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1.  Decision 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Iowa and Illinois Departments of 
Transportation (Iowa DOT and IDOT) have identified the Selected Alternative for 
improving Interstate 74 (I-74) from its southern terminus at Avenue of the Cities (23rd 
Avenue) in Moline, Illinois to its northern terminus one mile north of the I-74 
interchange with 53rd Street in Davenport, Iowa.  The Selected Alternative identified and 
discussed in this Record of Decision is the preferred alternative identified in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).  

The purpose of the proposed improvements is to improve capacity, travel reliability, and 
safety along I-74 between its termini, and provide consistency with local land use 
planning goals.  The need for the proposed improvements to the I-74 corridor is based 
on a combination of factors related to providing better transportation service and 
sustaining economic development. In particular, the proposed action is intended to meet 
the following needs: 

• Traffic demand and service • Improved transportation connections 
• Improved roadway geometry  • Improved infrastructure condition 
• Improved safety considerations • Support of economic development 
• Dependability of travel  

The proposed work consists of upgrading the 4-lane interstate by providing mainline 
capacity improvements, modifications to the interchanges in downtown Moline and 
Bettendorf, Middle Road, U.S. 6/Spruce Hills Drive, and 53rd Street, and realigning I-74 
across the Mississippi River. A more detailed description of the Selected Alternative is 
located in Section 2.2 of this ROD and in the FEIS in Section 2.5, Identification of the 
Preferred Alternative, and Section 2.6, Modifications to the Preferred Alternative Since 
Publication of the DEIS. 

The remainder of this document identifies the rationale for identifying the Selected 
Alternative and responds to comments received on the project’s FEIS.  FHWA’s and Iowa 
and Illinois DOTs’ identification of the Selected Alternative was based upon consideration 
of environmental and socioeconomic impacts, guidance from resource agencies, and the 
results from an intensive public involvement process that included multiple public 
outreach activities. 

This Record of Decision complies with the regulations for implementing the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) under 40 CFR 1505.2 and 23 CFR 771. 
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2.  Alternatives Considered 
A broad array of alternatives was considered to address the transportation needs and 
objectives defined for the I-74 corridor study.  Alternatives were developed to address 
the identified design, traffic, and safety needs of the corridor; to meet established 
planning and design criteria and standards; to avoid or minimize impacts to 
environmental resources; and to sustain economic development opportunities along the 
corridor.   

The alternative improvement strategies developed considered highway capacity 
improvements, transportation system management strategies, and improvements to 
other modes of transportation, including public transit services and bicycle/pedestrian 
facilities.  Options for reusing the existing Mississippi River Bridges were explored, 
Mississippi River crossing location and lane arrangement options were evaluated, and 
interchange location and type options were examined.  A No-Action alternative was also 
identified. 

Given the differing nature of improvement requirements through the corridor, the study 
area was divided into three separate analysis sections; the South Section (from Avenue 
of the Cities [23rd Avenue] to 12th Avenue), the Central Section (from 12th Avenue in 
Illinois to Lincoln Road in Iowa), and the North Section (from Lincoln Road to one mile 
north of 53rd Street). 

2.1 Other Alternatives Considered 
Alternatives developed at a conceptual stage and then screened based on their ability to 
meet the project’s purpose and need included roadway alternatives such as providing 
additional travel lanes, reconfiguring existing service interchanges, and improving 
arterial roadways. Those that had the ability to satisfy the purpose and need and 
minimized environmental impacts along the I-74 corridor were developed into build 
alternatives. A variety of non-roadway improvements—such as transit, transportation 
system management, and bicycle and pedestrian improvements—were also considered. 
While these alternatives would not satisfy the purpose and need as stand-alone 
alternatives, they were retained and evaluated for their potential to be combined with 
other build alternatives. 

2.1.1 No-Action Alternative 
The No-Action Alternative, defined as no new major construction along the I-74 
corridor, was carried forward for comparison with the build alternatives, although it 
does not meet the project’s purpose and need. See Section 2.3.5 of the FEIS, No-Action 
Alternative, for details. 

2.1.2 Build Alternatives 
The build alternatives presented in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
meet the project purpose and need and accommodate the required safety, geometric, 
and capacity improvements while minimizing potential adverse environmental and 
community impacts. Build alternatives were developed on the basis of current design 
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standards and the most current, available traffic forecast data for the original project 
design year of 2025.  The project design year has been extended to 2035 since the 
publication of the DEIS.  See Section 2.2.1.1, Design Year and LOS, in the FEIS for details. 

For more details about the alternatives discussed below, see Section 2.4 of the FEIS, Build 
Alternatives Retained for Detailed Evaluation in the DEIS. 

South Section.  One build alternative was investigated in the South Section and 
discussed in the DEIS and FEIS.  Improvements would involve reconstruction of the 
existing facility and widening to include a third 12-foot through lane in each direction 
and a 12-foot auxiliary lane between Avenue of the Cities (23rd Avenue) and 7th 
Avenue in the northbound direction.  The I-74 bridges over the 19th Street collector and 
12th Avenue, and the Avenue of the Cities (23rd Avenue) bridge over I-74 would be 
reconstructed or repaired and widened to accommodate the proposed roadway 
improvements and provide adequate vertical clearance.  Minor design improvements 
are proposed at entrance and exit ramp terminals and at the ramp intersections along 
Avenue of the Cities (23rd Avenue). 

Central Section.  In the Central Section, two options were considered for the mainline 
alignment, interchanges in downtown Moline and Bettendorf, U.S. 67 connector, and 
local roadway underpass in Bettendorf.  

 The two mainline alignment alternatives, Alignment E and Alignment F, shift the 
mainline alignment to the east, locating them roughly 230 feet and 780 feet east of 
the existing roadway, respectively. Two variations were proposed for improving 
the 7th Avenue and River Drive interchanges in downtown Moline (Variations 
M1 and M2) and the U.S. 67 interchange in downtown Bettendorf (Variations B1 
and B2). Variations were designed to accommodate current and projected traffic 
demand, improve safety, and comply with current design standards. The 
interchange variations could be used with either alignment alternative. The 
proposed interchanges in downtown Bettendorf improve U.S. 67, a one-way 
couple, to a two-way street near I-74. Two design variations were developed for 
connecting the segments of U.S. 67 that would become a two-way street with the 
existing one-way couple on the east and west sides of the interchange. Both 
variations—the diagonal connector variation and 90-degree connector variation—
are compatible with both mainline alignment alternatives and both interchange 
types. Two local roadway underpass design variations were considered to retain 
accessibility to downtown Bettendorf. An improved Holmes Street/Mississippi 
Boulevard underpass and an improved Kimberly Road underpass option were 
presented as potential build alternatives.  

 In response to public interest and local transportation plans, three options for an 
exclusive bicycle and pedestrian trail across the Mississippi River were presented 
as elements of build alternatives in the DEIS. The three options include no 
bicycle/pedestrian accommodations on I-74 bridges, a new bicycle/pedestrian 
trail on the existing Iowa-bound bridge, and a new bicycle/pedestrian trail on a 
new I-74 bridge.  
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North Section.  In the North Section, one alternative was considered for the mainline and 
two alternatives were considered at the U.S. 6/Spruce Hills Drive and 53rd Street 
interchanges.  The mainline alternative involves reconstructing and widening the 
mainline to accommodate three 12-foot through lanes in each direction through 53rd 
Street. Twelve-foot auxiliary lanes would be constructed between Grant Street (in the 
Central Section) and U.S. 6 in both the southbound and northbound directions. The I-74 
bridges over Middle Road, Duck Creek, and U.S. 6/Spruce Hills Drive would be 
reconstructed to provide adequate vertical and lateral clearance and to accommodate 
design improvements. The 53rd Street bridge would be re-used and widened to 
accommodate the expansion from a four-lane to a six-lane cross section along 53rd Street. 

2.2 Description of the Selected Alternative 
The Iowa and Illinois DOTs, in consultation with FHWA, identified the Preferred 
Alternative presented in the FEIS as the Selected Alternative.  The elements of the 
Selected Alternative are shown in Table 1 and described in the following paragraphs. 
For details, see Sections 2.5 and 2.6 of the FEIS, Identification of the Preferred Alternative 
and Modifications to the Preferred Alternative Since Publication of the DEIS, respectively. 

TABLE 1 
Elements of the Selected Alternative 

Section Selected Alternative 

South Section The one build alternative considered in the South Section  

Central Section Alignment Alternative F with interchange variations M1 and B1 

 The Holmes Street/Mississippi Boulevard Underpass 

 The U.S. 67 Diagonal Connector 

North Section The one build alternative considered in the North Section  

 Interchange variation 2 at both U.S. 6 and 53rd Street 

 
South Section.  In the South Section, the single build alternative was selected. 
Improvements are intended to add capacity, improve the infrastructure, and comply 
with current design standards.  

Central Section.  In the Central Section, Alternative F was selected for the mainline 
alignment; M1 was selected for the downtown Moline interchange alternative; B1 was 
selected for the downtown Bettendorf interchange alternative; the diagonal 
configuration of the U.S. 67 connector was selected; and Holmes Street/Mississippi 
Boulevard was selected for the local roadway underpass location. The Selected 
Alternative in the Central Section will add capacity, meet current design standards, 
improve the facility’s infrastructure, and improve the economic vitality of the area by 
improving traffic flow through the downtown areas.  A new bicycle/pedestrian trail on 
the new I-74 bridge was also selected.   

North Section.  In the North Section, the one build alternative was selected for the 
mainline, and Variation 2 was selected for both the U.S. 6 and 53rd Street interchanges. 
As with the South Section, the Selected Alternative in the North Section is intended to 
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increase capacity, improve the infrastructure, and bring the facility up to current design 
standards.  

2.3 Environmental and Socioeconomic Impacts 
Table 2 summarizes the environmental and socioeconomic impacts of the Selected 
Alternative. The Selected Alternative and the environmental constraints are shown on 
the Aerial Photo Exhibit in Appendix B of the FEIS.  The No-Action Alternative would 
have minimal impact on the environment.  A description of the measures to minimize 
harm for the Selected Alternative’s impacts is found in Section 4 of this document. 

TABLE 2 
Impacts of the Selected Alternative 

Resource Issue Units Impact 

Land Conversions   

Net Increase in Highway ROWa Acres 27.9 

Residential Converted to ROW Acres 4.6 

Commercial Converted to ROW Acres 25.8 

Real Estate   

Residential Structures Required Number 21b 

Businesses Required Number 39 

Churches Required Number 1 

Environmental Issues   

Wetlands Impacted Acres 1.21 

Floodplain Crossings Number (type) 2 (transverse c) 

Stream/River Crossings Number 2 

Endangered Species Yes/No d 

Historic Properties Number 6 

Parks Number 1f 

Archaeological Sites Number 0 

Design Year Noise Receivers affectede 56 

Contaminated Sites Number 28 
a After the existing facility is demolished, there will be areas that can be converted from highway ROW to 
private use. These areas are subtracted from the amount of new ROW required to construct the proposed 
improvements to result in a net increase in highway ROW. 
b Two structures are multifamily; one has two units and the other has eight units. 
c Transverse Floodplain crossing is a crossing of a floodplain at an angle of 30 to 90 degrees. 
d Surveys for mussels will be completed at a time more proximate to the construction of the proposed 
improvements in order to obtain the most accurate information on the locations of the mussels. 
e Receivers are locations at which noise levels were monitored. 
f  Bill Glynn Memorial Park.  The park is available for public use but is not considered a 4(f) property because it 
is an excess parcel owned by Iowa DOT. 
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2.4 Environmentally Preferred Alternative 
The Selected Alternative is the environmentally preferred alternative.  The impacts of 
the alternatives considered in the DEIS and FEIS are similar or the same for many 
resources, including floodplain impacts, water body crossings, parks, displacements, 
and noise receivers.  However, the selected alternative will impact fewer acres of 
wetlands and fewer historic structures.  Additionally, the F alignment is located farther 
away from the Sylvan Slough natural area and the potential locations of mussel beds in 
the Mississippi River.  For these reasons, the selected alternative was also identified as 
the environmentally preferred alternative. 

 

3.  Section 4(f) 
The U.S. Department of Transportation’s Section 4(f) law (49 USC 303) states that federal 
funds may not be approved for projects that use land from a significant publicly owned 
park, recreation area, wildlife or waterfowl refuge, or any significant historic site unless it 
is determined that there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of land from such 
properties, and the action includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the property 
resulting from such use. 

3.1 Section 4(f) Properties 
The Selected Alternative impacts four properties in Moline, Illinois and two properties 
in Bettendorf, Iowa. In Moline, the Knights of Pythias Lodge Hall and Davenport, Rock 
Island and Northwestern Railroad Depot will be removed and a temporary easement 
will be required from the Scottish Rite Cathedral and C. I. Josephson House.  In 
Bettendorf, Iowa, the Iowa-Illinois Memorial Bridge and Monument and the Iowana 
Farms Milk Company will be removed. All properties are considered eligible for listing 
on the National Register of Historic Places, except for the monument, which is 
considered a contributing element to the historic Iowa-Illinois Memorial Bridge.  The 
Section 4(f) properties and impacts to the properties are described in more detail in the 
Final Section 4(f) Statement. 

3.2 Section 4(f) Summary 
3.2.1 No Prudent and Feasible Alternatives  
The impacted 4(f) properties are located proximate to the existing I-74 facility. The 
proposed improvements were designed to utilize as much existing right-of-way as 
possible to minimize impacts to surrounding resources. However, to optimize the ability 
of the proposed action to address the project’s purpose and need, improvements are 
required outside of the existing right-of-way, specifically where the impacted 4(f) 
resources are located.  A No-Action alternative and several build alternatives were 
considered. The No-Action alternative was dismissed because it does not meet the 
project’s purpose and need.  Alternatives that avoid the 4(f) resources by shifting the 
mainline or interchange ramp alignment were also considered, but were dismissed 
because they were unreasonable, did not meet the purpose and need, or impacted other 
sensitive resources, including 4(f) resources. 
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The Iowa-Illinois Memorial Bridge would be avoided if the No-Action or non-roadway 
improvement alternatives were chosen. Non-roadway improvement alternatives include 
diversion of I-74 traffic to other area interstate facilities, diversion of I-74 traffic to the 
local road system to accommodate traffic with local destinations, and transit and 
transportation system management strategies. However, these alternatives would not 
serve the project purpose and need and were therefore dismissed from further 
consideration.  

3.2.2 Planning to Minimize Harm  
As noted in the FHWA Section 4(f) policy paper, “In addition to determining that there 
are no feasible and prudent alternatives to avoid the use of 4(f) resources, the project 
approval process requires the consideration of all possible planning to minimize harm 
on the 4(f) resource. Minimization of harm entails both alternative design modifications 
that lessen the impact on 4(f) resources and mitigation measures that compensate for 
residual impacts.”  Minimization measures were applied to reduce impact to two 
properties eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places, the Scottish Rite 
Cathedral and the C. I. Josephson Property. The proposed improvements include the 
construction of a retaining wall, which will avoid permanent use of the Scottish Rite 
Cathedral property. Selection of Interchange Alternative M1 avoids permanent use of 
any of the C. I. Josephson property. Rather, a temporary easement will be required for 
construction purposes.  

Minimization options were considered for the four properties that will be permanently 
impacted by the proposed improvements. Minimizing impact to the Knights of Pythias 
Lodge Hall, the Davenport, Rock Island and Northwestern Railroad Depot, and the 
Iowana Farms Milk Company by shifting the interchange ramps that impact the 
buildings was considered, but determined to not be feasible.  

Alternatives were also considered for minimizing impact to the Iowa-Illinois Memorial 
Bridge.  These included making physical alterations to the existing bridges that may 
affect the setting or aesthetic qualities of the existing bridges, but which did not require 
demolition of the existing structures.  As the exact location of the Iowa-Illinois Memorial 
Bridge Monument is not considered critical to its historic status (it has previously been 
relocated), relocation of the monument from its current position in Bill Glynn Memorial 
Park has been considered acceptable. Coordination with the Iowa SHPO will be 
undertaken to determine where the monument might be relocated. Leach Park may 
represent a desirable relocation opportunity since it is next to the river and bridges.  

Where impacts cannot be minimized, mitigation measures have been developed by the 
Iowa and Illinois SHPOs, FHWA and the DOTs. Per the Memorandum of Agreement 
(MOA) signed by FHWA, Iowa SHPO, and Iowa DOT, the Iowana Farms Milk 
Company and Iowa-Illinois Memorial Bridge will be documented in accordance with the 
recordation plan detailed in the MOA and the Iowa-Illinois Memorial Bridge Monument 
will be moved to an appropriate public site in Bettendorf, preferably close to the original 
bridge site, to continue to commemorate the bridge. As stipulated in the MOA between 
FHWA, Illinois SHPO and Illinois DOT signed in May 2008, the Knights of Pythias 
Lodge Hall and Davenport, Rock Island and Northwestern Railroad Depot will be 
documented in accordance with the Illinois Historic American Building Survey/Historic 



RECORD OF DECISION—IL ROUTE 29 STUDY 

8 

American Engineering Record (IL HABS/ HAER) standards, and coordinated through 
the Illinois DOT.  

For additional details about efforts to minimize harm to Section 4(f) resources, see 
Section 6 of the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation. 

3.2.3 Formal Coordination 
Coordination with the SHPO for both Iowa and Illinois occurred throughout the study 
process. The results of the historic and archaeological surveys were coordinated with the 
SHPO for each state to obtain concurrence for the properties under their jurisdiction. 
These concurrence findings reported on the types and locations of NRHP-eligible 
properties.  

Illinois SHPO concurred with Iowa DOT’s findings of adverse effect on historic 
properties impacted by the proposed improvements on January 10, 2006. FHWA and the 
Illinois SHPO signed a Memorandum of Agreement on May 21, 2008, regarding impacts 
to historic properties on the Illinois side of the project corridor and the appropriate 
mitigation measures to be taken. On May 6, 2008, FHWA and the Iowa SHPO signed a 
Memorandum of Agreement that identifies historic properties impacted on the Iowa 
side of the corridor and the appropriate measure to be taken to mitigate the impacts. 
FHWA notified the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) of the Finding of 
Adverse Effect on the four historic properties. ACHP responded with a determination 
that the agency’s participation in the process for resolving adverse effects was 
unnecessary and that filing the MOAs and any related documentation with the ACHP 
will satisfy the requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

3.2.4 Basis for Section 4(f) Approval 
Because both build alternatives use land from 4(f) resources, Section 4(f) regulations 
require that an analysis be performed to determine which alternative results in the least 
overall harm.  The least overall harm is determined by comparing the impacts of 
Alternatives F and E to the factors listed below, which are found in 23 U.S.C. 774.3 
(Section 4(f) Approvals): 

• The ability to mitigate adverse impacts to each Section 4(f) property. There would 
be no difference between the mitigation concepts for Alternatives F and E. 

• The severity of the proposed impacts to the Section 4(f) properties after 
mitigation. Alternative F affects six of the seven historic structures affected by 
Alternative E. The severity of the impact to the six historic structures affected by 
Alternatives F and E are the same. The notable difference between the two 
alternatives concerning this criterion is that Alternative F avoids the Eagle Signal 
building in Moline and Alternative E would displace it.  

• The relative significance of the Section 4(f) properties. Because Alternative F 
affects six of the same historic buildings affected by Alternative E, there is no 
difference in the significance of the Section 4(f) properties affected by the two 
alternatives. 
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• The views of agencies with jurisdiction over the 4(f) properties. The FHWA signed 
separate memoranda of agreement with the Illinois and Iowa SHPOs in spring 2008.   

• The degree to which each alternative meets the project’s purpose and need. 
Alternatives F and E are equally able to meet the project’s purpose and need. 

• The degree to which non-4(f) resources are affected by the alternatives after 
mitigation. There are relatively minor differences between the alternatives’ 
quantifiable impacts; Alternative F will affect approximately 2 fewer acres of 
wetlands than Alternative E and have one fewer commercial displacement. 
Alternative E would displace three fewer residences than Alternative F. After 
mitigation, those minor differences would essentially be non-issues. There is, 
however, a qualitative difference between Alternatives F and E that is worth noting. 
Alternative F will locate the I-74 bridge farther from Sylvan Slough where the 
federally endangered Higgins’ eye pearly mussel is located. This location will also 
minimize the potential to contribute sediment loading to Sylvan Slough during 
bridge construction because sediment will have more time to disperse before being 
deposited on the river substrate. In their comments on the DEIS, USEPA requested 
that Alignment F be selected for this reason. 

• The cost differences between the alternatives. There are no notable differences 
between the costs of Alternatives F and E.  

The least harm comparison indicates that Alternatives F and E have similar effects on 
the project’s historic buildings; however, Alternative F will avoid one historic structure 
(Eagle Signal building) that Alternative E would displace.  In addition, Alternative F will 
have a lesser qualitative impact on the Sylvan Slough and Higgins’ eye pearly mussel; 
therefore, Alternative F has the least overall harm.   

Based upon the above considerations, there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the 
use of lands from the Knights of Pythias Lodge Hall, the Davenport, Rock Island and 
Northwestern Railroad Depot, the Iowana Farms Milk Company, and the Iowa-Illinois 
Memorial Bridge, and the proposed action includes all possible planning to minimize 
harm to the properties resulting from such use. 

 

4.  Measures to Minimize Harm 
4.1 Transportation Impacts 
A sequence for implementing the proposed improvements was devised to minimize the 
amount of disruptions (lane and ramp closures and detours) that motorists will endure 
during construction.  Along the mainline, two lanes in each direction will remain open 
during construction. If additional lane closures are necessary, they will occur briefly and 
during nonpeak hours.  

4.2 Noise Impacts 
Traffic noise levels were evaluated using the FHWA Traffic Noise Model version 2.5 
computer program.  Based on the noise analysis documented in Section 4.3.4, Noise 
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Impacts, of the FEIS, a noise barrier analysis was conducted to evaluate the effectiveness 
and reasonableness of providing noise barriers within the project area.  Four barrier 
locations (two in Iowa and two in Illinois) are proposed for placement to minimize 
expected noise increases.  Construction of any noise barriers will depend on public input 
and final design considerations.   

4.3 Water Quality and Surface Water Impacts 
The proposed bridge type will require fewer piers than the existing structure.  
Construction of the new piers will result in temporary water quality impacts and 
increased turbidity during construction.  For additional details about efforts to minimize 
impacts during construction, see Construction and Operational Impacts later in this section.  
See also the Designated Natural Areas discussion for a discussion about efforts to reduce 
water quality impacts to the Mississippi River—Moline Natural Area. 

4.4 Wetland Impacts 
The Selected Alternative will affect four individual wetlands totaling 1.21 acres. Impacts 
to wetlands within the project corridor were minimized by selecting the Build 
Alternative across the Mississippi River that avoids an entire wetland.  Where 
practicable, efforts were also made to span wetlands and steepen slopes to minimize 
encroachment into wetland areas. 

The project has been developed pursuant to Executive Order 11990, Protection of 
Wetlands. The evaluation of alternatives concluded that there is no practicable 
alternative to the proposed construction in wetlands and that the proposed action 
includes all practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands that may result from 
such action. A detailed discussion of this finding and the mitigation of wetland impacts 
is presented in Section 4.3.21 of the FEIS, Only Practicable Alternative Finding for Impacts to 
Wetlands. 

4.5 Floodplain Impacts 
The proposed improvements to I-74 will cross the 100-year floodplain associated with 
the Mississippi River and Duck Creek and run parallel to the 100-year floodplain of a 
tributary of Duck Creek. Proposed floodplain encroachments will be designed to be 
consistent with national, state and local floodplain goals and objectives. Proposed 
structure openings will be sized using HEC-RAS or other appropriate computer models 
to ensure that backwater increases are within state and local standards. Access points 
will be limited near floodplain crossings to ensure that the project does not promote 
development within the floodplain. 

Following construction, the roadway sideslopes will be reseeded with fast-growing 
grasses to prevent sedimentation in the floodplain, Mississippi River, Duck Creek and 
its tributaries. In addition, construction debris will be kept out of the floodplain and 
river. Impacts to natural and beneficial floodplain values, beyond those associated with 
construction will be minimized by strict access control along the construction 
alignments. 
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4.6 Designated Natural Areas 
As discussed in Section 4.10.1 of the DEIS, Mississippi River—Moline Natural Area, the 
Mississippi River—Moline Natural Area, home to listed mussel species, is crossed by 
existing and proposed Mississippi River bridges on the Illinois side. USEPA and Illinois 
DNR, in their comments on the DEIS, expressed concern regarding the potential impacts a 
new river crossing will have on the Natural Area and the listed mussel species inhabiting 
it. An analysis was undertaken to determine to what extent stormwater effluent into the 
Mississippi River should be limited in order to minimize impact to surface waters, 
especially the Natural Area. Extensive coordination with Illinois DNR, USEPA, and 
USFWS (Appendix C of the FEIS, Correspondence) resulted in the following findings:  

• The new bridge will be located farther upstream, providing more distance than 
currently exists for dilution of the stormwater pollutants.  

• The Moline Water Treatment Facility has an outlet directly into Sylvan Slough. 

• The cost to construct and difficulty to maintain a system to capture the stormwater 
from the bridge and pipe it offsite outweigh the benefit to water quality that would 
result. 

• After considering multiple structural options for handling stormwater effluent, it 
was determined that best management practices will be employed in order to 
minimize water quality impacts.  These practices will include nonstructural 
measures, such as sweeping after snow events, standard sweeping practices, and use 
of environmentally-friendly deicing materials, as they become less expensive over 
time. 

4.7 Threatened and Endangered Species 
In the agency’s comment on the DEIS, USEPA requested that more detailed information 
on mussel impacts and mitigation strategies (e.g., number of individual mussel species 
impacted, specific mussel relocation plans) be included in the FEIS.  However, USFWS 
together with the Iowa and Illinois DNRs, agreed that the surveys required to gather this 
information before publication of the FEIS were unnecessary and should instead be 
undertaken prior to the proposed period of construction of the Mississippi River 
bridges.  

USFWS expressed concern about potential water quality impacts the proposed project 
will have on the mussels. Coordination with the agency was undertaken to identify the 
best methods to limit such impacts. USFWS identified the following measures for 
minimizing water quality impacts that may adversely affect the mussel population: 
sweeping after snow events, standard sweeping practices, and use of environmentally-
friendly deicing materials as they become less expensive over time (Appendix C of the 
FEIS, Correspondence). Coordination with USFWS will occur during the mussel surveying 
to ensure that the requirements of Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act are met. 

Impact avoidance, minimization, and mitigation strategies for the mussel species were 
identified in the Detailed Action Report prepared during the development of the DEIS 
(see Appendix D of the DEIS, Detailed Action Report). The Illinois DNR, in its March 21, 
2003, response to the Detailed Action Report, (see Appendix C of the DEIS, 
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Correspondence), recommended that the Illinois DOT seek an Incidental Take 
Authorization (ITA) before proceeding with the I-74 improvements. As such, a 
Conservation Plan has been prepared to address a number of aspects: the impact of the 
proposed taking; measures to minimize and mitigate the impact; funding that will be 
available to undertake environmental mitigation; alternative actions that would avoid 
potential takes; data and information that show the proposed taking will not reduce the 
likelihood of the survival of the species; and an agreement between the Illinois DNR and 
Illinois DOT to carry out the elements of the plan.  

4.8 Public Use Lands - Trails 
Although users may be temporarily diverted to alternate routes, all trails will remain 
open during construction. 

4.9 Cultural Resources 
Potential impacts to three cultural resources have been minimized through engineering 
efforts or alternatives selection (see Table 4-10 in the FEIS, Summary of Minimization 
Measures for Specific Properties). Impacts to the Scottish Rite Cathedral were minimized 
through the use of retaining walls and by reducing roadway underpass structure depth 
adjacent to the property.  Impacts to the C.I. Josephson property have been minimized 
by selecting interchange option M1, which requires only temporary use of the front of 
the property during construction.  Finally, impacts to the Iowa-Illinois Bridge 
Monument have been minimized by agreement to relocate the monument to another 
location near the site of the existing I-74 bridges, potentially identified as Leach Park.  

Mitigation for unavoidable impacts has been developed in consultation with the Iowa 
and Illinois SHPOs and documented in the MOAs between each state’s DOT and SHPO 
(see Appendix 4(f)-6 of the Final 4(f) Statement, Memoranda of Agreement). For impacted 
historic buildings, the proposed mitigation involves documenting and photographing 
the structures for historic archives.  

4.10 Special Waste 
Any demolition or construction waste must be recycled or delivered to a permitted 
waste disposal/treatment facility. The Illinois EPA has classified this type of material as 
Clean Construction Demolish Debris (CCDD) and allows it to go to properties as long as 
they meet Illinois DOT specifications. 

4.11 Visual Impacts / Aesthetics 
The Iowa and Illinois DOTs, in coordination with the I-74 Advisory Committee, formed 
a Corridor Aesthetics Advisory Team (CAAT) to develop an aesthetic theme and 
aesthetic design guidelines for the I-74 corridor through the preliminary design phase. 
The public has been involved in the development of the aesthetic concepts, and the 
DOTs will continue to engage the communities through the final design phase. The 
implementation of the aesthetic concepts the team suggests relies on future funding 
availability.  
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4.12 Construction and Operational Impacts 
4.12.1 Air Quality and Noise 
Illinois DOT’s Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction include 
provisions for dust control. Under those provisions, dust and airborne dirt generated by 
construction will be managed through dust control procedures or a specific dust control 
plan, when warranted. The contractor and Illinois DOT will meet to review the nature and 
extent of dust-generating activities and will cooperatively develop specific types of control 
techniques appropriate to the specific situation. Techniques that may warrant 
consideration include measures such as minimizing track-out of soils onto nearby publicly 
traveled roads, reducing speed on unpaved roads, covering haul vehicles, and applying 
chemical dust suppressants or water to exposed surfaces, particularly those on which 
construction vehicles travel.  Iowa DOT’s standard construction specifications require 
contractors to comply with state regulations, including limitations on generation of 
fugitive dust (Iowa DOT Construction Manual, Section 2.12) and equipment emissions. 
With the application of appropriate measures to limit dust emissions during construction, 
this project will not cause any notable, short-term particulate matter air quality impacts. 

Construction Noise will be controlled in accordance with article 107.35 of the Illinois DOT 
Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction and Iowa DOT Policy 500.07. 
Construction noise will be minimized by the use of mufflers on construction equipment. 
Air compressors will meet federal noise level standards and will, if possible, be located 
away or shielded from residences and other sensitive noise receivers. 

4.12.2 Water Quality and Erosion Control 
For the portion of the project within Illinois, the Illinois DOT’s Joint Design/Construction 
Procedure Memorandum on Erosion and Sediment Control will be followed to ensure that 
proper erosion control methods will be employed to minimize erosion and 
sedimentation.  Erosion control devices will be installed before the onset of construction 
work that could cause erosion.  Temporary or permanent erosion control methods will 
include silt fences, retention basins, detention ponds, interceptor ditches, seeding and 
sodding, rip-rap on exposed banks, erosion mats, and mulching. Disturbance of 
streamside vegetation will be kept to a minimum. Disturbed areas will be seeded or 
stabilized upon completion of construction.  

For the portion of the project that lies within Iowa, the Iowa DOT’s Construction Manual 
requires contractors to reduce the amount of soil leaving the project site by using 
preventative measures such as silt fences, ditch checks, and other silt control devices. 
Stabilized crop seeding is identified as the most effective erosion control device and will 
be applied during the grading process. Under these guidelines, the contractor is 
required to submit an erosion control work plan. This plan should list the materials and 
equipment to be used; the location and timing of installation of silt fences, silt basins, 
and other temporary erosion control measures outlined on Standard Road Plans RL-9; 
and the schedule for placement of stabilizing crop seeding and fertilizing. 

Section 4.5.1 of the DEIS, Construction Impacts to Surface Water, discusses impacts to 
surface water resources as a result of construction of the proposed improvements. The 
identification of Alignment F as the Selected Alternative will minimize the amount of 
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sediment loading to the Sylvan Slough, a known location of the federally endangered 
Higgins’ eye pearly mussel (Lampsilis higginsii), during bridge construction because it is 
farther upstream from the other mainline alternative and therefore the sediment has 
more time to disperse before being deposited on the river substrate.  

Potential bridge demolition techniques were evaluated as part of this study (see Section 
4.3.16.4 of the FEIS, Navigation, for a description). In the agency’s comments on the DEIS, 
USEPA requested that if the existing bridges are removed, demolition be conducted in a 
manner that releases the least amount of heavy metals into the environment. When 
determining the appropriate demolition technique for the I-74 bridges, consideration 
will be given to those alternatives that will minimize the release of heavy metals and 
other potentially harmful substances into the environment.  

4.12.3 Navigation 
Construction of the bridge substructure and superstructure has implications for river 
navigation interests. During construction, building equipment and materials will need to 
be placed in the river channel, thereby reducing the horizontal clearance available for 
navigation. The duration of the reduction in horizontal clearance is dependent upon the 
specific foundation type selected and the specific methods of construction employed. 
Work tugs and material barges will be operating near the construction site. Depending 
on the type of construction, temporary closure of the river channel may be required so 
that the work tug, material barge and crane barge can operate in the channel.  

Demolition of the existing structure may also require temporary closure of the channel.  
Several potential bridge demolition techniques have been considered as part of this 
study.  A final determination about demolition methodology will be made during final 
design, and in consultation with the U.S. Coast Guard.  

 

5.  Monitoring and Enforcement 
The proposed action involves impacts to resources regulated by state and federal 
agencies with jurisdiction. Coordination with these agencies has occurred during the 
development of the project. As a result of this coordination, the following permits or 
actions have been identified as requirements: 

• A permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers under Section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act  

• A permit from the Coast Guard under Section 9 of the Rivers and Harbors Act  

• Water quality certification from the Iowa Department of Natural Resources (DNR) 
and the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency (Illinois EPA) under Section 401 of 
the Clean Water Act 

• A permit from the Illinois DNR, Office of Water Resources for Construction in 
Floodways of Rivers, Lakes, and Streams and a floodplain permit from the Iowa 
DNR 
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• A National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit coordinated 
between the Iowa DNR and Iowa DOT in Iowa and Illinois EPA and Illinois DOT in 
Illinois  

• A Memorandum of Agreement with the Illinois and Iowa State Historic Preservation 
Offices detailing mitigation requirements for impacts to cultural resources, including 
historic resources governed by Section 4(f) of the Transportation Act of 1966, as 
amended, is included in the FEIS  

• The Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, 
as amended, will be followed during the acquisition and relocation of displaced 
residents 

• An Incidental Take Permit in accordance with the Endangered Species Act of 1973  

Further activities to be considered in future phases of the project are described below.  

5.1 Wetland Mitigation 
Illinois DOT is proposing to purchase credits at the Andalusia Slough Wetland bank to 
mitigate for wetland impacts on the Illinois side of the corridor (see the Wetland Impact 
Evaluation Form in Appendix D of the FEIS, Wetland Impact Evaluation Form). The 
Andalusia Slough Wetland Bank is offsite but within the Mississippi River Basin. As a 
result of the wetland being affected by a new alignment, the mitigation procedures are 
being processed as a Standard Action. Because the wetland (site 6) occurs within an 
Illinois designated natural area, a mitigation ratio of 5.5:1.0 applies. 

The Iowa DOT will mitigate wetland impacts on the Iowa side of the corridor in 
accordance with the Corps of Engineers rules for compensatory mitigation.  The Iowa 
DOT will purchase mitigation credits from an approved wetland mitigation bank or in-
lieu fee program, if available, or will perform permittee-responsible mitigation at an off-
site location. 

5.2 Mussel Survey 
Completion of a mussel survey at the location of the existing and proposed bridges over 
the Mississippi River is required closer to the construction date to more accurately 
determine the mussel populations’ location and abundance. Additionally, the activities 
identified in the Conservation Plan (see Appendix E of the FEIS, Incidental Take 
Authorization) must be followed to limit the disruption to the mussels and their habitat 
and to maximize their ability to thrive once the proposed improvements have been 
implemented. A review of the Bald Eagle nest sites is also required prior to construction 
to accurately identify their locations. 

 

6.  Comments on the Final EIS 
Several federal and state agencies provided comments on the FEIS.  Their comments are 
discussed below.  Copies of their comment letters and, where applicable, DOT response, 
are attached to this ROD.  Although no members of the public submitted comments on 
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the FEIS, several comments on the project were received from the public at a public 
information meeting held during the circulation of the FEIS.  A summary of those 
comments is included at the end of this section. 

6.1 Federal and State Agencies 
6.1.1 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development stated that it does not expect 
any detrimental effects on any of its own projects as a result of the project. 

6.1.2 U.S. Department of Homeland Security, United States Coast Guard 
The United States Coast Guard noted that the FEIS addressed the concerns that the 
agency expressed in its comments on the DEIS. 

6.1.3 Natural Resources Conservation Service 
The Natural Resources Conservation Service stated that it had no comments or concerns 
regarding this project. 

6.1.4 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) commented that the project does not involve 
Rock Island District administered land; therefore, real estate coordination will not be 
required.  The Corps also noted that the project will require a Section 404 permit and 
additional coordination, as part of the Section 404 process, will be required, including 
coordination regarding with the State Historic Preservation Officers of Iowa and Illinois 
and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  The Corps also noted that the emergency 
management agencies of Iowa and Illinois should be contacted to determine if the 
project may impact the regulated floodplain or floodway.  Finally, the Corps requested 
that the project sponsors contact the Rock Island District’s Emergency Management 
Office to determine whether the project may affect local flood control projects. 

The Iowa and Illinois Departments of Transportation will apply for the required Section 
404 permit and will continue to coordinate with the appropriate federal and state 
resource/regulatory agencies as the project moves into the design phase. 

6.1.5 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) noted that its comments on the 2003 
DEIS pertained to the disposition of the existing bridge as well as affects to natural areas, 
water quality, business relocations, and wetlands.  The EPA expressed its appreciation 
for the additional investigation and analysis provided for those issues.  Relative to the 
FEIS, the EPA commented on the commitment to provide a 10-foot clearance zone 
around bridge piers during construction to protect mussel species in the Mississippi 
River.  The EPA recommended that similar protection be provided during demolition of 
the existing bridge.  The EPA also suggested that the project sponsors consider the use of 
centrifugal particle separators, filtration drains, or other pollution control mechanisms in 
the bridge design, as well as placing the bridge runoff discharge points in locations that 
will minimize impacts to mussel beds.  Finally, the EPA suggested that the project 
sponsors continue to consult with the Iowa and Illinois agencies with jurisdiction over 
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air quality to keep abreast of current air quality monitoring and control measures that 
may be employed as part of the project. 

The Iowa and Illinois Departments of Transportation will continue to consider the 
comments provided by the EPA as the project moves into the design phase and will 
apply these suggestions where practicable. 

6.1.6 Iowa Department of Natural Resources  
The Iowa Department of Natural Resources (Iowa DNR) noted that the Mississippi River 
is on the impaired waters list and that a December 2003 letter from Iowa DNR was not 
included in the appendix of the FEIS, along with other agency letters.  The Iowa DNR 
provided a copy of that letter, which is included in the appendix of this ROD.  The Iowa 
DNR also requested that the project sponsors use best management practices to control 
erosion and protect water quality. 

The Conservation and Recreation Division of Iowa DNR also commented on the project.  
In their letter, they concurred with the FEIS in the potential for state- and federally-listed 
threatened or endangered mussel species to be present in the Mississippi River near the 
project location.  The letter stated that a mussel survey will be required prior to issuing a 
Sovereign Lands Construction Permit.  In the FEIS, the project sponsors committed to 
conducting a mussel survey prior to construction, in compliance with agency 
requirements. 

 

6.2 Letters from Local Governments 
6.2.1 Moline Plan Commission 
The Moline Plan Commission submitted a letter requesting that the project sponsors 
consider placing I-74 on structure through downtown Moline rather than using fill.  The 
Illinois Department of Transportation will continue to work with the City of Moline as 
the project proceeds through the design phase. 

6.3 Letters and Comments Received from the Public 
No comments on the FEIS were submitted by members of the general public.  However, 
a total of 23 individuals provided comments on the project during a public information 
meeting that was held during the FEIS comment period.  These comments are 
summarized in Table 3. 

TABLE 3 
Summary of Public Comments  

Comment 

No. of 
Comments 

Received on 
this Issue 

  

Concern about constructing I-74 on fill in downtown Moline, rather than on 
structure 3 

General support for including a bicycle/pedestrian path with the project 4 
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TABLE 3 
Summary of Public Comments  

Comment 

No. of 
Comments 

Received on 
this Issue 

Request to extend the limits of bicycle/pedestrian path along I-74 corridor 
beyond the river crossing 2 

Request that the bridge design allow motorist to see up- and downriver while 
driving across the bridge 2 

Expression of general support for the project 2 

Support for including aesthetic elements in the project design 1 

Suggestion that the bridge be designed to allow future lane additions 1 

Concern about noise impacts or a request for noise mitigation 3 

Request for information about where displacements will occur 1 

Request that the project sponsors consider a 16' bicycle/pedestrian path rather 
than a 10’ path 1 

Request for copies of specific preliminary plan sheets displayed at the public 
meeting 2 

Request that access ramp for the bicycle/pedestrian path be designed so it 
can be ridden and not require that bicycles be walked 1 

Suggestion that land no longer needed for transportation use be turned over to 
the cities and be maintained as open/green space 1 

Request for information about how the type of road surface (concrete or 
asphalt) will be determined 1 

Suggestion that the project plans be posted online 1 

Suggestion that construction status (road closings, etc.) be posted online 1 

Question about who will have responsibility for clearing snow from the trail 1 

Question about traffic volumes on a local road near the I-74 corridor 1 

Concern about impacts to personal property near the project 1 

 

7.  Conclusion 
The environmental record for the Interstate 74 Quad Cities Corridor Study includes the 
previously referenced Draft EIS and Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation (December 2003) and 
the Final EIS and Final Section 4(f) Evaluation (January 2009).  These documents, 
incorporated here by reference, constitute the statements required by the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Title 23 of the United States Code (U.S.C.). 

Having carefully considered the environmental record noted above, the mitigation 
measures as required herein, the written and oral comments offered by other agencies 
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Mr. James Rost 
Director, Office of Location & Environment 
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C-TION AGENCY 

Dear Mt. Rost: . . ' I  
REi Final ~nv&nmental Impact Statement for the 74 Quad Cities Corridor 

Study Scott Cowity, I o d  and Rock Island 
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~ n d n m e n t a l  Impact Statement for the Interstate 
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improvements to the Interstate Corridor 
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Council on Environmental ~uality 

, Clean Air Act. The FEIS was 
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Pertaining to this FEIS, EPA notes a commitment 
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that adquate protection i s  likewise provided in demotitioi 
cleaning and maintenance measures that wil1.b~ cmployccl to 
con taminants to be carried into the Mississippi River via i 
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During the time span between the DEIS and FEIL results 
, caused inatwed scrutiny of fine particulate matter sourcl:s in cou 

. ' project area. EPA suggests that the Tramportation Depa tments c 
c o d t  with their respective state air quality officials to I.:ecp abre 
any control measures that may be, employed. . . 

The EPA commends the work of all those person.: axrd age 
this FEIS. 

Tf you have a n j  questions, please contact me at. 91 3-55 1-7 
, . 'cothem.ioe@,~~~~,aov. 

. . 
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NEPA Tern;: Leader 

cc: Norman West, E P 4  Region 5, Chicago, IL 
Kenneth Westlake, EPA, Region 5, Chicago, IL 
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