimize environmental impacts (Illinois River, wetlands, 

plant and animals) 
1 

 Would be less expensive 1 
MISCELLANEOUS Requests the project maps be available online and in library 2 
 What assistance is there for Sparland so it doesn’t lose revenue to 

tear down homes and shift the location of the railroad? 
Village of 
Sparland 
Trustee 

 How will alternatives going through Sparland impact floodplain 
buyout the state required? 

Village of 
Sparland 
Trustee 

 Is there any information on how this type of improvement affects 
property value? 

1 

 How does a project like this affect water supplies and the 
environment? 

1 
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Table 2 (continued) 
IL Route 29 Study 

Summary of Written Comments  

PREFERENCE ADDITIONAL COMMENTS NUMBER of 
COMMENTS 

MISCELLANEOUS           
(Continued) 

Where will funding come from if the state is in such dire straits? 1 
Village of 
Sparland 
Trustee 

 When will improvements be completed? Village of 
Sparland 
Trustee 

 Suggest existing IL 29 could become a scenic route 1 
 Suggest upgrading Western Avenue in Henry to IL 18 status so IL 

18 extends to IL 40 
2 

 Confusion over why some alignments were “dropped” and if 
they could be resurrected or not 

1 

 Requested access points/interchanges: Truitt Avenue, Krause 
Road, Old Galena/Cedar Hills Drive; overpass at Cloverdale 
Road; Marshall County Conservation Area 

4 
Volunteer 

steward, Root 
Cemetery 

Nature Preserve; 
Chillicothe 
Chamber of 
Commerce; 

Hallock 
Township 

Trustee 
 What will alternative alignment be during construction if new 

alignment is chosen? 
1 

 Why not locate the project limit on the north side of Chillicothe 
where IL 29 changes from two-lanes to four-lanes?  

2 

 Suggestion for Sparland: on existing IL 29, split freeway around 
IL 29 so that northbound traffic goes on existing IL 29 and 
southbound traffic travels to the west of Sparland 

1 

 Suggest restricting access around Rome Road to minimize traffic 1 
 Suggest widening and repairing railroad bridge in north 

Chillicothe 
1 

 Citizens west of Chillicothe wonder what will happen to Wayne 
Road (currently serves as convenient access to Chillicothe and for 
firefighters to get from Rome to Galena Knolls 

2 

 Unclear about land acquisition and restitution process and how it 
applies to individual land owners 

1 

 Suggest that the ring road also be built 1 
Chillicothe 
Chamber of 
Commerce 

 Rather than a build alternative, put up signs that say something 
like “Slow traffic to the right” to decrease the number of rear-end 
crashes 

1 

 Suggest using original Rt. 6 alignment 1 
 Galena Knolls residents would experience increased noise 2 
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Table 2 (continued) 
IL Route 29 Study 

Summary of Written Comments  

PREFERENCE ADDITIONAL COMMENTS NUMBER of 
COMMENTS 

MISCELLANEOUS           
(Continued) 

Suggest flattening southernmost section of the alignment from 
Cedar Hills/Galena intersection to Wayne Road/Rome Road 
intersection 

1 

 Suggest either moving alignment further away from Galena 
Knolls or putting up noise barrier 

1 

 Will project substantially lower real estate values for Galena 
Knolls residents? 

1 

 Concern about the impact to the environment and fish and 
wildlife areas 

1 

 Old Galena Road and Cedar Hills intersection is ridiculous 1 
 Suggest project should improve Crow Creek which has 

experienced serious sedimentation and slippage 
1 

 Would the intersection of Thenius Road and IL 29 remain open?  1 
 All recent floodplain buyouts in Sparland left the community 

rather than relocating in the area. Concerned that displacements 
caused by C-3 would have the same result.  Identified C-3A as a 
better alternative because it would not result in residential 
displacements as C-3. 

2 

 Has any study been done on environmental effects and what 
should be done to minimize/mitigate impact? 

1 

 Would citizens be able to vote on the project recommendations? 1 
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Table 3 
IL Route 29 Study 

Illinois Department of Transportation – District 4 
Summary of Comments Received after the June 11th and 12th Meetings 

 
Citizens were offered a period of 10 days after the public information meetings to send in 
their comments to the Illinois Department of Transportation.   
  
PREFERENCE ADDITIONAL COMMENTS NUMBER of 

COMMENTS 
SUPPORTS IL 29 PROJECT 
IN GENERAL 

Would spur growth in Chillicothe 1 

 Would benefit local economies between Rt. 6 and I-180 2 
 Provide easier access to Peoria and Chicago 1 
 Traffic and accidents have increased dramatically 1 
 Long overdue 2 
 Would be consistent with Chillicothe’s Comprehensive  Plan 1 
SUPPORTS ON IL 29 
ALTERNATIVE 

Under the impression that this project replaces alignments 
proposed in HOI study with improvements to existing IL 29 

2 

 Would be quicker than alternative route Bureau Co. 
Board 

 Would require trucks to use less fuel than on alternative route 1 
 Would be less expensive than alternative route 2 
 Believes that is what LaHood pledged to do by proposing this 

project 
Marshall Co. 

Board 
 Should just increase lanes to 4 where they currently are not 1 
 Would provide safest alternative 2 
 Would improve truck access from IL 17 to I-39 1 
 Would improve local economies 4 
 Would comply with Illinois Farm Bureau policy of improving 

existing roadways 
Peoria Co. Farm 

Bureau 
 Would impact less homes 2 
 Would impact less farmland than alternative route 8 
 If the project proceeds, supports improving existing IL 29 3 
SUPPORTS CHILLICOTHE 
BYPASS 

Railroad viaduct would be avoided 1 

S-4 (NORTHERNMOST 
BYPASS ALIGNMENT) 

Would allow residential growth to get close to the new roadway 1 

 Would devalue fewer properties 1 
 Would be easier, faster and safer to construct and therefore more 

economical 
1 

S-5 (NORTHERN BYPASS 
ALIGNMENT) 
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Table 3 (continued) 
IL Route 29 Study 

Summary of Comments Received after the June 11th and 12th Meetings 

PREFERENCE ADDITIONAL COMMENTS NUMBER of 
COMMENTS 

SUPPORTS BLUFF 
ALTERNATIVE AT 
HOPEWELL AND 
SPARLAND (C-2) 

Would avoid engineering issues associated with expanding 
through the narrow existing corridor 

1 

 Hopewell would not experience an increase in noise levels 1 
 Would be easier, faster and safer to construct and therefore more 

economical 
1 

 Would alleviate rush hour traffic getting out of Hopewell Village 1 
 Would minimize environmental impact (Illinois River, wetlands, 

plant and animals) 
1 

 Would avoid erosion of the hill  1 
 Would cost less than railroad relocation 1 
 Would be safer than on existing alignment through Sparland 1 
 Would devalue fewer properties 1 
 Would not require relocation of railroad causing impact to post 

office and other local businesses 
1 

SUPPORTS THROUGH 
SPARLAND  

Would improve an existing road 1 

 Would avoid farmland Marshall Co. 
Board 

 Would not require the burning of excess fuel to get on top of the 
bluff 

1 

 Would not create a need for a truck passing lane 1 
 Would improve Rt. 17 Marshall Co. 

Board 
 Would have positive economic effect on Sparland and Lacon Marshall Co. 

Board 
C-3 Would have positive effect on area 3 
 Would alleviate the need of trucks slowing down from Chillicothe 

to Sparland and Lacon 
Director, Peoria 

Co. Farm 
Bureau 

 Marshall Co. Road & Bridge Committee passed resolution in 
support of C-3 because it would preserve prime farmland and 
would be the best chance for economic development in Henry 

Marshall Co. 
Highway 

C-3A (RR RELOCATION 
AT SPARLAND) 

Would improve safety by eliminating stop sign and truck hazards 1 

 Would have least damage to town (no commercial district of 
value) 

1 

SUPPORT HENRY 
BYPASS 

  

H-3 (NORTHERNMOST 
BYPASS ALIGNMENT) 

Would be located close enough to Henry to attract businesses City of Henry 
Deputy Clerk 

 Would be easier, faster and safer to construct and therefore more 
economical 

1 

 Would devalue fewer properties 1 
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Table 3 (continued) 
IL Route 29 Study 

Summary of Comments Received after the June 11th and 12th Meetings 

PREFERENCE ADDITIONAL COMMENTS NUMBER of 
COMMENTS 

H-4 (NORTHERN BYPASS 
ALIGNMENT) 

Would be closer to Henry 1 
Marshall Co. 

President 
 If alignment cannot stay on existing IL 29 through Henry, 

supports H-4 
1 

 Marshall Co. Road & Bridge Committee passed resolution in 
support of H-4 because it would preserve prime farmland and 
would be the best chance for economic development in Henry 

Marshall 
County 

Highway 
OPPOSES IL 29 PROJECT 
IN GENERAL 

Would impact wetlands 3 
Marshall-

Putnam Soil and 
Water 

Conservation 
District 

 Would impact timber areas 2 
 Unnecessary 7 

Director, Peoria 
Co. Farm 
Bureau 

 Would impact wildlife areas 4 
 Would impact Miller-Anderson Woods State Nature Preserve, 

Senachwine Wetlands, Marshall County Fish and Wildlife Area, 
Peoria Park District’s Audubon Preserve, Singing Woods 
Preserve, and Camp Wakonda 

1 
Marshall-

Putnam Soil and 
Water 

Conservation 
District 

 Would cause erosion 1 
 Would increase traffic and safety issues 1 
 Would impact farmland 7 

Marshall-
Putnam Soil and 

Water 
Conservation 

District 
 Would increase noise experienced by residents  1 
 Residents would be inconvenienced during construction 1 
 Would cause deterioration in peacefulness of corridor and create 

urban sprawl 
4 

 Not convinced there is a traffic need 4 
Director, Peoria 

Co. Farm 
Bureau 

 Would be too costly for little or no benefit 10 
 Money could be better spent elsewhere 2 
 Suggest building the ring road instead 10 
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Table 3 (continued) 
IL Route 29 Study 

Summary of Comments Received after the June 11th and 12th Meetings 

PREFERENCE ADDITIONAL COMMENTS NUMBER of 
COMMENTS 

OPPOSES IL 29 PROJECT 
IN GENERAL (Continued) 

Would increase taxes 1 

 Would impact landowners 2 
 Suggest creating periodic passing zones 1 
 Would impact sensitive bluff area, Prime Farmland, Agricultural 

Protection Areas, Conservation Reserve Program, and 
Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program 

Marshall-
Putnam Soil and 

Water 
Conservation 

District 
 For a scenic route, people can drive Rt. 26 on east side of Illinois 

River 
1 

 Not convinced of economic benefits 7 
OPPOSES ON IL 29 
ALTERNATIVE 

Would not provide the room for necessary improvements that 
would make project worthwhile (would like new roadway to be 
an interstate) 

1 

 Would impact Illinois River Valley 1 
OPPOSES CHILLICOTHE 
BYPASS 

Would impact farmland 1 

 Already have four-lanes on existing IL 29 2 
 Would increase noise 3 
 Would not give Chillicothe an economic boost 2 
 Would impact homes in Wayne-Hidden Valley Neighborhood 1 
 Would impact newly built residences 1 
 Would reduce property value 2 
OPPOSES THROUGH 
CHILLICOTHE 
ALTERNATIVE 

Would sever community and would make it much more difficult 
for residents to get from one side of the road to the other 

Midland 
Community 
Unit School 

District #7 (in 
two different 

submitted 
letters) 

 Would impact businesses and residences 1 
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Table 3 (continued) 
IL Route 29 Study 

Summary of Comments Received after the June 11th and 12th Meetings 

PREFERENCE ADDITIONAL COMMENTS NUMBER of 
COMMENTS 

OPPOSES BLUFF 
ALIGNMENT AT 
HOPEWELL AND 
SPARLAND (C-2) 

Would run through Midland School District and would diminish 
tax revenue base 

1 

 Would adversely affect economies of Sparland and Lacon 4 
Marshall Co. 

President 
 Would increase the time it would take for Sparland and Lacon 

residents to get to Peoria 
1 

 Would cause sight and sound pollution 1 
 Would cause adverse travel for emergency vehicles 1 
 Would impact the environment 3 
 Would impact farmland 11  

Marshall Co. 
President 

 Would close secondary roadways and increase traffic on Rt. 17 1 
 Would decrease property value 2 
 Would impact Steuben Township tax revenue 1 
 Would not be utilized by those living in Lacon 1 
 Would require upkeep of an additional roadway (existing IL 29 

and the new one) 
3 

OPPOSES THROUGH 
SPARLAND (C-3) 

Does not want higher speed traffic going through town 1 

OPPOSES HENRY BYPASS Would adversely impact Henry’s economy 2 
H-3 (NORTHERNMOST 
BYPASS ALIGNMENT) 

Would impact Villiger family farm which has irrigation wells and 
2 center pivot irrigation systems, grows specialty crops 

2 

H-4 (NORTHERN BYPASS 
ALIGNMENT) 

Would impact Villiger family farm which has irrigation wells and 
2 center pivot irrigation systems, grows specialty crops 

2 

OPPOSES PUTNAM 
BYPASS (N-4) 

No need to cross railroad twice; there would not be much  
disruption to Putnam if IL 29 stays on existing alignment 

1 

OPPOSES RR 
RELOCATION AT 
MILLER-ANDERSON 

Would require fill and is too costly 1 
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Table 3 (continued) 
IL Route 29 Study 

Summary of Comments Received after the June 11th and 12th Meetings 

PREFERENCE ADDITIONAL COMMENTS NUMBER of 
COMMENTS 

OPPOSE IMPROVEMENTS 
ON NEW ALIGNMENT  

Would be too costly 1 

 Would impact farmland 2 
 Would increase noise 1 
 Would introduce drainage problems 1 
 Not convinced of the economic benefits of a new highway 1 
 Would have environmental impacts 1 
 Would impact homes 1 
 Believes there must be some redeeming quality to existing IL 29 if 

it was turned into a state route and a railroad was elected to be 
built adjacent to it 

1 

 Would not conserve fuel 1 
 Would adversely impact local economies 1 
IDENTIFY PROJECT AS 
“PEORIA-TO-CHICAGO 
HIGHWAY” 

Believe a ring road over the river near Mossville would benefit 
the surrounding communities more. 

13 

 Unnecessary 3 
 Money would be better served elsewhere 1 
 Would impact homeowners 3 
 Would be too costly 3 
 Would increase noise 1 
 Would impact wildlife habitat 3 
 Would increase air pollution 1 
 Would probably impact archaeological sites 1 
 Would introduce erosion problems 1 
 Would decrease beauty of the drive 1 
 Not convinced of the economic benefits of a new highway 1 
 Would not decrease travel time 7 
 Would impact farmland 6 
MISCELLANEOUS If Cloverdale Road is closed between Old Galena Rd. and 

Chillicothe, people in Woodland Heights, Hallock Hallow, 
Mangold Rd. area would experience adverse travel 

1 

 Prefers a freeway over a thoroughfare because it would minimize 
access points thereby making it safer to travel on and across IL 29 

Illinois Valley 
Central School 

District 
Superintendent 

 Interested in drainage plans for IL 29 1 
 How can state pay for this if it is having financial difficulties? 1 
 Supports improving Rt. 17 2 

Marshall Co. 
Highway 
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Table 3 (continued) 
IL Route 29 Study 

Summary of Comments Received after the June 11th and 12th Meetings 

PREFERENCE ADDITIONAL COMMENTS NUMBER of 
COMMENTS 

MISCELLANEOUS           
(Continued) 

Suggest upgrading Western Avenue in Henry to IL 18 status so IL 
18 extends to IL 40 

4 
Marshall Co. 

Board & 
President; 

Marshall Co. 
Highway 

 How much volume is required to justify an overpass? 1 
 Request intersection at Cloverdale Road 1 
 What is considered an acceptable increase in emergency vehicle 

response time caused by road closure? 
1 

 What provisions will be made to accommodate school bus routes? 1 
 Concerned about reliability of snow removal  1 
 What is projected cost of new highway? 1 
 What will the increase in taxes be for this new highway? 1 
 What is projected annual cost to upkeep new highway? 1 
 Unclear about land acquisition and restitution process and how it 

applies to individual land owners 
1 

 Requests clarification of the use of the word “dropped” when 
referring to alignment alternatives 

Wayne-Hidden 
Valley 

Neighbors 
 Requests hydraulic surveys and other drainage items for when/if 

railroad would need to be track reconstruction 
Iowa Interstate 

Railroad 
& 

Lincoln & 
Southern 
Railroad 

Company 
 Interested in noise abatement possibilities 1 
 In northern half, suggests going west of all proposed alternatives 

from I-180 to Camp Grove Rd. – would be least costly to construct 
Senachwine 

Club 
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Table 4 

IL Route 29 Study 
Illinois Department of Transportation – District 4 

Summary of All Comments Received 
 
The following table summarizes all of the comments submitted at the public information 
meetings and sent to the Illinois Department of Transportation. 
 
PREFERENCE HENRY 

MEETING 
CHILLICOTHE 

MEETING 
COMMENTS 

MAILED IN AFTER 
MEETINGS 

GRAND TOTAL 

SUPPORTS IL 29 PROJECT 
IN GENERAL  

4 6 7 17 

SUPPORTS ON IL 29 
ALTERNATIVE  

17 
(Princeton 

Chamber of 
Commerce) 

13 
(Chillicothe 
Chamber of 
Commerce) 

27 
(Bureau County 

Board; 
Marshall County 

Board; 
Peoria County 

Board) 

57 
(Bureau County Board; 
Marshall County Board; 

Peoria County Board, 
Chillicothe Chamber of 
Commerce, Princeton 

Chamber of Commerce) 
SUPPORTS 
CHILLICOTHE BYPASS 

No comment No comment 1 1 

S-4 (NORTHERNMOST 
BYPASS ALIGNMENT) 

No comment 3 3 6 

S-5 (NORTHERN BYPASS 
ALIGNMENT) 

No comment 1 No comment 1 

SUPPORTS BLUFF 
ALTERNATIVE AT 
HOPEWELL AND 
SPARLAND (C-2) 

10 13 10 33 

SUPPORTS THROUGH 
SPARLAND No comment No comment 

4 
(Marshall County 

Board) 

4 
(Marshall County Board) 

C-3 No comment No comment 

5 
(Director, Peoria 

County Farm Bureau; 
Marshall County 

Highway) 

5 
(Director, Peoria County 

Farm Bureau; 
Marshall County Highway) 

C-3A (RR RELOCATION 
AT SPARLAND) 

No comment No comment 2 2 

SUPPORTS HENRY 
BYPASS 

No comment No comment No comment 0 

H-3 (NORTHERNMOST 
BYPASS ALIGNMENT) 

No comment 2 
3 

(Henry Deputy 
Clerk) 

5  
(Henry Deputy Clerk) 
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Table 4 (continued) 
IL Route 29 Study 

Summary of All Comments Received 
PREFERENCE HENRY 

MEETING 
CHILLICOTHE 

MEETING 
COMMENTS 

MAILED IN AFTER 
MEETINGS 

GRAND TOTAL 

H-4 (NORTHERN BYPASS 
ALIGNMENT) 

4 
(Henry City 

Council; 
Henry 

Mapping 
Steering 

Committee; 
Henry 

Chamber of 
Commerce) 

No comment 

4 
(Marshall County 

President; 
Marshall County 

Highway) 

8 
(Henry City Council; Henry 

Mapping Steering 
Committee; Henry Chamber 

of Commerce; Marshall 
County President; 

Marshall County Highway) 

SUPPORTS THROUGH 
PUTNAM (N-2) 

1 1 No comment 2 

OPPOSES IL 29 PROJECT 
IN GENERAL 

12 48 

67 
(Directory, Peoria 

County Farm 
Bureau) 

127 
(Directory, Peoria County 

Farm Bureau) 

OPPOSES ON IL 29 
ALTERNATIVE 

4 No comment 1 5 

OPPOSES CHILLICOTHE 
BYPASS 

No comment No comment 10 10 

S-4 (NORTHERNMOST 
BYPASS ALIGNMENT) 1 No comment No comment 1 

S-5 (NORTHERN BYPASS 
ALIGNMENT 

No comment 1 No comment 1 

OPPOSES THROUGH 
CHILLICOTHE 
ALTERNATIVE 

No comment No comment 2 2 

OPPOSES BLUFF 
ALIGNMENT AT 
HOPEWELL AND 
SPARLAND (C-2) 

2 6 
31 

(Marshall County 
President) 

39 
(Marshall County President) 

OPPOSES THROUGH 
SPARLAND (C-3) 

No comment 1 1 2 

OPPOSES HENRY BYPASS No comment No comment 2 2 
H-3 (NORTHERNMOST 
BYPASS ALIGNMENT 

5 No comment 2 7 

H-4 (NORTHERN BYPASS 
ALIGNMENT) 

9 No comment 2 11 

OPPOSES PUTNAM 
BYPASS (N-4) 

No comment No comment 1 1 

OPPOSES RR 
RELOCATION AT 
MILLER-ANDERSON 

No comment No comment 1 1 

SUPPORT 
IMPROVEMENTS ON 
NEW ALIGNMENT 

2 2 No comment 4 
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Table 4 (continued) 
IL Route 29 Study 

Summary of All Comments Received 

PREFERENCE HENRY 
MEETING 

CHILLICOTHE 
MEETING 

COMMENTS 
MAILED IN AFTER 

MEETINGS 

GRAND TOTAL 

OPPOSE 
IMPROVEMENTS ON 
NEW ALIGNMENT 

10 8 11 29 

SUPPORT 4-LANE 
FREEWAY 

3 No comment No comment 3 

OPPOSE LIMITED 
ACCESS INTERSTATE 

1 No comment No comment 1 

IDENTIFY PROJECT AS 
“PEORIA-TO-CHICAGO 
HIGHWAY” 

7 
(Henry 

Mapping 
Steering 

Committee; 
Marshall-
Putnam 

SWCD; Henry 
City Council) 

31 33 

71 
(Henry Mapping Steering 

Committee; Marshall-
Putnam SWCD; Henry City 

Council) 

SUPPORTS C-1a No comment 2 No comment 2 

MISCELLANEOUS 

21 
City of Henry; 

Marshall-
Putnam 
SWCD; 
Henry 

Mapping 
Steering 

Committee; 
Henry 

Chamber of 
Commerce) 

42 
(Village of 
Sparland 
Trustee; 

Volunteer 
steward, Root 

Cemetery 
Nature 

Preserve; 
Chillicothe 
Chamber of 
Commerce; 

Hallock 
Township 
Trustee) 

23 
(Illinois Valley 
Central School 

District 
Superintendent; 
Marshall County 

Highway; Marshall 
County Board & 

President; 
Senachwine Club) 

86 
City of Henry; 

Marshall-Putnam SWCD; 
Henry Mapping Steering 

Committee; Henry Chamber 
of Commerce, Village of 

Sparland Trustee; Volunteer 
steward, Root Cemetery 

Nature Preserve; Chillicothe 
Chamber of Commerce; 

Hallock Township Trustee, 
Illinois Valley Central 

School District 
Superintendent; Marshall 

County Highway; Marshall 
County Board & President; 

Senachwine Club) 
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IL Route 29 Study 

Illinois Department of Transportation – District 4 
Summary of Comments Received 

July 2004 Public Information Meetings 
 

The project's second open-house public information meetings were held on July 14th and 
15th, 2004 from 4:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. The July 14th meeting was held in Henry at Henry-
Senachwine High School and was attended by approximately 176 people.  Approximately 
408 attended the meeting on July 15th at Three Sisters Park in Chillicothe.  The purpose of 
the public information meetings was to provide project-area residents with the general 
status of the project, obtain public input on the range of alternatives currently under 
consideration as well as those removed from further consideration, and offer a forum for 
people to ask questions.   

The same information was presented at both meetings, including alignments proposed to be 
carried forward for additional study, as well as those proposed for elimination since the first 
public information meeting, possible typical sections for the different sections of the 
corridor, a project newsletter and meeting handout. A table and comment box were 
available for those who wanted to leave project comments at the meeting. Project staff from 
IDOT and CH2M HILL were available to answer questions and discuss the project 
alternatives. 

A summary of the written comments received during and after the July 14th and 15th 
meetings is found on the following pages. The comments were placed in categories 
developed by the project team to assist in understanding the public's reaction to the project.  
Most comments at both meetings concerned either a specific alternative or the project in 
general. The "Miscellaneous" category was added to accommodate comments that did not fit 
well in other categories. Fewer comments misidentified the project’s purpose as creating a 
more efficient route between Peoria and Chicago.   
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IL Route 29 Study 
Illinois Department of Transportation – District 4 

Summary of Written Comments 
July 14th and 15th, 2004 Public Information Meeting 

 

PREFERENCE ADDITIONAL COMMENTS NUMBER of 
COMMENTS 

SUPPORTS IL 29 PROJECT 
IN GENERAL 

Generally supports project 9 (Bureau 
County 

Highway Dept.) 
 Need an efficient, safe connection between Route 6 and I-180 3 
 Would boost local economies (including Chillicothe) and open up 

central Illinois to the Chicago market/ increase economic 
diversity/serve Peoria better 

7 

 Long overdue 7 
 Cost not enough of a deterrent 2 
 Need 4-lane, 65 mph, limited access facility 3 (Peoria Area 

Chamber) 
Would improve economic vitality in project area, incl. Princeton 1 SUPPORTS ON IL 29 

ALTERNATIVE Would save land 2 
 Would minimize impact to farmland 1 
 If the project proceeds, supports improving existing IL 29 9 
 Generally supports improvements on IL 29 4 

Generally supports Chillicothe Bypass 2 SUPPORTS 
CHILLICOTHE BYPASS Would spur growth in Chillicothe 1 
SUPPORTS S-6B Generally supports S-6B 7 
 More logical, less ROW/farmland needed/ fewer displacements 3 
 If project must occur. 6 
 Farther from residences on Wayne Road. 1 

Generally supports S-6B/Rome West Road Interchange 2 
Provide adequate access to Chillicothe 1 

SUPPORTS S-6B/ROME 
WEST ROAD 
INTERCHANGE Most practical, fewer displacements 1 

Farther from developed areas 1 SUPPORTS S-6B/ 
MCGRATH 
INTERCHANGE 

If project must occur. 1 

SUPPORTS S-6C Generally supports S-6C 1 
 Would cause least disruption to agriculture, enhance commerce 1 
 Most viable for Chillicothe 1 
 Would be farther from bluff 1 
 If project must occur. 2 
 Would displace more homes. 1 
SUPPORTS S-6C/ROME 
WEST RD INTERCHANGE 

Generally supports S-6B/Rome West Road Interchange 1 

Generally supports Rome West Road Interchange 1 SUPPORTS ROME WEST 
ROAD INTERCHANGE Would impact fewer homes, would help with traffic, is more 

centrally located, and would impact less farmland 
1 

SUPPORTS MCGRATH 
INTERCHANGE 

Supports either alignment with McGrath Interchange 1 

Generally supports Chillicothe Interchange 2 1 SUPPORTS 
CHILLICOTHE 
INTERCHANGE 2 

Would eliminate dangerous turning movement onto IL29 from 
NB IL29 

1 
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Table 1 (continued) 
IL Route 29 Study 

Summary of Written Comments  

PREFERENCE ADDITIONAL COMMENTS NUMBER of 
COMMENTS 

Would be less expensive 3 
Would impact fewer houses than C-3/ Would minimize impact to 
residences, including those with wells 

3 
SUPPORTS BLUFF 
ALTERNATIVE AT 
HOPEWELL AND 
SPARLAND (C-2) Would minimize impacts to the Illinois River 1 
 Would minimize environmental impacts (Illinois River, wetlands, 

plant and animals) 
2 

 Would avoid erosion of the hill and provide more space and 
stable ground on which to build 

1 

 More could be accomplished and future improvements could 
more easily be made 

1 

 Would improve traffic 1 
 Existing IL29 makes a nice scenic drive with the recreational areas 1 
 Generally supports C-2 7 
 Would impact fewer commercial properties 1 
 Would enable existing IL29 to be used just for local traffic 1 
SUPPORTS THROUGH 
SPARLAND 

Would improve Rt. 17 1 

SUPPORTS SPARLAND 
INTERCHANGE 2 

Generally supports Sparland Interchange #2 1 

SUPPORTS SPARLAND 
INTERCHANGE 4 

Generally supports Sparland Interchange #4 2 

Would impact homeowners/landowners 4 OPPOSES IL 29 PROJECT 
IN GENERAL Would impact wildlife/wildlife areas/sensitive bluff areas 5 
 Do not want to focus tax dollars on this project/does not believe 

state has funds to build project/not cost effective/too costly 
22 

 Increase in traffic would cause decrease in safety 1 
 Not convinced a traffic need exists 13 
 Unnecessary 15 
 Would impact Miller-Anderson Woods State Nature Preserve, 

Senachwine Wetlands, Marshall County Fish and Wildlife Area, 
Peoria Park District’s Audubon Preserve, Singing Woods 
Preserve, and Camp Wakonda 

2 (Marshall-
Putnam 
SWCD) 

 Would cause erosion 2 
 Would increase traffic and safety issues 3 
 Would impact farmland, including properties with Prime 

Farmland, Agricultural Protection Areas, Conservation Reserve 
Program, and Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program 

10 

 Would cause deterioration in peacefulness of corridor/increase 
noise and create urban sprawl 

10 

 Suggest building the ring road instead 24 
 Would increase air pollution 2 
 IL 29 currently is a very scenic drive; expansion would impair the 

beauty of the drive 
1 

 Not worth saving a few minutes to travel between south and 
north 

2 

 Not convinced of the economic benefits project is intended to spur 5 
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Table 1 (continued) 
IL Route 29 Study 

Summary of Written Comments  

PREFERENCE ADDITIONAL COMMENTS NUMBER of 
COMMENTS 

Not convinced this is the best way to increase safety on the roads 1 OPPOSES IL 29 PROJECT 
IN GENERAL (continued) Should revisit Peoria to Chicago highway; proposed project does 

not provide a connection between the two cities 
1 (City of East 
Peoria mayor) 

 Generally opposes project 1 
 Would introduce drainage problems 1 
 Suggests considering road up on bluff where bike trail was put in 1 
 Should focus on a high-speed rail system 1 
 Not worth the impacts 1 
 Would impact Peoria Lakes project 1 
 Would impact local economies/businesses 8 
 Does not go through towns as originally promised 1 
 Would impact endangered species 2 
 Should focus on upgrading existing roads 4 
 Would not be used by citizens outside project corridor 2 

Would increase noise 1 OPPOSES CHILLICOTHE 
BYPASS Would not give Chillicothe an economic boost 1 
 Would reduce property value 1 
 Generally opposes Chillicothe Bypass 1 
 Would impact access to/noise at Camp Wokanda; would impact 

the use of the Audubon Wildlife Area for wetland refuge for 
shorebirds; would increase noise at Singing Woods Nature 
Preserve and Audubon Wildlife Area 

1 (Peoria Park 
District) 

 Would increase air pollution and impact wildlife habitat 1 
 Does not believe state has funds to spend on it 1 
OPPOSES S-6C Generally opposes S-6C 1 

Would impact sensitive bluff areas 1 
Would not help local communities/adversely impact economies 
of Sparland and Lacon 

1 
OPPOSES BLUFF 
ALIGNMENT AT 
HOPEWELL AND 
SPARLAND (C-2) Would have higher environmental impacts 1 
 Would run through Midland School District and would diminish 

tax revenue base 
1 

 Would cause adverse travel for emergency vehicles, school buses 
and farm equipment 

2 

 Would impact farmland, including CRP land/remove farmland 
from tax base 

8 

 Would impact Steuben Township tax revenue 1 (Steuben 
Township Bd.) 

 Would not be utilized by those living in Lacon 1 
Would require more maintenance by IDOT including upkeep of 
an additional roadway and maintenance of two bridges 

4 

Would cause deterioration in peacefulness of corridor 1 
Generally opposes bluff alignment 2 

 

Unnecessary 1 
 Would impact an agricultural preservation district 1 
 Would impact forested lands 1 
 Would require more fuel to burn to get up bluff 1 
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Table 1 (continued) 
IL Route 29 Study 

Summary of Written Comments  

PREFERENCE ADDITIONAL COMMENTS NUMBER of 
COMMENTS 

OPPOSES ON IL 29 
ALTERNATIVE 

Would not provide the room for necessary improvements to make 
project worthwhile (would like new roadway to be an interstate) 

1 

OPPOSES THROUGH 
SPARLAND (C-3) 

Would displace too many homes 1 

OPPOSES SPARLAND 
INTERCHANGE 2 

Would displace too many homes 2 

OPPOSES HENRY BYPASS Would adversely impact Henry’s economy 1 
 Would impact horse farm 2 
 Not convinced of economic benefit to Henry 2 

Would adversely impact economy in smaller towns on IL 29 2 
Would create adverse travel 1 

OPPOSE 
IMPROVEMENTS ON 
NEW ALIGNMENT Would not benefit local economies 1 
 Would impact farmland 4 
 Would be too costly 2 
 Would increase noise 1 
 Would introduce drainage problems 1 
 Would impact homes 1 
 Not enough of a traffic need 1 
 Would increase number of roads to take care of 3 

Unnecessary to save time traveling from Peoria to Chicago 6 
Not worth impacting smaller towns along IL 29 2 

IDENTIFY PROJECT AS 
“PEORIA-TO-CHICAGO 
HIGHWAY” Would not be direct enough to be worthwhile 9 
 Would not be cost effective 3 (HOI Sierra 

Club) 
 Suggest building ring road/ Believe a ring road over the river 

near Mossville would benefit the surrounding communities more. 
7 

 Unnecessary 5 
 Money would be better served elsewhere 9 
 Would impact homeowners 1 
 Would be too costly 2 
 Would impact wildlife habitat 6 (HOI Sierra 

Club) 
 Would introduce erosion problems 1 (HOI Sierra 

Club) 
 Not convinced of the economic benefits of a new highway 6 
 Would impact farmland 5 
 Minimize access points; consider emergency vehicle routes 1 

Suggests widening Chillicothe viaduct to 4 lanes 1 
Suggests considering a route between Peoria and Galesburg 1 

 

Would increase noise at Root Cemetery 1 
 Would impact tranquility of country life and increase urban 

sprawl 
3 (HOI Sierra 

Club) 
 Does not go through towns as originally promised 2 
 Would impact Senachwine Creek Watershed 1 
 Would increase bus route distances 1 
 Would impact wetlands 2 
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Table 1 (continued) 
IL Route 29 Study 

Summary of Written Comments  

PREFERENCE ADDITIONAL COMMENTS NUMBER of 
COMMENTS 

Would impact wildlife areas 1 
Would cause runoff and sedimentation into the Illinois River 1 

IDENTIFY PROJECT AS 
“PEORIA-TO-CHICAGO 
HIGHWAY” (continued) Would impact Illinois River bluff 1 

Not enough access points to east side of the river 1 
Believes money should be spent on upgrading existing roads 2 

 

Does not believe state has sufficient funds to build project 2 
 Feel voters in Marshall & Putnam Counties are not being counted 1 
 Would promote urban sprawl 3 
 Not convinced a traffic need exists 2 
 Too close to homes 1 
 Would impact wetlands and forest preserves 1 
 Would make Chillicothe a ghost town 2 
MISCELLANEOUS Unsure of project’s purpose and need 2 
 Unclear about land acquisition and restitution process and how it 

applies to individual land owners 
3 

 Suggest upgrading Western Avenue in Henry to IL 18 status so IL 
18 extends to IL 40 

2 

 Suggests widening IL 29 from I-180 to Kentville Road/improving 
intersection to better accommodate truck traffic 

1 

 Suggest either moving alignment further away from Galena 
Knolls or putting up noise barrier 

1 

 Interested in noise abatement possibilities 2 
 Requests information on how emergency vehicles would access 

Lake Thunderbird after improvements are completed 
1 (Lake 

Thunderbird 
Association) 

 Has a split profile through central section on existing IL 29 been 
studied to avoid building into the bluff 

1 

 Questions whether the ring road has been studied 1 
 Requests meeting with Sparland (in addition to the mayor) 1 
 Concerned about traffic coming off of McGrath connection to 

Chillicothe and into the subdivision 
1 

 Views Knox Avenue improvements as safer 1 
 Suggests repairing existing IL 29 1 
 Requests two copies of the ½-mile stretch north of Putnam that 

shows the Winship property 
1 

 Suggests just providing an overpass at Cloverdale & leaving it as 
is or cul-de-sacing Cloverdale on either side of the proposed IL29  

1 

 Emphasizes need for connection between Henry bypass and 
existing IL 29 if it is cul-de-saced 

1 

 Notes that making Hart Lane a cul-de-sac would give 
fire/ambulance only one route to reach houses in the area 

1 

 Suggests not improving IL29 north of Sparland but going across 
the river on IL17 and improving IL39 

2 

 Requests maps showing 2 alternatives that cross Rome West Rd. 1 
 Suggests overcompensating those people who would be displaced 1 
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Table 1 (continued) 
IL Route 29 Study 

Summary of Written Comments  

PREFERENCE ADDITIONAL COMMENTS NUMBER of 
COMMENTS 

MISCELLANEOUS 
(continued) 

Requests relocating improvements that impact township garage 1 (Senachwine 
Township Bd.) 

 Requests copy of the map showing S-6C at Cedar Hills Drive 1 
 Suggests moving the Cloverdale overpass to the north to avoid 

disrupting ront yards of the homes where the wells are located 
2 

 Requests copies of maps showing Chillicothe Interchange 
alternatives and bluff alternative 

1 

 Suggests making existing IL29 through Henry a business route as 
opposed to making it a cul-de-sac 

1 

 Requests staying within IDOT right-of-way as much as possible 1 
 Requests design at Henry be reconsidered 1 
 Suggests moving Whiffle Tree up to the bluff or somewhere with 

a better setting 
1 

 Suggests moving Thenius Creek intersection to the north 1 
 Does not feel that proposed improvements would have 

detrimental effect on MAW 
1 

 Skeptical about wildlife crossing allowances 1 
 Comment period noted on the newsletter is misleading 2 
 Requests looking into animal detection devices to minimize deer 

accidents 
1 

 During construction, access by park users, maintenance and 
emergency vehicles needs to be provided; would impact ability to 
conduct smoke burns since proposed alignment is within the 
smoke management area; original interchange bisecting CAT 
complex would have least impact on PPD lands 

1 (Peoria Park 
District) 

 Widen railroad viaduct to 4-lanes 2 
 Requests that light abatement alternatives be researched 

especially along Chillicothe bypass 
1 

 Requests information on how wetland on property would be 
replaced 

1 

 Requests meeting with IDOT regarding restitution for 
displacement of farmstead 

1 

 Requests construction begin at north terminus 2 (Bureau 
County 

Highway Dept.) 
 Requests construction begin at south terminus 1 
 Is median wide enough to accommodate a semi waiting to cross 

IL29 to get to grain elevator? 
1 

 Need to consider gas lines at Rome West, American Water on 
Rome West, a new road at Old Wayne Road, 6900 Line 

1 

 Skeptical about LaHood taking ownership of some property 
within proposed project 

3 

 Supports earlier intersection bisecting CAT complex 1 
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M E E T I N G  S U M M A R Y   

Alternative Screening Workshop – Post PIM #2 
Illinois Route 29 Phase I Engineering Services 
Job No. P-94-009-01, P-94-019-02 (PTB 118/56) 

IDOT District 4: 
Maureen Addis 
John Anderson 
Sean Coyle 
Paula Green 
Greg Larson 
Mike Lewis       

CH2MHILL: 
Dan Dupies 

ATTENDEES: 

Kim Kolody 
Jim Jodie

   Heather Shoup 
 Eric Therkildsen 

 

FROM: CH2M HILL 

DATE: August 17, 2004 

 
The meeting was convened at 9:00 a.m. on Wednesday, August 11, 2004, in the 6th Floor 
conference room of the IDOT District 4 headquarters.  The overall purpose of the meeting 
was to screen the alternatives and alignments based on more detailed engineering work, 
impact evaluation, and public input that was received at July 14th and 15th public 
information meetings.  

Jim Jodie began the meeting by reiterating the meeting objective and reviewing the meeting 
agenda. For many discussion items decisions were made and guidance was provided to 
further develop engineering design plans and assess the environmental impacts for the 
DEIS.  The list below indicates the items discussed and the subsequent outcome.  

South Section  
Cedar Hills Drive Interchange – standard diamond vs. diamond with a loop in the SW quadrant 
Impact Comparison  

− The interchange with the loop ramp in the SW quadrant will require less of the Caterpillar 
Tractor Company's right of way compared to the standard diamond interchange, 13 ac. vs 23 
ac. respectively.   

− The diamond with the loop would require less overall right of way; 52 ac. vs. 61 ac. for the 
diamond Interchange.  

Public Input  
− Only the diamond with the loop was shown at the PIM therefore there were no comments 

received. 
Recommendation 

− Diamond interchange with a loop in the SW quadrant  
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Alternative S-6B or S-6C 
Impact Comparison 

− S-6C is slightly longer and less direct, therefore has more right-of-way impact. 
− S-6C also has more farmland impact and more displacements.  

 

Public Input 
− 20 support S-6B and 9 support S-6C 

Other information needed 
− Findings from transmission line survey 

Recommendation  
 S-6B  
 

Interchange at Spillman/McGrath or at Rome West 
Impact Comparison  

− Interchange spacing is better with the Rome West option 
− The interchange at Rome West has less right-of-way impact, less farmland impact, and 

costs less.  
Public Input 

− 3 people support the Spillman/McGrath interchange location while 9 support the Rome 
West otion. 

− The comminuty of Chillicothe supports the Spillman/McGrath interchange location. 
Other information needed  

− May require Rome West traffic projections 
Recommendation  

− CH2M Hill will develop an option with S-6B and interchanges at both Rome West 
Road and McGrath Road. In this scenario, McGrath will be developed as a direct 
connection the west and will not connect to Spillman Road to the south. This will 
allow for appropriate rural interchange spacing of 1.5 miles.  

− After the interchange is developed, IDOT will meet with the mayor of Chillicothe to 
discuss the options and feedback from the public information meeting.  

 

Truitt Avenue Interchange - standard diamond vs. diamond with a loop in the SE quadrant 
Impact Comparison 

− The diamond with the loop in the SE quadrant minimizes impacts to the gravel pit, has 
less right-of-way impact, and lower cost.  

Public Input 
− Only the diamond with the loop was shown at the PIM therefore there were no 

comments received. 
Other information needed 

− Survey of the gravel pit shows that the existing limits of excavation extend further north 
than the aerial indicates. This does not effect the design.  

Recommendation 
− Diamond interchange with a loop in the SE quadrant 
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CENTRAL SECTION - BLUFF ALIGNMENT 
Widen east of Hardscrabble or west of Hardscrabble 
Impact Comparison 

− There are 52 outbuilding displacements on the west shift and 17 outbuilding 
displacements with the east shift.  

Public Input 
− No comments received on this topic. 

Recommendation 
− IDOT will continue to think about this. 
 

CENTRAL SECTION - EXISTNG ALIGNMENT 
North of Chillicothe Interchange – trumpet vs. diamond with Hart Lane vs. diamond with Yankee 
Lane 
Impact Comparison 

− Impacts are similar for each interchange type, but the trumpet favors the predominant 
movements between Sparland and Chillicothe  

Public Input 
− 0 people support the trumpet interchange, 2 people support the diamond with Hart 

Lane, and 1 person supports the diamond with Yankee Lane 
Recommendation 

− Trumpet interchange 
 

Sparland Interchange 
Impact Comparison 
 

Public Input 
− 2 people support the diamond interchange located west of existing IL 29, 3 people 

support the split diamond interchange, and 5 people support the diamond interchange 
east of existing IL 29 

Recommendation 
 

Crow Creek Typical Section 
Impact Comparison 
 

Public Input 
 

Other information needed 
- input from planned Crow Creek Watershed Committee meeting 

 

Recommendation 
 

C-30



 

CHI/APPC_MINUTES ALT SCREENING WORKSHOP POST PIM #2 .DOC 4 

NORTH SECTION 
No screening decisions  

OTHER ISSUES/DECISIONS 
Henry Bypass (Is Henry firmly behind H4 in spite of some public support for H3?). 

Bluff Alignment – IDSs,  Drainage Location Report, Maintenance of Traffic, Erosion Control, 
Access Control, culvert design needed 

IDNR/Natural Area minimization 

 

FUTURE MEETINGS 
Floodplain Meeting with DNR, FHWA, IEMA, others 

Crow Creek Watershed Committee meeting. 

CSX/Iowa Interstate RR meeting for IL 29 encroachment across from MAW. 

Viaduct meeting to discuss stage construction on BN & SF RR with Al Benesch & Company. 

BN & SF RR meeting to discuss stage construction. 

 

 

 

 

 

C-31



IL Route 29 Study 
Illinois Department of Transportation – District 4 

Summary of Comments Received 
June 2006 Public Hearings 

 

The project's open-house public hearings were held on June 14th and 15th, 2006 from 4:00 
p.m. to 7:00 p.m. The June 14th meeting was held at Three Sisters Park in Chillicothe and was 
attended by approximately 346 people.  Approximately 180 attended the meeting on June 
15th in Henry at Henry-Senachwine High School.  The purpose of the public hearings was to 
present the preferred alternative to project-area residents and offer a forum for people to ask 
questions and provide their comments.   

The same information was presented at both meetings, including the preferred alternative, 
alignments eliminated from consideration, typical sections, a project newsletter and meeting 
handout. Copies of the DEIS were available for review and comment. Comment forms were 
provided for those who wanted to leave comments at the meeting. A court reporter was also 
available to take oral comments. Project staff from IDOT and CH2M HILL were present to 
answer questions and discuss the preferred alternative. 

The comments received during and after the June 14th and 15th meetings are summarized in 
the following paragraphs and tables. In the first three tables, each person’s comments are 
itemized according to where they were received (i.e., Three Sisters Park, Henry Senachwine 
High School or via mail). In the last four tables, the comments were tallied to provide the 
project team with an understanding of which comments were most frequently made. The 
comments are first combined to provide a tally of all comments received and then are 
broken down in each table according to where they were received. 

At Three Sisters Park, 65 people left comments. Twenty-two comments were in overall 
support of the proposed project, 39 were in opposition and 4 comments did not indicate a 
preference. Concerns most frequently voiced were that other transportation projects should 
be completed, existing roads should be improved or that taxes should focus on other 
government programs. Other frequent comments were concerns about an increase in noise 
and the proposed project’s effect on other environmental resources.  People were also 
concerned that the proposed project would not support local economic sustainability while 
others believe that it would.  Concerns about the proposed project’s impact to rural lifestyle 
were also voiced. 

Fifty-six people left comments at Henry-Senachwine High School. Twenty-four comments 
were in overall support of the proposed project, 27 were in opposition and 5 comments did 
not indicate a preference. Many of those commenting believe the project would improve 
local economies along the corridor including Henry’s. People were also concerned about the 
proposed project’s impact on the environment and rural lifestyle.  Other common concerns 
were that traffic numbers and population growth are not high enough to warrant the 
proposed improvements.  Other frequently heard comments were in support of the project’s 
reuse of existing right-of-way to the greatest extent possible and for the project to be built as 
soon as possible.   

An additional 52 people sent in comments via mail. Seventeen comments were in overall 
support of the proposed project, 32 were in opposition and 3 comments did not indicate a 
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preference. The most common comments were that taxes should be focused on other 
transportation projects in the area.  Other commonly heard comments were concerns about 
the construction cost and schedule and the proposed project’s impact to environmental 
resources. People commented frequently that they believed the proposed project would 
improve safety. Also, multiple people were concerned about the proposed project’s impact 
to the scenic nature of IL 29 and to their rural lifestyle.  
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Table 1 
IL Route 29 Study 

Illinois Department of Transportation – District 4 
Summary of Written and Oral Comments 

June 14th, 2006 Public Hearing - Three Sisters Park 
 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS 
June 14th, 2006 Public Hearing - Three Sisters Park 
 

Name Address Comments Support Oppose 

Betsy Anderson 72 Pinewood Mobile 
Home Park 
Chillicothe, IL 61523 

• Asks if he (a renter) would be 
compensated if the property 
owner sold the property because 
it was too close to the 
improvements 

• Asks if during construction 
artifacts are found would they be 
handled in a special way 

• Asks if a road to Chicago through 
Eureka and El Paso has been 
considered as a quicker 
alternative 

• Advocates a bike/hiking trail to be 
included in the design 

• Figures showing before and after 
renewed faith in Illinois 
government 

 X 

Craig and Carol 
Berger 

16123 Grant Ct. 
Chillicothe, IL 61523 

• Supports effort to provide natural 
noise abatement measures (2) X  

Lisa Bessler 651 County Rd. 
650N 
Sparland, IL 61565 

• Concerned that new road will 
introduce drug dealers and 
murderers to the area quicker 

• Concerned about loss of farmland 
and forest 

• Concerned that existing roads 
need to be maintained before 
introducing new ones 

• Believes there are shorter routes 
[presumably to Chicago] 

 X 

Carmen A. Biddison 722 W. Wanut 
Street 
Chillicothe, IL 91523 

• Does not feel there is a need for a 
freeway 

• Believes that altering existing 
IL29, a scenic drive, would detract 
tourists not encourage them. 
Construction could destroy any 
Native American artifacts that 
would be a tourist attraction 

• Believes that Chillicothe bypass 
would have a negative impact on 
businesses along existing IL 29 

• Would prefer improving IL24 or 

 X 
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS 
June 14th, 2006 Public Hearing - Three Sisters Park 
 

Name Address Comments Support Oppose 
IL40 

Joyce Blumenshine 

(Chairperson for 
Heart of Illinois Sierra 
Club) 

2419 East Reservoir 
Peoria, IL 

• Does not believe taxes should be 
spent on proposed project 

• Concerned about impacts to bluff 
lands, impacts on wildlife, 
erosion into the Illinois River 

• Requests a complete cost-benefit 
analysis 

 X 

Joyce Blumenshine 
(2nd Comment) 

Chair of Heart of 
Illinois Sierra Club 

2419 E. Reservoir 
Peoria, IL 61614-
8029 

• Does not believe taxes should be 
spent on proposed project  

• Existing IL 29 is a scenic road and 
should be protected 

• Concerned about impact on rural 
lifestyle 

• Concerned about impacts to 
wetlands 

• Concerned about increase in 
runoff, air pollution from increased 
gas consumption, and increased 
development resulting from the 
project 

• Concerned about impact to 
wildlife. Asks if deer and larger 
mammals will use the crossings. 
Believes increase in noise will 
adversely impact wildlife 

• Erosion from construction will 
contribute to sedimentation 

• Does not believe that population 
growth and traffic numbers 
indicate need for improvements 

  

Donna Bogner 1128 N. Nancy St. 
East Peoria, IL 
61611 

• Believes that improvements will 
benefic Chillicothe and Sparland 
businesses 

• Believes that project will provide a 
safer route to get from Peoria to 
northern towns 

• Would prefer money be spent on 
maintaining existing roads and 
examining a high speed train to 
run between the towns with 
depots in Chillicothe and Henry 

 X 

Steve and Becky 
Bogner 

860 County Rd. 
800E 
Sparland, IL 61565 

• Support project’s substantial 
reuse of existing right-of-way 

• Skeptica l that monetary cost, 
residential displacements and 
impacted natural habitat outweigh 

 (2) X 
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS 
June 14th, 2006 Public Hearing - Three Sisters Park 
 

Name Address Comments Support Oppose 
saving time to get to Chicago 

• Believes money could be better 
spent helping the elderly or on 
schools or maintaining existing 
roads. 

Jeffrey J. Brenner 707 Taylor Rd. 
Chillicothe, IL 91523 

• Believes that the Whitefield Rd. 
entrance would be used by a 
large number of heavy trucks 
coming from Henry’s industrial 
area. Wonders if a wider 
crossover has been considered to 
make it safer for trucks to cross 
while existing or entering. 

• Believes multiple serious 
accidents have occurred at 
existing IL 29/Whitefield Rd. 
intersection. Wonders if any 
lighting, signage or other traffic 
control devices could be 
implemented to improve safety 
there. 

  

James E. Christopher 

Medina Township 
Planning 
Commission 

618 W. Singing 
Woods Rd. 
Edelstein, IL 61526 

• Believes most important part of 
project is the expansion of IL29 
under viaduct on north side of 
Chillicothe 

• Believes improvements north of 
Chillicothe would be nice to have, 
but are unnecessary 

• Believes building a bridge at 
Mossville should be completed 
first. The ring road would be more 
valuable to Peoria area residents. 
If those fail, put the money 
towards the 336 project. 

 X 

Keith Crotz 1107 N. Truitt 
Chillicothe, IL 61523 

• Believes farmland lost could have 
otherwise been used for the 
production of ethanol or other 
agri-based fuels. Does not agree 
with using this land to save travel 
time. 

• Believes money used on this 
project would be better spent on 
researching fossil fuels.  

 X 

Diane Denekas 117 White Clover 
Dr. 
Chillicothe, IL 61523 

• Believes Chillicothe bypass 
should follow Old Galena Road 

• Concerned about impact to rural 
lifestyle 

 X 

Kim Engquist 2103 E. Rove Rd. 
Chillicothe, IL 61523 

• Believes project could introduce 
more crime to Chillicothe 

• Concerned about increase in air 
 X 
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS 
June 14th, 2006 Public Hearing - Three Sisters Park 
 

Name Address Comments Support Oppose 
pollution 

• Concerned about loss of farmland 
and impact to rural lifestyle 

• Thinks improvements at IL6 were 
halted because the discovery of 
Native American artifacts 

Donald Ernst 2319 E. Truitt Rd. 
Chillicothe, IL 61523 

• Believes cost per person to 
increase access to Peoria is too 
high 

 X 

Stephanie Farris 1304 N. First St. 
Chillicothe, IL 61523 

• Believes improvements will bring 
economic stimulation to the area X  

Paul Foster 18703 N. Krause 
Road 
Chillicothe, IL 

• Bisects personal farms and 
disrupts irrigation measures 

• Prefers building bridge between 
IL6 and IL24 to I-39 or ring road 
option 

 X 

Rick Fox 15215 N. Ivy Lake 
Rd. 
Chillicothe, IL 61523 

• Does not feel project can 
justifiably increase economic 
opportunities 

• Believes study does not 
adequately address water quality 
impacts from construction and 
additional runoff 

 X 

Ann Frye 1023 W. Truitt Ave 
Chillicothe, IL 61523 

• Believes the improvements will 
introduce alien species to Root 
Cemetery 

• Suggests planting only plants 
native to the area on shoulders 
between Truitt and the county line 

 X 

Garry Fyke 

Chillicothe Mayor 

908 N. Second St. 
Chillicothe, IL 61523 

• Believes more people are 
supportive of the project thanks to 
the visualizations and sketches 
and the alignment being further 
designed seemingly based on 
public comments 

X  

Frank Gerke 16215 N. Lincoln St. 
Chillicothe, IL 61523 

• Does not believe traffic statistics 
are justified 

• Concerned about loss of 
farmland, natural habitat, 
residences, and additional noise 

 X 

Paula K. Gerke 16215 N. Lincoln Ct. 
Chillicothe, IL 61523 

• Does not believe taxes should be 
spent on the proposed project 

• Concerned about impact to 
wildlife and rural lifestyle 

• Concerned about impact to 
farmland and farming families 

• Suggests building ring road to 

 X 
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS 
June 14th, 2006 Public Hearing - Three Sisters Park 
 

Name Address Comments Support Oppose 
impact fewer families 

• Notes that existing IL 29 is 
already 4 lanes 

Jennifer Giberson 705 N. Santa Fe 
Ave. 
Chillicothe, IL 61523 

• Money should not be spent on this 
road especially considering 
Illinois’s budget 

• Believes that existing roads 
should be maintained 

• Does not believe the project is in 
the best interest of the central 
Illinois communities 

• Concerned about impact on 
farmland, woodlands and 
wetlands, especially since central 
Illinois is some of the most scenic 
land in Illinois 

 X 

Rosemary and Don 
Griswold 

22810 N. 
Hardscrabble Road 
Sparland, IL 

• Support the project for improving 
safety (no turn lane so people 
pass on right-hand shoulder or 
even grass) 

• Support project for decreasing 
travel time 

• Would prefer bluff alignment 
because it would be a straighter 
and therefore quicker facility; also 
should be less expensive 

• Unsure that existing IL 29 would 
experience more traffic than the 
bluff alternative 

X (2)  

Andrew Heebink 20714 N. Deer 
Bluffs 
Chillicothe, IL 61523 

• Concerned about increase in 
noise 

• Asks if there is compensation for 
residences who will lose natural 
surroundings 

• Requests information on 
economic impact to bypassed 
towns like Chillicothe 

• Requests information on impact to 
watershed north of Chillicothe and 
ultimately community well for 
Fawn Hills residents 

• Does not believe that existing 4-
lane IL 29 between Mossville and 
Chillicothe can be beyond 
capacity 

 X 

Barbara N. Hofer 

Peoria Chamber 

14021 N. River 
Beach Dr. 

 
X  
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS 
June 14th, 2006 Public Hearing - Three Sisters Park 
 

Name Address Comments Support Oppose 
Transportation 
Committee 

Chillicothe, IL 61523 

Thomas Horning 2033 White Clover 
Dr. 
Chillicothe, IL 61523 

• Appreciates the opportunity to 
review project 

• Asks when construction can 
begin, how long it will take, how 
much it will cost and how it will 
affect taxes 

• Asks if there will be a contingency 
plan for the farmland that will be 
contested 

X  

Kate Kach 16425 N. Krause 
Rd. 
Chillicothe, IL 61523 

• Does not believe that future traffic 
could be as high as it is projected 
to be based on historical 
population growth 

 X 

Paul Kinsinger, MD 113 Windridge 
Washington, IL 
61571 

• Believes other corridors (eastern 
ring road, IL24 to I-55) should be 
built instead of this one 

• Does not believe project will 
increase economic opportunities 
in Peoria area 

• Does not believe project provides 
a route to Chicago 

• Costs more than corridors B  and 
C (except for the Tazewell 
Woodford corridor) 

 X 

Ronald L. 
Masonholder 

110 Sioux Dr. 
Hopewell, IL 61565-
9412 

• Supports current design which 
minimizes impact to hillsides and 
nature preserves 

• Recognizes why traffic has 
influenced the route 

X  

Gary A. McIntyre 316 S. Hollybrook 
Chillicothe, IL 61523 

• Does not agree with having so 
many interchanges along the 
Chillicothe bypass 

• Believes existing roads should be 
maintained before introducing 
more 

• Does not believe that roadway will 
bring people to Chillicothe to stay 

 X 

Tracy Meints 15215 N. Ivy Lake 
Rd. 
Chillicothe, IL 
61523-9133 

• Skeptical about economic benefit 

• Does not believe that increase in 
traffic is large enough to warrant 
additional lanes north of 
Chillicothe 

• Emplo yment opportunities are 
constrained to construction of the 
road. No new long-term jobs will 

 X 
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS 
June 14th, 2006 Public Hearing - Three Sisters Park 
 

Name Address Comments Support Oppose 
be created and no increase in 
population for roadway to serve. 

• Concerned about causing 
sedimentation in the Illinois River 

• Concerned about negating CRP 
and other Illinois River restoration 
initiatives 

• Disagrees with the ability to 
include Chillicothe’s future 
recreation buffer as a mitigation 
measure for tree loss 

• Believes impact to T&E plant 
species is underestimated 
because of high potential of exotic 
species to overrun habitat. 

• Contests the tree removal 
prohibition starting date. Believes 
that bald eagles actually can nest 
as early as February. 

• Believes the towns along IL29 will 
prosper without the road.  

Tracy Meints (2nd 
Comment) 

15215 N. Ivy Lake 
Rd. 
Chillicothe, IL 
61523-9133 

• Believes money could be spent 
better elsewhere. 

• Believes the EIS does not 
adequately demonstrate 
economic benefit of the project 

• Believes project provides minor 
intermodal improvements for few 
businesses, limited increases in 
traffic efficiency, no safety 
improvements, and jobs only 
resulting from road construction 
as opposed to sustained job 
opportunities 

• Concerned about impact to 
wetlands, buffs, a nature 
preserve. Believes that impact is 
longer term, not temporary. 

• Does not believe using 
Chillicothe’s recreation buffer as a 
mitigation measure is reliable – 
the buffer does not carry any legal 
weight. 

• Believes IDNR does not have the 
funds to maintain mitigation 
parcels. 

• Believes the T&E plant species 
mitigation measures are 
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS 
June 14th, 2006 Public Hearing - Three Sisters Park 
 

Name Address Comments Support Oppose 
inadequate.  

Herbert Meyer 9103 N. Trigger Rd. 
Edwards, IL 61528 

• Believes including 10-foot tall 
fences would be only way to keep 
deer off the road 

X  

Steve K. Morris 5611 Hart Ln. 
Chillicothe, IL 61523 

• Home is approximately 800’ feet 
from proposed improvements and 
is concerned about noise 
abatement measures and impact 
noise will have on his property’s 
value. 

  

Jon and Christy 
Oliphant 

2510 E. Silver Leaf 
St. 
Chillicothe, IL 61523 

• Believes the improvements will 
bring economic benefit 

• Hopes IDOT provides as much 
noise abatement as possible and 
prevents as many vehicle/wildlife 
interaction as it can. 

• Believes the onus is on the 
communities to properly prevent 
adverse impact to businesses 

(2) X  

Virginia Orendorf 20513 N. Deer Bluff 
Dr. 
Chillicothe, IL 61523 

• Requests the purchase of her 
home in Fawn Hills as the 
proposed road is too close 

• Believes that the Peoria County 
Zoning Board entertained the 
request to change the zoning for a 
piece of agricultural land to a 
campground. 

 X 

Roberta Parks 401 SW Water #802 
Peoria, IL 61602 

• Believes project is not the highest 
priority for area projects. 

• Believes that the Cedar Hills and 
Chillicothe viaduct improvements 
are the most important parts of 
the project 

X  

Virginia Passe 3509 Westbrook Rd. 
Chillicothe, IL 61523 

• Believes improvements are 
important for economic growth 
and survival. 

X  

Jonathan A. Perrault 515 St. Rt. 29 
Sparland, IL 61565 

• Requests proposed sketches of 
Barrville subdivision   

Sandra J. Perry 15013 N. Ivy Lake 
Rd. 
Chillicothe, IL 61523 

• Does not believe the project will 
provide a quicker route to 
Chicago. 

• Does not believe the project will 
improve Chillicothe business. 

• Building a road between IL6 and I-
39 will provide a quicker route to 
Chicago. 

 X 

Kathy Peters 101 Willow • Would like to know how much of 
their property will be taken.   
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS 
June 14th, 2006 Public Hearing - Three Sisters Park 
 

Name Address Comments Support Oppose 

Sparland, IL 61565 Concerned about impact to 
property on the alley side where 
access to their house is 

Delores Petty 815 W. Cedar 
Chillicothe, IL 61523 

• Believes impacts from the 
proposed project are too high and 
that the project is unneeded and 
unnecessary 

 X 

Dave Price 4423 E. Deer Hunt 
Lane 

• Concerned that change in access 
to Fawn Hills, Benedict Street 
north of Hart Lane, and Yankee 
Lane will minimize emergency 
service access to those places. 

 X 

David Quigg 13723 N. Ivy Lake 
Rd. 
Chillicothe, IL 61523 

• Is pleased the proposed 
improvements avoid the bluff 

• Concerned that if the frontage 
road to Ivy Lake Road isn’t for the 
camp then it would become used 
as a shortcut or used by 
commercial traffic. 

• Is skeptical about economic 
benefit. Believes that Henry and 
Lacon might benefit, but existing 
IL 29 businesses my be adversely 
affected 

 X 

Rick Rosetto 105 Hazel St. 
Chillicothe, IL 61523 

• Concerned about loss of rural 
lifestyle  X 

Craig Ross 15908 N. Krause 
Rd. 
Chillicothe, IL 61523 

• Right-of-way for Krause Rd. is too 
close to his home (a Christmas 
tree farm and home) 

 X 

Jim Rumbold 16221 N. Old 
Galena Rd. 
Chillicothe, IL 61523 

• Current proposal is best to-date 
X  

Kenneth Rumbold Sparland, IL 61565 • Believes improvements between 
Hart Lane and Henry make the 
most sense. 

• Supports current design 
measures including retaining walls 
and flatter grade to decrease fuel 
burn 

• Supports Sparland bypass 

• Believes project saves high 
quality farmland 

X  

Marjorie 
Schaufelberger 

4122 E. Cloverdale 
Rd. 
Chillicothe, IL 61523 

• Asks what kind of compensation 
is available if profile of the 
property is raised to meet 
roadway profile. 

• Suggests building the highway 

 X 

C-42



SUMMARY OF COMMENTS 
June 14th, 2006 Public Hearing - Three Sisters Park 
 

Name Address Comments Support Oppose 
across the river from IL 6. 

• Concerned about scarcity of 
farmland in the future. 

Rick Schmalzried 15824 N. Brougham 
Dr. 
Chillicothe, IL 61523 

• Believes it would be more 
beneficial to build a bridge across 
the river to connect to I-39 

• Appreciates noise minimization 
and mitigation measures  

 X 

Jerry Segler 775 State Route 29 
Sparland, IL 

• Supports constructing this project 
as soon as possible X  

Greg and Marie 
Seppelt 

21901 N. Boehle Ln. 
Chillicothe, IL 61523 

• Believes that the road will 
introduce more noise and 
suggests natural noise 
minimization measures (trees or 
shrubs). 

• Displ acement. 

 (2) X 

Jeanette Simmons 1012 W. Evergreen 
Dr. 
Chillicothe, IL 61523 

• Suggests putting improvements 
across the river so both sides can 
have access to Chicago. 

• A bridge would increase economic 
opportunities 

• Believes Chillicothe businesses 
will be adversely affected 

 X 

Lisa Slane 1515 NE Glen Oak 
Peoria, IL 61603 

• Believes money could better be 
spent on a high speed rail 
between Peoria and Chicago. 

 X 

Julia Spadin 3628 Westbrook Rd. 
Chillicothe, IL 61523 

• Chillicothe bypass is too close to 
her home. 

• Skeptical that roadway is needed 
to alleviate traffic and safety and 
to better access Peoria. 

• Believes that building a bridge at 
IL 6 and building the ring road 
would provide better access to 
Chicago. 

• Concerned that rural lifestyle will 
be jeopardized by increased noise 
pollution. 

 X 

Bill G. Starks 232 W. Lindy Ln. 
Peoria, IL 61614 

• Suggests including a partial 
cloverleaf (southwest quadrant of 
IL29/Cedar Hills Drive 
interchange) to avoid users 
intersecting with CAT workers at 
peak hours. 

X  

Mel Tanks 22214 Hardscrabble 
Road 

• Need road to address wildlife, 
traffic congestion and existing X  
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Name Address Comments Support Oppose 

Sparland, IL access roads. 

• Support finishing project soon 

Marcia Trent 14017 Riverbeach 
Chillicothe, IL 61523 

• Supports building it as soon as 
possible. X  

Donald Z. White 302 N. Second St. 
Chillicothe, IL 61523 

• Appreciates public input being 
considered. 

• Improved road will increase 
economic success of Chillicothe 

• Overpasses at Cloverdale and 
Sycamore are critical to 
Chillicothe’s westward growth 

X  

Not provided Not provided • Supports building a bridge across 
river at Mossville  X 

Not provided Not provided • Believes plans are great and 
project is much needed X  

Not provided Sparland • Believes only need 3 lanes 
between Chillicothe and Sparland 
(2 SB and 1 NB). Going NB, 
experiences other drivers passing 
when people are turning left and 
tailgating. 

 X 
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS 
June 15th, 2006 Public Hearing - Henry-Senachwine High School 
 

Name Address Comments Support Oppose 

Jim Annen 29 Barbados Dr. 
Putnam, IL 61560 

• Does not believe the road is 
necessary or that taxes should be 
used for the project 

 X 

Jeff Bergfeld 911 Edward St 
Henry, IL 

• Concerned that Henry bypass will 
have an adverse effect on Henry’s 
economic viability 

• Believes that maintaining 2 lanes 
through Henry would be sufficient 

 X 

Gary and Susan 
Blake and Gary Blake 
II 

109 Douglas St. 
Putnam, IL 61560 

• Believes his property, which will 
affront the highway, will decrease 
in value 

• Concerned about losing rural 
lifestyle 

• Believes project will eliminate any 
chance for businesses in Putnam 

 (3) X 

Roberta Bogner 910 School Street 
Henry, IL 

• Believes money would be better 
spent designing a road ½ mile to 
the west of the current Henry 
bypass. 

 X 

Terry Bogner 741 County Road 
1150 North 
Henry, IL 

• Supports project’s large reuse of 
existing right-of-way and 
minimization of farmland impact 

• Believes project is addressing 
wetland impacts 

X  

Katherine Catton 1205 County Road 
1000 East 
Henry, IL 

• Does not believe traffic numbers 
justify the improvements 

• Concerned about loss of rural 
lifestyle 

• Supports moving the Henry 
bypass farther west where there 
are no houses or farm buildings 

• Doesn’t believe there is a need for 
any interchange along bypass, but 
rather people can get off highway 
when bypass parts from IL 29 and 
get return to highway when they 
rejoin. 

• Does not believe it warrants 
taxpayer money 

 X 
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Name Address Comments Support Oppose 

Julann and Ken 
Condit 

Condit’s Ranch 

  

(2) X  

Tom Cooper 107 Oak Lane 
Henry, IL 

• Believes money could be better 
spent maintaining existing roads  X 

Ralph Daniels 3311 E. 
Senachwine Valley 
Rd. 
Putnam, IL 61560 

• Suggests shifting west to the 
cellular tower and then south to 
avoid conservation area, swamp, 
bull springs and plain narrow 
alleys.  [I think this must be a vote 
for a Putnam bypass]. 

• Concerned about the disruption of 
Native American artifacts 

 X 

Jonathan Downey 1881 Bradford 
Blacktop Rd. 
Putnam, IL 61560 

• Suggests a cloverleaf or similar 
type intersection in Putnam to 
address the large amount of truck 
traffic 

• Concerned about the safety of 
Putnam being the first major 
intersection off of I-180 

X  

James Feurer 1389 Rt. 
Lacon, IL 61540 

• Concerned about the 
environmental impact 

• Concerned with development of 
rural landscape 

 X 

Dr. David Forbes 

(City of Henry 
Transportation 
Committee) 

12 Sawmill Lake 
Rd. 

• Believes the project will have a 
positive impact on Henry and the 
residents X  

Deborah Forbes 12 Sawmill Lake 
Rd. 
Henry, IL 61537 

• Believes Henry and the area 
needs the project economically X  

Peter A. Forbes Not provided • Believes Henry and the area 
needs the project economically X  

Regina Forman 404 South Street 
Lacon, IL 61540 

• Believes project will only benefit 
construction companies 

• Believes state does not have the 
money to pay for this 

• Asks cost of reinforcing the bluff 
between Chillicothe and north of 
Sparland 

• Believes state needs to maintain 
existing roads before adding new 
ones 

• Does not believe Chillicothe 
bypass will increase economic 

 X 
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Name Address Comments Support Oppose 
viability of Chillicothe 

Daryl Fountain 1115 Edward St. 
Henry, IL 

• Believes project will improve traffic 
safety and economic viability X  

Bob Frazee 1105 Malibu Dr. 
Henry, IL 61537 

• Believes project team have 
incorporated public comments into 
the design 

• Believes project has minimized 
impact to farmland 

• Believes project sufficiently reuses 
as much existing IL29 as possible 

• Would like project to be completed 
as soon as possible 

X  

Kevin Greer 1357 County Road 
1350 North 
Henry, IL 

• Supports moving Henry bypass ½ 
mile to the west to avoid impacting 
farms 

• Is concerned that the bypass at its 
current location will open up the 
possibility for properties to be 
annexed 

• Bypass at its current location will 
impact his farm and rural lifestyle 

• Is discouraged that the project 
does not consider impact to family 
farms like his. 

 X 

Eldon and Laura 
Hageman 

1273 County Rd. 
1150N 
Henry, IL 61537 

• Displaced and asks if they would 
be responsible for 
decommissioning the well and 
septic 

• Has seen posts around their 
property and asks what is being 
surveyed currently. 

• Notes that they requested from 
Maureen actual footage of 
property being taken beginning at 
the pavement 

  

Mary Lou and 
Kenneth Hakenjos 

15 Hunter Court 
Putnam, IL 

• Plans look reasonable 
(2) X  

Kirsten Holzhauer 56 Catalina Dr. 
Putnam, IL 

• Does not believe project will 
improve Marshall and Putnam 
Counties, but will benefit 
Caterpillar by providing a truck 
bypass from IL6 and I-180 

• Does not believe traffic numbers 
justify improvements 

• As IL29 is a scenic byway, money 
should go towards promoting 

 X 
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Name Address Comments Support Oppose 
tourism rather than a truck route. 

J. Thomas Howes RR #1 
Box 47 
Bradford, IL 

• Would like to see Western Avenue 
and Bradford-Putnam blacktop 
improved 

• Believes there will be an increase 
in truck traffic from the alcohol 
plants and livestock production 

  

Michael Kingery 515 University Ave. 
Henry, IL 61537 

• Supports Henry Bypass 

• Requests a plan view of the 
affected property including 
distance to centerline of existing 
IL 29 and existing vs. proposed 
elevations 

• Believes proposed project will 
improve communities including 
Henry and Putnam 

• Supports building the road as 
soon as possible 

X  

Norbert 
Kuchenmeister 

713 Market Street 
Henry, IL 

• Believes project will provide better 
access to jobs outside of Henry 
making it easier to live in Henry 
and work elsewhere 

X  

Tim Kunkel None given • Believes Henry and the area 
needs the project economically X  

Mark Marquis 602 Poplet Hollow 
Road 
Peoria, IL  

 
X  

Harold and Theresa 
Maubach 

646 Western Road 
Henry, IL 61537 

• Request updates as frequent as 
possible since they have 
investments in the area  

  

William Maupin 1318 County Road 
1450 North 
Henry, IL 

• Irrigated farm parcel will be halved 
by project. Believes state should 
buy whole property so he can 
move investment elsewhere 

 X 

William Maupin (2nd 
Statement) 

1318 County Road 
1450 North 
Henry, IL 

• Suggest having property 
assessments on hand at public 
meetings so that impacted 
property owners can find out 
exactly what they’ll be 
compensated so they can form an 
opinion on the project. 

• Opposes project until he receives 
information on compensation 

  

Thomas D. McKenna 167 Lake 
Thunderbird Dr. 
Putnam, IL 61560 

• Beli eves improvements will 
increase safety, improve travel 
times and provide extra lanes 
when roadway is under repair 

X  
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Name Address Comments Support Oppose 

George Meister 

Marshall and Putnam 
County Engineer 

P.O. Box 242 
Lacon, IL 

• Supports high amount of existing 
right-of-way reused and minimized 
impact to farmland 

• Believes it will provide economic 
opportunities to the area 

• Believes project has support of 
mayors of Hopewell, Sparland and 
Lacon and the Marshall County 
board chairman 

X  

B. Miller 50 Barbados Dr. 
Putnam, IL 61560 

• Costs too much for a state that 
cannot afford it  X 

Reverend Thomas 
Mizeur 

401 South St. 
Henry, IL 61537 

• Appreciates project’s utilization of 
as much existing right-of-way as 
possible 

• Advocate better access to Peoria 

X  

Marcia Moore 12841-2345 E St. 
Princeton, IL 

• Existing IL29 is dangerous 
because of heavy truck traffic and 
wildlife crossings 

• Believes proposed project 
addresses these two issues 

X  

Nicky Nauman 8948 St. Hwy 18 
Magnolia, IL 61336 

• Concerned about environmental 
impact especially tree removal 
between IL29 and the railroad 
tracks in Miller-Anderson Woods 

• Concerned about additional air 
pollution caused by projected ADT 
in Miller-Anderson Woods 

 X 

Pete Nelson 1110 S. Main St. 
Princeton, IL 61356 

• Believes project has been 
designed to improve economic 
development 

X  

Ned Ransom 1012 Main 
Henry, IL 61537 

• Would like project built as soon as 
possible X  

Sharon and Bill Read Not given • Believes there are fewer trucks 
traveling through Putnam than 
projected 

• Would prefer that the project 
crosses the Illinois River at 
Chillicothe or Sparland 

 (2) X 

Tammy Read 1356 Western Rd. 
Henry, IL 61537 

• Believes project is not needed 
 X 

Ken Rickey Henry, IL • Would like the project completed 
as soon as possible X  

Michael Schaab 3262 Senachwine 
Valley Rd. 
Putnam, IL 

• Would prefer that the road bypass 
Putnam rather than stay in town 
and go through sensitive areas 

 X 
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Name Address Comments Support Oppose 

Jerry Segler (2nd 
Comment) 

775 State Route 29 
Sparland, IL 

• Believes an access road to 
northern property will provide him 
the ability to move his house 
elsewhere on the property 

  

Robert E. Sloan 1321 Sun Rd. 
Washburn, IL 61570 

• Believes project will be a burden 
on communities it goes through 

• Does not believe it would be a 
better way for people from Peoria 
to get to Chicago 

• Believes a more beneficial 
roadway improvement would be 
connecting Rt. 116 to Rt. 6 

• Believes existing roads need 
improvement 

 X 

Karl Villiger 1215 State Rt. 29 
Henry, IL 61537 

• Does not believe traffic numbers 
justify the expansion to 4 lanes 

• Project would have major impact 
on the farm: remove irrigation, 
bisect the farm, cause residential 
displacement 

• Believes money would be better 
spent building a bridge at 
Mossville to connect IL6 to I-39, 
which would also provide better 
traffic flow 

 X 

Marvin Waldschmidt 1062 Camp Grove 
Rd. 
Sparland, IL 

• Does not believe the road is 
necessary 

• Prefers improvements between 
Mossville and I-39 and building 
the ring road 

 X 

Elizabeth Wiedman Box 222 
Henry, IL 61537 

• Believes the existing IL 29 should 
have room enough for any 
improvements 

• Concerned about emergency 
service to Henry 

• Concerned about having trucks 
and cars with trailers crossing the 
roadway at Putnam 

 X 

Pat Williams 1361 Western Road 
Henry, IL 

• Believes there would be less 
impact if bypass was moved 
farther west (only to less than 
desirable farmland) 

• Does not believe the road is worth 
displacements 

• Believes roadway could remain on 
existing IL29  

 X 
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Marshall C. Winn 30 Poplar Dr. 
Putnam, IL 61560 

• Believes improving existing IL29 is 
best way to go because 
infrastructure already exists 

 X 

Randy Witko RR1 
Putnam, IL 61560 

• Believes project is an opportunity 
for DOT and DNR to build wetland 
habitat along the new roadway. 

• Erosion control devices should be 
put in place to minimize 
sedimentation in the Illinois River 

X  

Katie Zemann 821 Western Ave. 
Henry, IL 61537 

• Believes Henry and the area 
needs the project economically X  

Not provided Not provided • Believes IL29 will become like Rt. 
66  X 
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Name Address Comments Support Oppose 

David Baldwin 15922 McCabe Dr. 
Chillicothe, IL  

• Believes the Chillicothe bypass 
should continue north north of the 
Tech Center and join IL29 north of 
Chillicothe at Hart Lane because it 
would be less disruptive to 
residents in terms of noise and 
displacements and would limit 
westward expansion of Chillicothe 

X  

Susan Banter 11 Sawmill Lake 
Rd. 
Henry, IL 61537 

• Believes proposed project has 
least impact to environment and 
would improve Sparland and 
perhaps the slough south of Henry 

X  

Sam Bogner 846 County Rd., 
800E 
Sparland, IL 61565 

• Believes proposed project will 
save farmland, minimize impact to 
environment and wildlife, and 
provide the best facility for 
motorists 

X  

Lorris Bowers 12201 W. US Hwy 
150 
Brimfield, IL 61517 

• Preferred bluff alignment unless 
proposed project can be upgraded 
to interstate standards in the future 

 X 

Michael J. Burrell, 
Sr. 

5005 N. Sherwood 
Ave. 
Peoria, IL 61614 

• Would like the project to be 
completed as soon as possible 

• Believes project would improve 
access from Peoria to Chicago 

X  

Ron & Eileen Butte 474 Yankee Lane 
Chillicothe, IL 
61523 

• Prefers proposed project over any 
previous alternatives 

• Believes project minimizes impact 
to farmland and cost of 
maintenance 

• Notes that project would not 
impact transportation costs, 
township road maintenance, and 
emergency services in Marshall 
County or tax base of Midland 
School District 

• Believe a road on the east side of 
the river to I-39 would alleviate 
traffic on Peoria area bridges 

(2) X  

Katherine Catton 

Marjorie Mattern 

1205 County Rd. 
1000E 
Henry, IL 61537 

• Does not believe the traffic 
numbers are as high as they are 
projected to be 

• Highlights that IL29 is a National 

 (2) X 
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Kenneth Villiger 

Gerald Villiger 

Arnold Villiger 

Scenic Byway 

• Concerned about implications of 
existing IL29 being built on 
unstable ground 

• Concerned about the safeness of 
commuting farming equipment 
across the highway 

• Believes money would be better 
spent on a ring road and bridge at 
Mossville 

• Believes proposed project would 
not be a faster route to Chicago 

• Believes landowners should have 
been informed between 2004 and 
2006 of updates. 

• Believes bypass would have a 
negative impact on businesses 
along existing IL29 in Henry 

• Believes seniors and rural drivers 
would have a hard time navigating 
a 4-lane road 

• Concerned about compensation 
for bisecting a farm with central 
pivot irrigation system 

• Concerned about floodplain impact 
to Crow Creek 

Michael F. Edwards 

Henry Chamber of 
Commerce – Vice 
President 

IL29 South/PO Box 
197 
Henry, IL 61537 

• Believes there should be an exit 
on the north side of Henry bypass 
for industrial truck traffic servicing 
industrial facilities (PolyONE, 
Noveon, Fertilizer plant, anhydrous 
plant and future development). 

• Objects to the taking of family 
farms for the project. Believes 
there should be additional 
compensation for such long-
standing farms. 

 X 

James Feurer (2nd 
Comment) 

1389 Rt. 17 
Lacon, IL 

• Concerned about impact to rural 
lifestyle 

• Does not believe an interchange at 
Sparland is necessary 

  

Gary Hanna 

Princeton Fire Chief 

2 South Main St. 
Princeton, IL 61356 

• Believes proposed action will 
improve emergency service 
between Princeton and Peoria 

X  

Mr. and Mrs. John 
Hayes 

14917 N. Ivy Lake 
Rd. 
Chillicothe, IL 

• Believes widening IL29 is all that 
needs to occur  (2) X 
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61523 • Concerned about wildlife accidents 

• Believes Chillicothe bypass would 
adversely affect businesses 

• Prefers money be spent on a 
bridge at Mossville and the ring 
road 

Patti Hedden 1404 W. Elm 
Chillicothe, IL 
61523 

• Does not believe the roadway is 
necessary 

• Concerned about impact to rural 
lifestyle 

• Believes a better route to Chicago 
would be to build a bridge and 
connect to Rt. 39 

• Concerned that the proposed 
project would introduce drug 
dealers and garbage to the area 

• Concerned about how costly the 
study is 

 X 

Callin J. Herndon 5602 E. Fleet St. 
Chillicothe, IL 
61523 

• Considered the Public Hearing 
informative and IDOT professional 
and helpful 

• Concerned about the monetary 
cost of the project 

• Does not believe the traffic 
numbers justify the proposed 
action 

• Believes the proposed project is 
the best one presented to date 

• Believes the proposed project 
would economically benefit all the 
towns along the roadway 

• Believes the project’s purpose to 
be a quicker route to Chicago and 
believes improving the road east to 
I-39 or I-55 would present a better 
route to Chicago 

X  

Kirsten Holzhauer 
(2nd Comment) 

56 Catalina Dr. 
Putnam, IL 

• Concerned that project will negate 
reasons IL29 was designated a 
National Scenic Byway, especially 
if truck traffic increases as a result 
of the improvements 

  

Mary Howard 201 E. Lake Shore 
Dr. 
Edelstein, IL 61526 

• Believes money should not be 
spent on the project 

• Concerned about the 
environmental impact 

• Believes money should be spent 

 X 
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on building a bridge at Mossville 

William Hunt LS52 Trustee • Would like safety to be the most 
important factor going into the 
design 

X  

Jim King 76 Blackhawk Ct. 
Sparland, IL 61565 

• Requests a bike trail on the new 
IL29 to provide an opportunity for 
bikers and hikers to enjoy the 
beauty of the area 

  

Steven and 
Gwyndlyn Krause 

15903 North 
Regency Park 
Place 
Chillicothe, IL  
61523-9475 

• Concerned that Chillicothe bypass 
comes too close to the 
subdivisions (e.g., Galena Knolls 
Subdivision) 

• Believes following Old Galena 
Road north of Truitt would 
minimize impact to residents along 
existing IL29 

• Concerned about the cost 
effectiveness of widening the 
existing roadway 

• Prefers widening existing IL29 
through Chillicothe including the 
railroad viaduct and incrementally 
improving the bridge over the 
creek to four lanes 

• Does not believe traffic numbers 
warrant improving IL29 north of 
Chillicothe 

• Believes the location needing 
improvement is the access to the 
Caterpillar Mossville plant 

  (2) X 

Doug and Rhonda 
Kunkel 

325 Black Hawk Dr. 
Hopewell, IL 61565-
9422 

• Does not believe taxes should go 
to this project 

• Believes that proposed alignment 
does not minimize impact to 
residences and wildlife 

• Concerned about increase in noise 

• Concerned about impact on rural 
lifestyle 

 (2) X 

W. G. Lippert 

Medina Township 
Assessor 

13815 N. Dover 
Lane 
Chillicothe, IL 
61523 

• Prefers building a bridge between 
IL6 and Rt. 39 

 X 

Orland and Vicki 
Lockhart 

871 State Rt. 29 
Sparland, IL 61565 

• Believes they are landlocked by 
the proposed project 

• Suggests scheduling one meeting 
in the morning for those who work 
second shift such as the Lockharts 
and one in the evening for those 
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who work first shift 

Karen M. Mabberly 613 N. Second St. 
Chillicothe, IL 
61523 

• Does not believe the roadway is 
necessary 

• Believes money should be spent 
on building a bridge at Rt. 6 

• Believes Chillicothe bypass will 
adversely affect businesses in 
Chillicothe 

• Concerned with impact to farmland 
and residences along the bypass 

• Does not believe project is a better 
route to Chicago 

 X 

William and Karen 
Maupin 

1318 County Road 
1450 N 
Henry, IL 61537 

• Concerned about increase in noise 
pollution on their property 

• Concerned about impact to 
irrigation system on their farm 

• Wished they had received 
correspondence between 2004 
and 2006 public involvement 
events 

 (2) X 

Jim Neuhalfen 1150 County Rd. 
1330 E 
Henry, IL 61537 

• Concerned about the monetary 
cost 

• Concerned about loss of irrigated 
land 

• Prefers building a bridge at 
Mossville and connecting it to Rt. 
39 

 X 

Tonya Putnam 772 Thenius Road 
Sparland, IL  

• Believes truck traffic and through 
traffic will use bluff alignment and 
local traffic would use existing IL 
29 

• Believes the bluff alternative is 
preferable to going through 
Sparland to avoid impacting the 
town and the waterfowl refuge. 
Also believes bluff would have to 
be less expensive because of all 
the retaining walls on existing IL 
29 alternative. 

• Believes bluff alternative complies 
with law protecting IDNR land 

• Does not believe the deer would 
use the wildlife crossings 

• Believes a bridge connecting IL6 
and Rt. 39 would improve access 
to Caterpillar for commuters. 

 X 
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• Concerned that traffic would 

increase on IL17 bridge causing 
additional wear and tear 

• Concerned about increasing 
flooding in Sparland 

• Believes it is endangering to 
motorists to cut into the hillside 

• Concerned about the safety of the 
proposed Thenius Road 
intersection 

Ned Ransom 1012 Main St. 
Henry, IL 61537 

• Believes road would increase 
safety and travel efficiency X  

Craig Ross 15908 N. Krause 
Rd. 
Chillicothe, IL 
61523 

• Would prefer the ring road be built 
because does not believe that IL29 
would be traveled by people trying 
to get northeast 

• Asks what measures are being 
taken to minimize noise 

 X 

Albert Rostello 2 Oakdale Ave. 
Spring Valley, IL 
61362 

• Believes environmental and socio-
economic costs outweigh the 
amount of time that will be saved 
traveling the roadway 

• Believes existing roadway should 
be widened and the speed limit 
raised 

• Believes money should be spent 
on resurfacing existing roadways 

 X 

Jerry and Janet 
Segler 

775 State Rt. 29 
Sparland, IL 61565-
9805 

• Believes that enough traffic would 
use the bluff alignment. Believes 
that most of the traffic coming into 
Sparland go east to I-39 to travel 
between Peoria and Chicago and 
would be willing to use the bluff for 
a quicker path. 

• Believes that bluff must cost less 
because it would be less 
expensive to buy farmland that buy 
residences, build retaining walls 
and elevate roads. 

• Concerned about compensation 
for not only residence, but moving 
expenses, etc. 

• Believes that displaced residences 
should have been notified in 
advance of the rest of the 
community members. 

• Would like to have consideration 
given to an access road so they 

 X 
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can access their other property 
and potentially rebuild or relocate 
their house onto it. 

Roy F. Seibold 994 Willow Rd. 
Sparland, IL 61565 

 
X  

Dave Smith 

Sparland Board 
Member 

PO Box 193 
Sparland, IL 61565 

• Believes project will negatively 
impact Sparland by removing 
taxable land from its tax base  X 

Michael and Amy 
Soldat 

1605 Sandstone Ct. 
Chillicothe, IL 
61523 

• Believes Chillicothe bypass will 
improve safety (2) X  

Virgil Swanson 4110 E. Cloverdale 
Rd. 
Chillicothe, IL 
61523-9585 

• Believes adjustments to 
Cloverdale Road (moving plans to 
the north and providing a short 
access road) are improvements 

• Believes project minimizes impact 
to her property 

X  

Frances C. 
Timmermann 

5603 E. Crews Ave. 
Chillicothe, IL 
61523 

• Believes the proposed project 
would improve the safety 
conditions along the roadway 

• Believes with higher traffic 
numbers in the future the roadway 
should be a 4-lane freeway in the 
central section 

• Concerned about the current 
safety of school buses 

X  

Frank Timmermann 5603 E. Crews Ave. 
Chillicothe, IL 
61523 

• Believes the proposed project 
would improve the safety 
conditions along the roadway 

• Believes with higher traffic 
numbers in the future the roadway 
should be a 4-lane freeway in the 
central section 

• Believes the proposed project 
would improve the economic 
conditions along the roadway 

X  

Gerald Villiger 1127 West 
Sycamore St. 
Chillicothe, IL 
61523 

• Believes posted speed limit is too 
fast for motorists hauling farming 
machinery 

• Believes that the bisecting of his 
farm and impact to central pivot 
system would not be fairly 
compensated 

• Believes that raising the road to 
50-year high water level would 
increase flooding on both sides of 
IL29 at Crow Creek 

 X 
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June 2006 Public Hearings - Sent in via mail 
 

Name Address Comments Support Oppose 
• Disagrees with closing existing IL 

29 on south side of Henry. 
Believes it would negatively impact 
Henry’s businesses and would 
eliminate ability for slower moving 
traffic to use alternative roadways. 

Kenneth Villiger 207 Conrad St. 
Henry, IL 61537 

• Believes traffic numbers are too 
low south of Henry to I-180 

• Believes monetary cost is too high 

• Costs do not outweigh the benefits 

• Believes bypass would adversely 
impact Henry businesses 

• The project would impact family 
farm – eliminate central pivot 
system and wells, bisect farm and 
leave land without measures to 
irrigate 

• Concerned about Crow Creek 
flooding second property farther 
south on IL29 

• Concerned about affecting 
emergency service routes 

• Concerned about effect new 
roadway would have on IL29’s 
status as a scenic byway 

• Does not believe that I-180 would 
experience more traffic with new 
roadway 

• While proposed roadway is better 
than IL17 to I-39, it isn’t preferred 
by motorists so it wouldn’t be well 
traveled 

• Believes that Henry Township sent 
IDOT a letter opposing the 
roadway 

 X 

Susan Vonk 18530 N. Old 
Galena Rd. 
Chillicothe, IL 

• Does not believe traffic numbers 
justify roadway 

• Believes project is too costly 
 X 

John C. Wagner 4210 Cloverdale 
Rd. 
Chillicothe, IL 
61523 

• Believes proposed IL29 should 
overpass Cloverdale Rd. to 
eliminate impacting the residences 
on the south side of Cloverdale 
Road and landlocking the farmland 
behind them. Believes this would 
be less expensive that having 
Cloverdale Rd. overpass IL 29 

 X 

Robert Ward 432 County Rd. 850 • Believes the presentation was  X 
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June 2006 Public Hearings - Sent in via mail 
 

Name Address Comments Support Oppose 
East 
Sparland, IL 61565 

helpful, clear and comprehendible 

• Believes improving the existing 
roadway would be less expensive 

• Does not believe that project will 
effectively enhance economic 
position of towns in the project 
area 

Terry Ward 432 County Rd. – 
850 East 
Sparland, IL 61565 

• Concerned about project’s cost 

• Does not believe that project will 
improve local economies it 
bypasses 

 X 

Debra A. Welch 116 E. Lake Shore 
Dr. 
Edelstein, IL 61526 

• Believes project is too costly 

• Concerned about displacements 
and loss of farmland 

• Does not believe a faster way to 
Chicago is a priority of Chillicothe 
residents 

• Concerned about the 
inconvenience of construction 

 X 

Berna Winship 

Winship Shady Bluff 
Farm 

6975 IL Hwy 29 
Putnam, IL 61560 

• Concerned about personal 
farmland being reduced (for the 
third time because of 
improvements to IL29) 

• Believes IL29 solely needs 
resurfacing 

 X 

Cheryle A. Wood 

No Way Corridor A 
Committee 

1018 Yankee Lane 
Sparland, IL 61565 

• Supports keeping the project on 
existing IL29 as much as possible 

• Believes the proposed project will 
support towns along the roadway 

• Believes dropping the bluff 
minimizes impact to farmland and 
wildlife 

• Is grateful for ability to have input 
on the proposed project 

X  

John Wosik 12409 N. 
Blackhawk Ct. 
Dunlap, IL 61525-
9552 

• Does not believe taxes should be 
spent on the proposed project 

• Supports rebuilding bridge viaduct 
on north side of Chillicothe 

• Does not believe traffic numbers 
support project 

• Does not believe motorists 
traveling between Peoria and 
Chicago would use the proposed 
route 

• Believes proposed project would 

 X 
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June 2006 Public Hearings - Sent in via mail 
 

Name Address Comments Support Oppose 
encourage sprawl 

• Believes project would increase 
travel times/distances to Peoria 
and waste energy 

• Does not believe project would 
encourage high quality economic 
development, but rather fast food 
restaurants, gas stations, etc. 

Not provided Not provided • Preferred route proposed at PIM2 
but eliminated afterwards [Likely 
the bluff alignment] 

 X 
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Table 4 
IL Route 29 Study 

Illinois Department of Transportation – District 4 
Tally of Submitted Comments 

June 2006 Public Hearings - Total of All Comments 
 

TALLY OF SUBMITTED COMMENTS 
June 2006 - Total of All Comments 
 

Comment Number of 
Comments 

Comments from the point of view that the proposed project’s intention is to provide an improved 
route between Peoria and Chicago 

24 

Believes taxes would be better spent on other transportation projects such as a bridge at 
Mossville, the “ring road”, IL24 to I-55, IL24 to I-39, IL6 to I-39,  IL40, IL 6 to Rt. 116, 336 or 
high speed rail 

24 

Concerned about impact to environment (farmland, CRP and other Illinois River restoration 
efforts, forest, bluff, sedimentation in the Illinois River, wildlife, wetlands, runoff, air pollution by 
increased gas consumption, noise pollution, Miller-Anderson Woods) 

22 

Does not believe taxes should be spent on the proposed project 13 

Does not believe proposed project would economically benefit towns in project area 12 

Believes proposed project would economically benefit towns in the project corridor 11 

Believes existing roadways need to be improved before creating new ones 10 

Concerned about construction schedule and cost 9 

Concerned about impact to rural lifestyle 8 

Does not believe that population growth and traffic numbers indicate need for improvements 8 

Believes proposed project will improve safety 7 

Believes traffic numbers justify need for proposed project 7 

Supports completing the proposed project as soon as possible 7 

Does not believe there is a need for the proposed project 6 

Believes existing IL29 route is scenic and should be preserved 6 

Believes proposed project minimizes impact to high quality farmland 6 

Believes proposed project reuses existing right-of-way to the greatest extent possible 5 

Proposed alternative is best to-date 5 

Believes proposed project will improve Henry 5 

Believes existing IL 29 could be improved enough to address issues 5 

Believes Chillicothe bypass would adversely affect businesses in town 4 

Concerned about property being too close to the proposed project, but not actually directly 
impacted. Some would like more information on compensation for property being close to 
proposed alignment (e.g., purchase) or is impacted aesthetically by the proposed project 

4 

Believes most important part of proposed project is the expansion of IL29 under viaduct on 4 
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TALLY OF SUBMITTED COMMENTS 
June 2006 - Total of All Comments 
 

Comment Number of 
Comments 

north side of Chillicothe 

Concerned about residential impacts resulting from proposed project 4 

Prefers a more western bypass around Henry 4 

Concerned about impact on Native American artifacts and how artifacts would be handled if 
found during construction 

3 

Concerned that proposed project would introduce drug dealers and criminals to the area 3 

Supports efforts to provide natural noise abatement measures 3 

Does not believe improvements north of Chillicothe are necessary (because of lack of traffic) 3 

Believes Chillicothe bypass should follow Old Galena Road 3 

Believes bluff alignment would be quicker and less expensive 3 

Believes proposed project will provide economic opportunities limited in quality and time 3 

Believes proposed project will improve wildlife crossing situations 3 

Appreciates consideration given to public input 3 

Believes Henry bypass will have adverse affect on Henry’s economy 3 

As a property owner affected by the proposed project, would like more frequent updates 3 

Believes that existing IL29 through Henry is sufficient 2 

Believes enough traffic would use the bluff alignment to warrant its construction 2 

Advocates a bike/hiking trail to be included in the design 2 

Concerned about sprawl resulting from proposed project 2 

Believes proposed project minimizes impact to bluffs and nature preserves 2 

Does not believe proposed project will increase safety 2 

Suggests bypassing Putnam 2 

Asks cost of reinforcing the bluff between Chillicothe and north of Sparland 2 

Does not believe Chillicothe bypass will improve Chillicothe’s economy 2 

Concerned about impact to family farms 2 

Concerned about emergency access to Henry 2 

Concerned about the displacements 2 

Believes proposed project minimizes impact to the environment, including the slough south of 
Henry 

2 

Prefers bluff alignment 2 

Concerned about safeness of transporting farming machinery on/across new roadway 2 

Concerned about compensation for bisecting a farm with central pivot irrigation system 2 

Believes with higher traffic numbers in the future the roadway should be a 4-lane freeway in the 2 
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TALLY OF SUBMITTED COMMENTS 
June 2006 - Total of All Comments 
 

Comment Number of 
Comments 

central section 

Believes that raising the road to 50-year high water level would increase flooding on both sides 
of IL29 at Crow Creek 

2 

Requests a complete cost-benefit analysis 1 

Suggests studying a high-speed rail system between the towns 1 

Suggests widening Whitefield Road to accommodate truck traffic accessing Henry’s industrial 
area 

1 

Suggests improving existing IL 29/Whitefield Road intersection because it is dangerous 1 

Thought IL6 was halted because Native American artifacts were found there 1 

Believes cost per person to increase access to Peoria is too high 1 

Does not believe proposed project adequately addresses runoff and water quality impacts from 
construction 

1 

Believes proposed project would introduce alien species to Root Cemetery and suggests 
planting only native species between Truitt and the county line 

1 

Believes proposed project will decrease travel time 1 

Requests information on economic impact of bypassing towns (like Chillicothe) 1 

Requests information on impact to watershed north of Chillicothe and ultimately community well 
for Fawn Hills residents 

1 

Asks if there will be a contingency plan for the farmland that will be contested 1 

Does not believe all interchanges along Chillicothe bypass are necessary 1 

Does not believe recreational buffer area in Chillicothe’s future land use plan is an adequate 
mitigation measure 

1 

Believes the tree removal prohibition time begins too late (April) – believes eagles nest as early 
as February 

1 

Does not believe the intermodal improvements will benefit more than a few businesses 1 

Believe proposed project will have limited improvements in travel efficiency 1 

Concerned that IDNR does not have the funds to properly oversee mitigation properties 1 

Believes wildlife crossing measures need to include 10-foot fences to keep deer off the road 1 

Hopes project minimizes noise and prevents animal collisions as much as possible 1 

Believes it is the communities’ responsibility to keep the economy vibrant under the proposed 
project 

1 

Believes Cedar Hills Drive improvement is one of the most important features of the proposed 
project 

1 

Does not believe proposed project is the highest priority for the project area 1 

Believes the Chillicothe bypass is one of the most important improvements 1 

Concerned about emergency service to Fawn Hills, Benedict Street north of Hart Lane, and 1 
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TALLY OF SUBMITTED COMMENTS 
June 2006 - Total of All Comments 
 

Comment Number of 
Comments 

Yankee Lane 

Concerned that if the frontage road to Ivy Lake Road isn’t for the camp then it would become 
used as a shortcut or used by commercial traffic 

1 

Supports alignment on existing IL 29 in Central Section  1 

Supports current design measures including retaining walls and flatter grade to decrease fuel 
burn 

1 

Supports Sparland bypass 1 

Asks what kind of compensation is available if profile of the property is raised to meet roadway 
profile (at Cloverdale Rd.). 

1 

Believes proposed project minimizes noise impacts 1 

Does not believe proposed project will provide better access to Peoria 1 

Suggests including a partial cloverleaf (southwest quadrant of IL29/Cedar Hills Drive 
interchange) to avoid users intersecting with CAT workers at peak hours. 

1 

Believes proposed project will improve access roads 1 

Believes proposed project will improve Chillicothe’s economy 1 

Overpasses at Cloverdale and Sycamore are critical to Chillicothe’s westward growth 1 

Believes project is necessary 1 

Believes only need 3 lanes between Chillicothe and Sparland (2 SB and 1 NB). 1 

Believes proposed project will adversely impact Putnam 1 

Believes wetland impacts are minimized by proposed project 1 

Does not believe interchange is necessary along Henry bypass 1 

Supports Henry Bypass 1 

Suggests a cloverleaf or similar type intersection in Putnam to address the large amount of 
truck traffic 

1 

Concerned about the safety of Putnam being the first major intersection off of I-180 1 

Concerned that proposed Henry bypass presents the possibility of property annexation 1 

Believes proposed project will benefit Caterpillar rather than Marshall and Putnam Counties 1 

Would like to see Western Avenue and Bradford-Putnam blacktop improved 1 

Believes there will be an increase in truck traffic from the alcohol plants and livestock 
production 

1 

Believes project will provide better access to jobs outside of Henry making it easier to live in 
Henry and work elsewhere 

1 

Believes proposed project will provide better access to Peoria 1 

Irrigated farm parcel will be halved by project. Believes state should buy whole property so he 
can move investment elsewhere 

1 
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June 2006 - Total of All Comments 
 

Comment Number of 
Comments 

Suggest having property assessments on hand at public meetings so that impacted property 
owners can find out exactly what they’ll be compensated so they can form an opinion on the 
project. 

1 

Does not believe that so many trucks travel through Putnam 1 

Believes proposed project would be a burden on the towns it goes through 1 

Concerned about trucks and cars with trailers crossing the road at Putnam 1 

Believes proposed project provides an opportunity to build wetlands along roadway 1 

Believes implementing erosion control devices would minimize sedimentation in the Illinois 
River 

1 

Believes IL 29 will become like Rt. 66 1 

Believes existing IL 29 through Chillicothe is sufficient 1 

Believes the T&E plant species mitigation measures are inadequate. 1 

Believes proposed project minimizes cost of maintenance 1 

Concerned about proposed project being built on unstable ground 1 

Believes seniors and rural drivers would have a hard time navigating a 4-lane road 1 

Concerned about floodplain impact to Crow Creek 1 

Believes there should be an exit on the north side of Henry bypass for industrial truck traffic 
servicing industrial facilities (PolyONE, Noveon, Fertilizer plant, anhydrous plant and future 
development) 

1 

Believes there should be additional compensation for such long-standing farms. 1 

Does not believe an interchange at Sparland is necessary 1 

Believes proposed action will improve emergency service between Princeton and Peoria 1 

Concerned about wildlife accidents 1 

Concerned that Chillicothe bypass comes too close to subdivisions (e.g., Galena Knolls) 1 

Believes access to Mossville Caterpillar Plant is highest priority 1 

Suggests scheduling one meeting in the morning for those who work second shift such as the 
Lockharts and one in the evening for those who work first shift 

1 

Believes truck traffic would use bluff and cars would use existing IL 29 1 

Believes bluff alignment would minimize impact to waterfowl refuge near Sparland and would 
comply with IDNR laws 

1 

Does not believe deer will use wildlife crossings 1 

Concerned about additional traffic using IL17 causing wear and tear 1 

Concerned about increase in flooding in Sparland 1 

Concerned about the safety of cutting into the hillside 1 

Concerned about safety of proposed Thenius Road intersection 1 
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June 2006 - Total of All Comments 
 

Comment Number of 
Comments 

Concerned about not only compensation for displacement, but for moving expenses, etc. 1 

Believes displaced residences should have found out before the public hearing 1 

Believes alignment through Sparland will negatively affect tax base 1 

Believes adjustments to Cloverdale Road (moving plans to the north and providing a short 
access road) are improvements 

1 

Concerned about the current safety of school buses 1 

Disagrees with closing existing IL 29 on south side of Henry. Believes it would negatively 
impact Henry’s businesses and would eliminate ability for slower moving traffic to use 
alternative roadways. 

1 

Does not believe that I-180 would experience more traffic with new roadway 1 

Believes proposed IL29 should overpass Cloverdale Rd. to eliminate impacting the residences 
on the south side of Cloverdale Road and landlocking the farmland behind them. Believes this 
would be less expensive that having Cloverdale Rd. overpass IL 29 

1 

Believes proposed project is less expensive than bluff alignment 1 

Concerned about inconvenience of construction 1 
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IL Route 29 Study 

Illinois Department of Transportation – District 4 
Tally of Submitted Comments 

June 14th, 2006 Public Hearings - Three Sisters Park 
 

TALLY OF SUBMITTED COMMENTS 
June 14TH, 2006 Public Hearing - Three Sisters Park 
 

Comment Number of 
Comments 

Believes taxes would be better spent on other transportation projects such as a bridge at 
Mossville, the “ring road”, IL24 to I-55, IL24 to I-39, IL6 to I-39,  IL40, IL 6 to Rt. 116, 336 or 
high speed rail 

12 

Concerned about impact to environment (farmland, CRP and other Illinois River restoration 
efforts, forest, bluff, sedimentation in the Illinois River, wildlife, wetlands, runoff, air pollution by 
increased gas consumption, noise pollution, Miller-Anderson Woods) 

11 

Comments from the point of view that the proposed project’s intention is to provide an improved 
route between Peoria and Chicago 

8 

Does not believe proposed project would economically benefit towns in project area 7 

Does not believe taxes should be spent on the proposed project 7 

Concerned about impact to rural lifestyle 6 

Believes existing roadways need to be improved before creating new ones 5 

Does not believe that population growth and traffic numbers indicate need for improvements 4 

Believes proposed project would economically benefit towns in the project corridor 4 

Concerned about property being too close to the proposed project, but not actually directly 
impacted. Some would like more information on compensation for property being close to 
proposed alignment (e.g., purchase) or is impacted aesthetically by the proposed project 

3 

Supports efforts to provide natural noise abatement measures 3 

Supports completing the proposed project as soon as possible 3 

Concerned about impact on Native American artifacts and how artifacts would be handled if 
found during construction 

2 

Concerned that proposed project would introduce drug dealers and criminals to the area 2 

Believes existing IL29 route is scenic and should be preserved 2 

Does not believe there is a need for the proposed project 2 

Believes Chillicothe bypass would adversely affect businesses in town 2 

Believes proposed project will improve safety 2 

Believes most important part of proposed project is the expansion of IL29 under viaduct on 
north side of Chillicothe 

2 

Concerned about residential impacts resulting from proposed project 2 

Believes proposed project minimizes impact to bluffs and nature preserves 2 

Believes traffic numbers justify need for proposed project 2 
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June 14TH, 2006 Public Hearing - Three Sisters Park 
 

Comment Number of 
Comments 

Does not believe proposed project will increase safety 2 

Believes proposed project will provide economic opportunities limited in quality and time 2 

Does not believe Chillicothe bypass will improve Chillicothe’s economy 2 

Advocates a bike/hiking trail to be included in the design 1 

Requests a complete cost-benefit analysis 1 

Concerned about sprawl resulting from proposed project 1 

Suggests studying a high-speed rail system between the towns 1 

Believes proposed project reuses existing right-of-way to the greatest extent possible 1 

Suggests widening Whitefield Road to accommodate truck traffic accessing Henry’s industrial 
area 

1 

Suggests improving existing IL 29/Whitefield Road intersection because it is dangerous 1 

Does not believe improvements north of Chillicothe are necessary (because of lack of traffic) 1 

Believes Chillicothe bypass should follow Old Galena Road 1 

Thought IL6 was halted because Native American artifacts were found there 1 

Believes cost per person to increase access to Peoria is too high 1 

Does not believe proposed project adequately addresses runoff and water quality impacts from 
construction 

1 

Believes proposed project would introduce alien species to Root Cemetery and suggests 
planting only native species between Truitt and the county line 

1 

Believes proposed project will decrease travel time 1 

Believes bluff alignment would be quicker and less expensive 1 

Believes enough traffic would use the bluff alignment to warrant its construction 1 

Requests information on economic impact of bypassing towns (like Chillicothe) 1 

Requests information on impact to watershed north of Chillicothe and ultimately community well 
for Fawn Hills residents 

1 

Concerned about construction schedule and cost 1 

Asks if there will be a contingency plan for the farmland that will be contested 1 

Does not believe all interchanges along Chillicothe bypass are necessary 1 

Does not believe recreational buffer area in Chillicothe’s future land use plan is an adequate 
mitigation measure 

1 

Believes the tree removal prohibition time begins too late (April) – believes eagles nest as early 
as February 

1 

Does not believe the intermodal improvements will benefit more than a few businesses 1 

Believe proposed project will have limited improvements in travel efficiency 1 
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June 14TH, 2006 Public Hearing - Three Sisters Park 
 

Comment Number of 
Comments 

Concerned that IDNR does not have the funds to properly oversee mitigation properties 1 

Believes wildlife crossing measures need to include 10-foot fences to keep deer off the road 1 

Hopes project minimizes noise and prevents animal collisions as much as possible 1 

Believes it is the communities’ responsibility to keep the economy vibrant under the proposed 
project 

1 

Believes Cedar Hills Drive improvement is one of the most important features of the proposed 
project 

1 

Does not believe proposed project is the highest priority for the project area 1 

Concerned about emergency service to Fawn Hills, Benedict Street north of Hart Lane, and 
Yankee Lane 

1 

Concerned that if the frontage road to Ivy Lake Road isn’t for the camp then it would become 
used as a shortcut or used by commercial traffic 

1 

Proposed alternative is best to-date 1 

Supports alignment on existing IL 29 in Central Section  1 

Supports current design measures including retaining walls and flatter grade to decrease fuel 
burn 

1 

Supports Sparland bypass 1 

Believes proposed project minimizes impact to high quality farmland 1 

Asks what kind of compensation is available if profile of the property is raised to meet roadway 
profile (at Cloverdale Rd.). 

1 

Believes proposed project minimizes noise impacts 1 

Does not believe proposed project will provide better access to Peoria 1 

Suggests including a partial cloverleaf (southwest quadrant of IL29/Cedar Hills Drive 
interchange) to avoid users intersecting with CAT workers at peak hours. 

1 

Believes proposed project will improve wildlife crossing situations 1 

Believes proposed project will improve access roads 1 

Appreciates consideration given to public input 1 

Believes proposed project will improve Chillicothe’s economy 1 

Overpasses at Cloverdale and Sycamore are critical to Chillicothe’s westward growth 1 

Believes project is necessary 1 

Believes only need 3 lanes between Chillicothe and Sparland (2 SB and 1 NB). 1 

Concerned about impact to family farms 1 

Believes existing IL 29 through Chillicothe is sufficient 1 

Believes the T&E plant species mitigation measures are inadequate. 1 
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TALLY OF SUBMITTED COMMENTS 
June 15TH, 2006  - Henry-Senachwine High School 
 

Comment Number of 
Comments 

Concerned about impact to environment (farmland, CRP and other Illinois River restoration 
efforts, forest, bluff, sedimentation in the Illinois River, wildlife, wetlands, runoff, air pollution by 
increased gas consumption, noise pollution, Miller-Anderson Woods) 

5 

Believes proposed project would economically benefit towns in the project corridor 5 

Believes proposed project will improve Henry 5 

Concerned about impact to rural lifestyle 4 

Does not believe that population growth and traffic numbers indicate need for improvements 4 

Believes proposed project reuses existing right-of-way to the greatest extent possible 4 

Supports completing the proposed project as soon as possible 4 

Prefers a more western bypass around Henry 4 

Believes existing roadways need to be improved before creating new ones 3 

Does not believe taxes should be spent on the proposed project 3 

Does not believe proposed project would economically benefit towns in project area 3 

Believes traffic numbers justify need for proposed project 3 

Does not believe there is a need for the proposed project 2 

Believes proposed project minimizes impact to high quality farmland 2 

Suggests bypassing Putnam 2 

Believes existing IL 29 could be improved enough to address issues 2 

Concerned about property being too close to the proposed project, but not actually directly 
impacted. Some would like more information on compensation for property being close to 
proposed alignment (e.g., purchase) or is impacted aesthetically by the proposed project 

1 

Concerned about impact on Native American artifacts and how artifacts would be handled if 
found during construction 

1 

Believes existing IL29 route is scenic and should be preserved 1 

Believes proposed project will improve safety 1 

Does not believe improvements north of Chillicothe are necessary (because of lack of traffic) 1 

Believes taxes would be better spent on other transportation projects such as a bridge at 
Mossville, the “ring road”, IL24 to I-55, IL24 to I-39, IL6 to I-39,  IL40, IL 6 to Rt. 116, 336 or 
high speed rail 

1 

Concerned about construction schedule and cost 1 
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June 15TH, 2006  - Henry-Senachwine High School 
 

Comment Number of 
Comments 

Believes the Chillicothe bypass is one of the most important improvements 1 

Believes proposed project will improve wildlife crossing situations 1 

Appreciates consideration given to public input 1 

Believes Henry bypass will have adverse affect on Henry’s economy 1 

Believes that existing IL29 through Henry is sufficient 1 

Believes proposed project will adversely impact Putnam 1 

Believes wetland impacts are minimized by proposed project 1 

Does not believe interchange is necessary along Henry bypass 1 

Supports Henry Bypass 1 

Suggests a cloverleaf or similar type intersection in Putnam to address the large amount of 
truck traffic 

1 

Concerned about the safety of Putnam being the first major intersection off of I-180 1 

Asks cost of reinforcing the bluff between Chillicothe and north of Sparland 1 

Concerned that proposed Henry bypass presents the possibility of property annexation 1 

Concerned about impact to family farms 1 

Believes proposed project will benefit Caterpillar rather than Marshall and Putnam Counties 1 

Would like to see Western Avenue and Bradford-Putnam blacktop improved 1 

Believes there will be an increase in truck traffic from the alcohol plants and livestock 
production 

1 

Believes project will provide better access to jobs outside of Henry making it easier to live in 
Henry and work elsewhere 

1 

As a property owner affected by the proposed project, would like more frequent updates 1 

Believes proposed project will provide better access to Peoria 1 

Irrigated farm parcel will be halved by project. Believes state should buy whole property so he 
can move investment elsewhere 

1 

Suggest having property assessments on hand at public meetings so that impacted property 
owners can find out exactly what they’ll be compensated so they can form an opinion on the 
project. 

1 

Does not believe that so many trucks travel through Putnam 1 

Believes proposed project would be a burden on the towns it goes through 1 

Concerned about emergency access to Henry 1 

Concerned about trucks and cars with trailers crossing the road at Putnam 1 

Concerned about the displacements 1 

Believes proposed project provides an opportunity to build wetlands along roadway 1 
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Comment Number of 
Comments 

Believes implementing erosion control devices would minimize sedimentation in the Illinois 
River 

1 

Believes IL 29 will become like Rt. 66 1 
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TALLY OF SUBMITTED COMMENTS 
June 2006 Public Hearings - Comments sent in via Mail 
 

Comment Number of 
Comments 

Believes taxes would be better spent on other transportation projects such as a bridge at 
Mossville, the “ring road”, IL24 to I-55, IL24 to I-39, IL6 to I-39,  IL40, IL 6 to Rt. 116, 336 or 
high speed rail 

11 

Concerned about construction schedule and cost 7 

Comments from the point of view that the proposed project’s intention is to provide an improved 
route between Peoria and Chicago 

6 

Concerned about impact to environment (farmland, CRP and other Illinois River restoration 
efforts, forest, bluff, sedimentation in the Illinois River, wildlife, wetlands, runoff, air pollution by 
increased gas consumption, noise pollution, Miller-Anderson Woods) 

6 

Does not believe that population growth and traffic numbers indicate need for improvements 5 

Believes proposed project will improve safety 4 

Does not believe taxes should be spent on the proposed project 3 

Believes existing IL29 route is scenic and should be preserved 3 

Concerned about impact to rural lifestyle 3 

Believes proposed project would economically benefit towns in the project corridor 3 

Proposed alternative is best to-date 3 

Believes proposed project minimizes impact to high quality farmland 3 

Believes existing IL 29 could be improved enough to address issues 3 

Believes proposed project minimizes impact to the environment, including the slough south of 
Henry 

2 

Prefers bluff alignment 2 

Believes existing roadways need to be improved before creating new ones 2 

Does not believe there is a need for the proposed project 2 

Believes Chillicothe bypass would adversely affect businesses in town 2 

Believes most important part of proposed project is the expansion of IL29 under viaduct on 
north side of Chillicothe 

2 

Believes Chillicothe bypass should follow Old Galena Road 2 

Does not believe proposed project would economically benefit towns in project area 2 

Concerned about residential impacts resulting from proposed project 2 

Believes bluff alignment would be quicker and less expensive 2 
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TALLY OF SUBMITTED COMMENTS 
June 2006 Public Hearings - Comments sent in via Mail 
 

Comment Number of 
Comments 

Believes traffic numbers justify need for proposed project 2 

Believes Henry bypass will have adverse affect on Henry’s economy 2 

As a property owner affected by the proposed project, would like more frequent updates 2 

Concerned about safeness of transporting farming machinery on/across new roadway 2 

Concerned about compensation for bisecting a farm with central pivot irrigation system 2 

Believes with higher traffic numbers in the future the roadway should be a 4-lane freeway in the 
central section 

2 

Believes that raising the road to 50-year high water level would increase flooding on both sides 
of IL29 at Crow Creek 

2 

Advocates a bike/hiking trail to be included in the design 1 

Concerned that proposed project would introduce drug dealers and criminals to the area 1 

Concerned about sprawl resulting from proposed project 1 

Does not believe improvements north of Chillicothe are necessary (because of lack of traffic) 1 

Believes enough traffic would use the bluff alignment to warrant its construction 1 

Believes proposed project will provide economic opportunities limited in quality and time 1 

Supports completing the proposed project as soon as possible 1 

Believes proposed project will improve wildlife crossing situations 1 

Appreciates consideration given to public input 1 

Asks cost of reinforcing the bluff between Chillicothe and north of Sparland 1 

Concerned about emergency access to Henry 1 

Concerned about the displacements 1 

Believes proposed project minimizes cost of maintenance 1 

Concerned about proposed project being built on unstable ground 1 

Believes seniors and rural drivers would have a hard time navigating a 4-lane road 1 

Concerned about floodplain impact to Crow Creek 1 

Believes there should be an exit on the north side of Henry bypass for industrial truck traffic 
servicing industrial facilities (PolyONE, Noveon, Fertilizer plant, anhydrous plant and future 
development) 

1 

Believes there should be additional compensation for such long-standing farms. 1 

Does not believe an interchange at Sparland is necessary 1 

Believes proposed action will improve emergency service between Princeton and Peoria 1 

Concerned about wildlife accidents 1 

Concerned that Chillicothe bypass comes too close to subdivisions (e.g., Galena Knolls) 1 
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TALLY OF SUBMITTED COMMENTS 
June 2006 Public Hearings - Comments sent in via Mail 
 

Comment Number of 
Comments 

Believes access to Mossville Caterpillar Plant is highest priority 1 

Suggests scheduling one meeting in the morning for those who work second shift such as the 
Lockharts and one in the evening for those who work first shift 

1 

Believes truck traffic would use bluff and cars would use existing IL 29 1 

Believes bluff alignment would minimize impact to waterfowl refuge near Sparland and would 
comply with IDNR laws 

1 

Does not believe deer will use wildlife crossings 1 

Concerned about additional traffic using IL17 causing wear and tear 1 

Concerned about increase in flooding in Sparland 1 

Concerned about the safety of cutting into the hillside 1 

Concerned about safety of proposed Thenius Road intersection 1 

Concerned about not only compensation for displacement, but for moving expenses, etc. 1 

Believes displaced residences should have found out before the public hearing 1 

Believes alignment through Sparland will negatively affect tax base 1 

Believes adjustments to Cloverdale Road (moving plans to the north and providing a short 
access road) are improvements 

1 

Concerned about the current safety of school buses 1 

Disagrees with closing existing IL 29 on south side of Henry. Believes it would negatively 
impact Henry’s businesses and would eliminate ability for slower moving traffic to use 
alternative roadways. 

1 

Does not believe that I-180 would experience more traffic with new roadway 1 

Believes proposed IL29 should overpass Cloverdale Rd. to eliminate impacting the residences 
on the south side of Cloverdale Road and landlocking the farmland behind them. Believes this 
would be less expensive that having Cloverdale Rd. overpass IL 29 

1 

Believes proposed project is less expensive than bluff alignment 1 

Concerned about inconvenience of construction 1 
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To: File 
From: Mike Lewis, Studies & Plans – Squad 2 
Subject: IL Route 29 Study – Public Meeting #4 – Sparland 
Date: January 31, 2008 

Memorandum 

 
 
On January 23, 2008, Illinois Department of Transportation representatives held an 
open house public meeting at the Sparland Village Hall to present updates to local 
residents regarding proposed design changes in the Sparland area.  The meeting 
was held from 4:30pm to 7:00pm.  In attendance from the design team were Tom 
Lacy, Studies & Plans Engineer; Maureen Addis, Project Engineer; Mike Lewis, 
Team Leader; and Jim Jodie, Project Manager (CH2M HILL).  A sign in sheet is 
attached with names of attendees from the public.   
 
Comments were received by the design team and explanations were given 
concerning the design changes, as well as concerning the project in general.  
Changes since the 2006 public hearing included:  a flyover structure for Ramp D at 
Thenius Road, a roundabout at IL 29/IL 17/Hilltop Drive, and a double left turn at IL 
17/IL 29/Ferry Street.  The changes were shown with orthophoto renderings, plan 
view drawings, and a video on roundabouts.   
 
A summary of various discussions with the public follows: 
 
In general the design changes were well received and the residents in attendance 
did not see many negative aspects to the changes.  Concerns were raised, 
however, about whether the benefits of the improvements would justify the cost.  
Also, some of the residents were unsure if a roundabout would work well at that 
location.  Comments were received doubting if the roundabout would be able to 
handle the expected volume of traffic.   
 
One individual suggested the previous design at Thenius Road would be better 
than, and a cost savings over, the new design.  He also suggested the use of a 
ramp to split off of Ramp D to go to westbound on Thenius Road.  He felt the 
roundabout would be too congested and wouldn’t work.  He also strongly 
suggested signage be placed on existing IL 29 to alert motorists of the Thenius 
Road intersection.  He said it is a dangerous location that has had accidents and 
near misses.   
 
Sparland Village President Roger Wilkinson and Tadd Kingen requested a copy of 
the existing Sparland orthophoto for their village.  Mike Lewis said that could be 
arranged.   
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President Wilkinson expressed some confusion over the traffic flow utilizing the 
flyover structure and the roundabout.  He understood the roundabout would be 
raised a few feet at IL 17 to improve the profile match with IL 17, but operations of 
the flyover and roundabout may not be completely understood.  Department 
representatives will supply him with more information to help the understanding of 
the design.   
 
Mr. Ron Gehrig, Steuben Township Clerk, requested a meeting with the 
department on behalf of the township.  He would like the township to receive more 
information regarding the roundabout and the design at Thenius Road.  He would 
like the department to include an example of a roundabout and any literature that 
could be handed out.  About one-half dozen handouts should be enough for their 
board.  They meet on the 2nd Tuesday of the month.   
 
Mr. Gehrig also had comments about the proposed design.  He stated it would be 
more difficult for trucks to go up the hill at IL 17 if the roundabout were in place.  
Maureen Addis explained how trucks would not have to stop when going from IL 29 
to westbound IL 17 once they have a gap in the traffic flow.  This would allow 
trucks to develop some momentum before going up the hill.  Mr. Gehrig agreed 
that the roundabout design may not be as bad as he first thought.   
 
Mr. Todd Pendleton, who lives on Thenius Road just west of existing IL 29, said he 
was okay with the proposed design for Thenius Road.  Jim Jodie explained that his 
driveway would need to be moved further west to improve the sight distance from 
the Ramp D overpass.  He was okay with that proposal.  The indirect route from 
Ramp D to his house on Thenius Road was his concern.   
 
A property owner located 4 to 5 houses north/west of existing IL 29 on Thenius 
Road has a trailer on the east side of Thenius Road.  His concern is the indirect 
route from Ramp D to his house.  He had some safety issues with the existing IL 
29/Thenius Road intersection.  On a couple of occasions, he was almost hit when 
he was northbound on IL 29 and turned left onto Thenius Road.  Drivers will pass 
him on the left when he is turning left.  Drivers may think they are beyond the 
village of Sparland and can drive 55 MPH.  It was explained that with the proposed 
design, this traffic movement/safety issue would be eliminated and no longer a 
problem.   
 
 

 
 
 
s:\gen\winword\std&plns\squad02\il 29 - four lane\public meeting - rd 4 - sparland\sparland public meeting 
summary.doc 
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