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Record of Decision 
FHWA-MO-EIS-09-01-FSEIS 

Interstate 70 Corridor 
Kansas City to St. Louis, Missouri 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 
 
 
 
A.  Decision 
 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) approves the recommendation of the Truck-Only 
Lanes Alternative as the Selected Alternative for the I-70 Corridor.  Within the First Tier of the I-
70 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS), the Truck-Only Lanes Strategy was 
determined to be the selected improvement strategy, in comparison to the previous decision to 
widen existing I-70 to six lanes (Widen Existing I-70 Strategy).  Once the Truck-Only Lanes 
Strategy was identified as the solution, the challenge became how best to apply the strategy 
across the 200-mile corridor.  The strategy applied across the corridor as the Selected 
Alternative would provide travelers a minimum of two truck-only lanes on the inside and two 
general-purpose lanes on the outside for both eastbound and westbound travelers. The study 
team then looked at variations of the Truck-Only Lanes Alternative for urban, rural and 
environmentally sensitive parts of the corridor, depending on traffic conditions and corridor 
constraints. The study team also evaluated various funding options for the project, but did not 
select a preferred funding option within the SEIS.  Finally, based on the best information 
available, the study team developed a construction cost estimate for the project.  The 
construction cost estimate was developed at a planning level utilizing the cost estimate from the 
previous I-70 Second Tier Environmental Studies as a framework.  Using this as the basis, the 
project is estimated to cost (in 2008 dollars) $3.9 billion.   
 
The Truck-Only Lanes Strategy compared with the Widen Existing I-70 Strategy, had similar 
effects on the man-made and natural environment.  The Truck-Only Lanes Strategy compared 
more favorably in the key areas of freight efficiency, safety, constructability and maintenance of 
traffic during construction.   
 
B.  Purpose and Need for the Project 
 
Interstate 70, as it extends through Missouri, is the only freeway connecting the state’s two 
largest cities: Kansas City and St. Louis.  As shown in Figure 1, the I-70 Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) study area stretches from Independence (Exit 15, the I-
470 interchange); to Lake St. Louis interchange (Exit 214).   
 
Most of the study area is rural, four-lane interstate highway with a grassy median.  The parts of 
the study corridor within Columbia and the Kansas City and St. Louis metropolitan areas include 
three or four lanes of travel in each direction and include concrete median barriers in many 
places.  The approximately 200-mile I-70 study corridor does not include the city limits of 
Kansas City and St. Louis.  Therefore, any improvements to the I-70 Corridor within Kansas City 
and St. Louis will be considered under separate studies. In Kansas City, an I-70 First Tier 
Environmental Study is being performed to evaluate I-70 improvement alternatives, but it is not 
evaluating a truck-only lanes alternative. In St. Louis, a truck-only lanes concept is being 



2 
 

considered within the I-70 federal Corridors of the Future feasibility study, but no environmental 
studies of the I-70 Corridor are currently planned. 
 
Figure 1: I-70 Corridor 
 

 
 
 
The planning process started in 1999, when MoDOT and FHWA conducted a statewide 
feasibility study on how best to improve I-70.  That study documented the condition of I-70 and 
how it might operate in the future by looking at how much traffic it could carry, how safe it was, 
and how easy it was to travel.  Based on the 1999 Feasibility Study, MoDOT and FHWA 
decided to conduct a more detailed evaluation of I-70 improvement options.  Because of the 
size, cost and complexity of the project, the study of possible improvements and their impacts 
occurred in two phases or tiers. The Improve I-70 First Tier Environmental Impact Statement, 
completed in 2001, looked at a range of statewide I-70 strategies and selected rebuilding and 
widening the highway.  
 
In 2006, the study team completed the Improve I-70 Second Tier Environmental Studies.  
Improve I-70 divided the I-70 Corridor into seven sections of independent utility (SIU) and 
studied how rebuilding and widening I-70 would affect the natural environment, homes, 
businesses and communities in each SIU.  After looking at the impacts in each of the seven 
sections, the FHWA approved plans to rebuild and widen the highway to a minimum of six 
lanes, three in each direction, between St. Louis and Kansas City.   
 
The I-70 SEIS proposed action addresses the same needs as the Improve I-70 First and 
Second Tier Environmental Studies.  These needs include: 
 

• Roadway capacity; 
• Traffic safety; 
• Roadway design features; 
• System preservation; 
• Goods movement; 
• Access to recreational facilities; and 
• National security and disaster preparedness. 
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C.  Strategy Evaluation 
 
Within the First Tier of the I-70 SEIS process, the study team compared the Truck-Only Lanes 
Strategy to the Widen Existing I-70 Strategy.  The Widen Existing I-70 Strategy emerged from 
the Improve I-70 First and Second Tier Environmental Studies as its Selected Strategy.  The 
decision to select a Build solution remained valid in the I-70 SEIS, versus reconsidering a No-
Build option.  The assumptions that went into the No-Build Alternative remained valid for the 
SEIS.  The study team used the No-Build Alternative for comparison purposes in the SEIS to 
evaluate the differences between a Build and No Build condition for the I-70 Corridor.   
 
The Widen Existing I-70 Strategy involved the improvement and total reconstruction of the 
existing freeway alignment.  Future travel demands dictated that six lanes be provided in rural 
areas and eight lanes or more through Columbia and approaching Kansas City and St. Louis.  
This strategy included provisions for future transportation improvements within the median in 
rural areas, and the ability to add capacity in the future.   
 
The Truck-Only Lanes Strategy would construct two truck-only lanes and two or more general-
purpose lanes in each direction along existing I-70.  Concrete barriers, buffer separations or 
grassed areas would separate the truck-only lanes and general-purpose lanes from each other, 
depending on the location along the corridor.  The truck-only lanes would have the following 
characteristics: 
 

• Dedicated specifically for use by qualifying trucks - Qualifying trucks could include a 
wide range of vehicle types including semi tractor-trailers, delivery trucks and buses; 

• Designed to handle the additional weight and height of heavier vehicles and potentially 
longer combination vehicles, such as triple-trailers; 

• Designed to have slip ramps from the truck-only lanes to the general-purpose lanes to 
serve all interchanges; 

• Designed to have their own truck-car-separated interchanges at specific locations that 
have heavy truck traffic and significant freight generating facilities, with separate 
entrance and exit ramps; and 

• Designed for use by all traffic during specific periods for incident management, such as 
lane closures for crashes or construction. 

 
This new strategy is consistent with the decisions made in the Improve I-70 First and Second 
Tier Studies.  The Truck-Only Lanes Strategy fit within the limits of the previously evaluated 
Widen Existing I-70 Strategy footprint to the extent possible.  In order to do this, the Truck-Only 
Lanes Strategy would utilize the preserved future transportation corridor called for in the Widen 
Existing I-70 Strategy.   
 
The study team considered four different options for the Truck-Only Lanes Strategy. The options 
ranged from a basic restriction of trucks to the two outside lanes of the previously approved 
Widen Existing I-70 Strategy, to a physical separation of trucks and general-purpose traffic.  As 
displayed in Figure 2, the rural options considered included the following: 
 

• Option 1 – Use the Widen Existing I-70 Strategy six-lane section and restrict all truck 
traffic to the two outside lanes; 

• Option 2 – Place trucks on the inside lanes and general-purpose traffic on the outside 
lanes using a grass separation; 
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• Option 3 – Place trucks on the outside lanes and general-purpose traffic on the inside 
lanes using a grass separation; 

• Option 4 – Place all trucks on one side of I-70 with general-purpose lanes on the 
opposite side of I-70.  

 

Figure 2: Rural Options 
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A variation of Option 4 included a further separation of trucks from general-purpose traffic by 
pulling the general-purpose lanes off the existing I-70 corridor at key areas of scenic interest. 
This separation could occur to either the north or south side of the I-70 corridor, depending on 
the scenic potential such as river valleys, wetlands and cultural resources.  MoDOT could 
construct these off-alignment sections as a scenic parkway for general-purpose traffic. The 
truck-only lanes would continue to utilize the existing I-70 corridor.   
 
Constructing new sections of I-70 on new alignment, as with Option 4, would result in greater 
impacts to the natural and manmade environment than options that remain along the existing I-
70 Corridor. While new scenic parkway sections would enhance the driving experience through 
Missouri, it would be difficult to locate a new parkway through these scenic areas without 
creating significant additional impacts.  Due to these drawbacks, the study team chose not to 
consider it further as a reasonable option.  
 
The study team selected to develop Option 2 in more detail as an alternative.  It was determined 
that Option 2 provided the best method for implementing the Truck-Only Lane Strategy.   
Reasons for the decision included the following: 
 

• Incorporating a physical grass separation provides greater safety benefits than truck 
restrictions to outside lanes; 

• It minimized truck-car conflicts and could reduce the severity of crashes; 
• General-purpose traffic needs to exit more than truck traffic does at most interchanges; 
• Locating general-purpose traffic on the outside maintains a higher visibility for adjacent 

businesses and corridor interchanges; and 
• With trucks located on the inside and located further away from businesses and 

residences along the corridor, there is less highway noise associated with heavy trucks. 
 
Within the urban portions of the corridor – Kansas City, St. Louis and Columbia – the study 
team considered two variations of Option 2.  As displayed in Figure 3, the two variations 
differed in how to separate the truck-only lanes from the general-purpose lanes.  One variation 
utilized a concrete barrier separation, the other a buffer separation. 
 
The study team decided that a buffer separation would be the best method to separate the 
truck-only lanes from the general-purpose lanes in an urban setting.  Incorporating concrete 
barriers and their accompanying shoulder widths would be more expensive and require higher 
right of way costs.  This additional right of way would cause greater impacts to adjacent 
properties and the environment.  Barrier separations could make it harder for maintenance, 
such as snow removal and roadway repairs, and emergency vehicles, to access the truck-only 
lanes safely and efficiently.  Additionally, the buffer separation allows greater flexibility in 
adjusting the distribution of lanes between truck lanes and general-purpose lanes to adapt to 
changing traffic patterns. A concrete barrier, however, would still separate opposing directions 
of the truck-only lanes in order to provide safer driving conditions. 
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Figure 3: Urban Options 

 
 
In light of how it compared to the Widen Existing I-70 Strategy, the study team chose to proceed 
with an in-depth evaluation of the Truck-Only Lanes Strategy.  The study team selected the 
Truck-Only Lanes Strategy over the Widen Existing I-70 Strategy because the Truck-Only 
Lanes Strategy:   
 

• Offered greater capacity and safety benefits; 
• Responded to the public’s safety concerns by separating general-purpose vehicles from 

trucks; 

• Responded to national trends to improve freight flows and efficiency and ties in with 
Federal Corridors of the Future vision for I-70; 

• Reinvested in existing I-70 roadway and is able to utilize a greater percentage of existing 
infrastructure such as existing roadbed and bridges; 

• Offered improved incident management and emergency response through system 
redundancy; 

• Provided improved maintenance of traffic during construction since the majority of work 
is able to be constructed “off-line”; and 

• Allowed flexibility to respond to emerging trends in freight movement without 
compromising operational conditions of general-purpose traffic. 

 
Early in the development of the Truck-Only Lanes Strategy, the study team decided to retain the 
interchange features of the Widen Existing I-70 Strategy at the majority of the interchanges 
along the corridor.  They also determined that any improvements to I-70 should maintain access 
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at each of the 56 interchanges.  To accomplish this, trucks would access the majority of the 
interchanges via slip ramps as displayed in Figure 4.  These slip ramps would allow trucks to 
move between the truck-only lanes and general-purpose lanes to enter and exit most 
interchanges. 
 
Figure 4: Example Slip Ramp Configuration 

 
 
At some locations along the corridor, the use of slip ramps is not prudent.  At these locations, 
the heavy truck volumes seeking to access certain interchanges could result in truck platoons 
disrupting operations in the general-purpose lanes in an attempt to enter or exit I-70.  At 
interchanges where truck movements on slip ramps could disrupt general-purpose lane 
operations, the study team considered providing separated interchange access for trucks and 
cars.   Figure 5 provides a snapshot of how a truck-car separated interchange might look. 
 
Figure 5: Example Truck-Car Separated Interchange 
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The study team developed and applied several criteria to evaluate where to locate separated 
interchanges for trucks and cars.  Figure 6 shows the seven interchange locations deemed 
reasonable for truck-car separation.  Based on the evaluation results, the study team 
determined that three interchange locations merited truck-car separation today.  The selected 
locations included the following interchanges: 

• U.S. 65 (full truck-car separation); 

• U.S. 63 (partial truck-car separation); and 

• U.S. 54 (full truck-car separation). 

Each of these U.S. routes is centrally located and well spaced to serve long distance truck traffic 
between Kansas City and St. Louis.  It was determined that these U.S. routes would best 
accommodate truck traffic and were able to carry heavier loads, including superloads, and more 
efficiently move freight across the state.   

The remaining four interchanges may be reasonable locations for truck-car separated 
interchanges, depending on when and if they meet certain truck traffic volume thresholds or if 
local and/or private partnerships were formed to complete these interchange projects due to 
funding constraints. These interchange locations do not meet the truck-car separated 
interchange criteria and truck traffic volume thresholds through the study design year of 2030.  

These interchanges included the following: 

• Route H/F, Oak Grove; 

• Route 13, Higginsville; 

• Route 5, Boonville; and  

• Route 47, Warrenton. 

Figure 6: Truck-Car Separated Interchange Locations 
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a high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) facility. As in a rural setting, a concrete median barrier would 
separate opposing directions of traffic in the truck-only lanes. 

Figure 8: Urban Truck-Only Lanes Alternative 

 
 

Alternative in environmentally sensitive areas 
Within the study corridor, the Improve I-70 First and Second Tier Studies identified sensitive 
areas needing special focus, due to the potential for significant social and environmental 
impacts.  For purposes of the SEIS, the study team continued to treat these areas as sensitive 
and re-evaluated them to assess the impacts to these areas from the Truck-Only Lanes 
Alternative.  The sensitive areas included Overton Bottoms and Mineola Hill.  

Overton Bottoms 
The section described as Overton Bottoms includes the I-70 Missouri River crossing near 
Rocheport, Missouri.  The Overton Bottoms area consists of the Overton Bottoms Conservation 
Area, including the Missouri River and its floodplain and river bluffs. In this area, the Truck-Only 
Lanes Alternative would maintain the same right of way needs and footprint as that 
environmentally evaluated within the Improve I-70 Second Tier Environmental Studies. No 
additional right of way would be required for truck-only lanes. MoDOT would construct a new 
four-lane companion bridge downstream (south) of the existing Missouri River Bridge.  The new 
companion bridge would carry two truck-only lanes and two general-purpose lanes traveling 
eastbound, using a similar configuration to that shown for the urban truck-only lanes section 
with a buffer separation.  The existing river bridge would then carry two truck-only lanes and two 
general-purpose lanes traveling westbound. On either end of each bridge, the section would 
transition back to the proposed rural truck-only lanes mainline configuration. 

Mineola Hill  
The Mineola Hill section of I-70 lays between Routes N and J in Montgomery County.  The 
median widens from the typical 40 feet along the I-70 Corridor to approximately 175 feet.  This 
section of I-70 contains several environmentally and culturally sensitive areas, including the 
Graham Cave State Park, Graham Historic Farmstead, Graham Rock and the Loutre River 
Valley.  In addition to the sensitive nature of this section, the terrain in the Loutre River Valley 
includes steeper grades than the target three percent grade adopted for the I-70 Corridor, which 
creates speed differentials between passenger vehicles and trucks and higher crash rates.  

For the Truck-Only Lanes Alternative, two truck-only lanes and two general-purpose lanes each 
direction are proposed to be applied through Mineola Hill to match the other rural sections of the 
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project. As displayed in Figure 9, due to constraints at Graham Rock, for a short distance the 
section narrows to a barrier separation of truck-only lanes and general-purpose lanes to 
improve safety.  Just east of Graham Rock, I-70 transitions back to the rural section with the 
widening south of existing I-70. 

Figure 9: Truck-Only Lane Application at Graham Rock  

 
   

The footprint for the truck-only lanes through Mineola Hill will remain entirely within the 
previously evaluated footprint identified in the original Improve I-70 Second Tier Studies.  The 
study team achieved this by increasing the height of the proposed retaining walls.  In addition, 
this SEIS maintains the commitments made for the Mineola Hill area in the Improve I-70 Second 
Tier Studies.  
 
Interchange Alternatives 
 
As discussed early within the Strategy Evaluation, trucks would access the majority of 
interchanges along the I-70 Corridor via slip ramps between the truck-only lanes and general-
purpose lanes (See Figure 4).  The SEIS is not determining specific locations for slip ramps 
along the corridor, but does assume there will be several slip ramp locations available within the 
limits of the project to access interchanges between Kansas City and St. Louis. Since the slip 
ramps only require merge and diverge areas between truck-only lanes and general-purpose 
lanes to be constructed, their addition to the corridor does not cause additional right-of-way to 
be required. MoDOT can construct the slip ramps without affecting the footprint required and 
evaluated in the Improve I-70 Second Tier Studies.   
 
At interchanges with high truck volumes and access to a significant number of freight generating 
facilities, MoDOT would construct a truck-car separated interchange.  As illustrated in Figure 
10, a truck-car separated interchange would consist of separate, exclusive entrance and exit 
ramps for trucks at an interchange. Trucks and general-purpose traffic would not mix until they 
merged off the mainline of I-70, on either ramps or local crossroads. The study team developed 
five different alternatives for truck-car separated interchanges.  The study team applied each of 
the interchange alternatives to a given location to see which merited further study. The study 
team considered the U.S. 63 interchange separately, since it would require a system-to-system 
connection between I-70 and the U.S. 63 Corridor.   
 
The study team assessed the seven interchange locations shown in Figure 6 above.  Based on 
the alternative’s ability to meet the purpose and need and other key social, environmental and 
engineering criteria, the study team chose three or four truck-car separated interchange 
alternatives at each of the seven locations.  The SEIS process does not result in the selection of 
a selected interchange alternative at each location.  Instead, the SEIS results in evaluating a 
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combined footprint representing a combination of several reasonable interchange alternatives in 
order to leave flexibility during the design phase of the project. 
 
Figure 10: Truck-Car Separated Interchange Types 
 

 
 
E.  Impacts 
 
Since the SEIS supplements the original Improve I-70 First and Second Tier Studies, the study 
team evaluated the project impacts using a slightly modified process from a typical EIS. First, 
the evaluated environmental footprint from the previously approved Improve I-70 Second Tier 
Studies was re-assessed to determine if conditions and impacts remain unchanged.  The study 
team did not reevaluate impacts determined in the previous studies unless there was a change 
within the previously evaluated right of way.  New impacts were those additional impacts 
determined to occur within the previously evaluated footprint.   
 
The study team then evaluated impacts within any additional right of way required by the Truck-
Only Lanes Alternative.  The evaluation process for additional right of way used the same 
impact evaluation process as the Improve I-70 Second Tier Studies.  The study team defined 
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the footprint to a sufficient level of detail to encompass evaluation of any additional impacts 
resulting from the Truck-Only Lanes Alternative. The environmental impact evaluation for the 
Truck-Only Lanes Alternative included an assessment of mainline impacts, truck-car separated 
interchange impacts and corridor-wide considerations.   
 
Project funding options were not previously evaluated within the First and Second Tier 
Environmental Studies, but were determined to be an important factor that merited evaluation 
within the SEIS. A funding option was not selected within the SEIS, but the impacts of applying 
different funding options were evaluated. Within the SEIS, fuel taxes, sales taxes and tolling 
were considered possible funding mechanisms available to finance improvements to the I-70 
Corridor. The evaluation of funding options determined that none of these mechanisms would 
have a disproportionate impact to low-income or minority populations or substantial impacts to 
the natural or man-made environment.  
 
The Truck-Only Lanes Alternative does include some mainline sections within SIU 7 between 
the Warrenton, Wright City and Wentzville area to Lake St. Louis Boulevard that will require 
additional right of way. These areas of additional right of way are small “pinch points” only and 
encompass approximately three acres in total. Within the environmentally sensitive areas of 
Overton Bottoms and Mineola Hill, the Truck-Only Lanes Alternative stays within the 
environmentally evaluated footprint from the Improve I-70 Second Tier Studies in these areas 
and, therefore, does not result in additional impacts.  
 
The study team evaluated impacts to additional right of way resulting from the truck-car 
separated interchanges for the three recommended (U.S. 65, U.S. 63, U.S. 54) and four 
potential  (Route H/F, Route 13, Route 5, Route 47) interchange locations. Whereas the 
mainline I-70 had one corridor-wide alternative for improving I-70 with truck-only lanes, the 
study team evaluated the truck-car separated interchanges as a range of three to four 
reasonable interchange types. The Truck-Only Lanes Alternative required an additional 300 
acres of right of way compared to the original Selected Alternative of widening existing I-70 to 
six lanes. Depending on which interchange alternative MoDOT selects at each location during 
the design phase of the project, MoDOT could reduce or eliminate some of the additional 
impacts included within the SEIS. This is due to the study team evaluating a combined footprint 
that included several interchange alternatives at each location.   
 
Figure 11 at the end of the document presents a summary of the total impacts of the Truck-
Only Lanes Alternative for the entire 200-mile I-70 Corridor.  This includes impacts within the 
environmentally evaluated footprint of the Improve I-70 Second Tier Environmental Studies, as 
well as new impacts within that previously evaluated footprint, due to the passage of time. It also 
includes the additional impacts that result specifically from the Truck-Only Lanes Alternative and 
its new right of way.    
 
F.  Section 4(f) 
 
The I-70 SEIS did not require a Section 4(f) Evaluation.  Neither the study team nor its resource 
agency partners identified additional 4(f) resources between the completion of the Improve I-70 
Second Tier Studies and the I-70 Final SEIS. 
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G.  Measures to Minimize Harm 
 
Through a comprehensive review of the potentially affected environment and environmental 
consequences, no known issues were identified that would preclude or prevent the 
implementation of the Truck-Only Lanes Alternative as the Selected Alternative.  The 
commitments put in place as part of the Improve I-70 Second Tier Studies remain valid and are 
included in Appendix A of this document. 
 
The SEIS requires a finding for the Selected Alternative’s affect on wetlands and floodplains. 
The SEIS refers to this finding as the Only Practicable Alternative Finding.  
 
Wetlands 
 
The Preferred Alternative, the Truck-Only Lanes Alternative, would affect 65.97 acres of 
potentially jurisdictional wetlands.  As discussed in the SEIS, there are no other practicable 
alternatives to the proposed action that would adequately serve the purpose and need of the 
proposed project.  Following coordination with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and 
other resource agencies, MoDOT will compensate for unavoidable wetland losses by utilizing 
appropriate mitigation strategies such as restoration, enhancement, creation, mitigation banking 
or in-lieu fees in a manner that will ensure no net loss of function or acreage resulting from this 
project.  Compensatory mitigation sites will be held in public ownership or in an ownership 
arrangement suitable to both the USACE and the Missouri Department of Natural Resources. 
This will occur if agreements, including a Memorandum of Understanding between MoDOT and 
MDNR, a Management of Wetland Mitigation Lands Agreement, or a similar agreement is in 
force at the time of 404 permit authorization. This will be done in a manner consistent with 
Section 4 of Executive Order 11990. 
 
Based upon the above considerations, it is determined that there is no practicable alternative to 
the proposed construction in wetlands and that the Selected Alternative includes all practicable 
measures to minimize harm to wetlands that may result from such action. 
 
Floodplains 
 
In order to provide travel lanes for the Selected Alternative, it is necessary to locate the new 
travel lanes within and through the floodplains of the tributaries. The Improve I-70 Second Tier 
Studies and the SEIS Technical Memorandum 3 identify the additional floodplain impacts 
resulting from the Truck-Only Lanes Alternative. The Selected Alternative will affect a total of 
426.86 acres of floodplain.  The Selected Alternative was determined to provide the best 
solution to existing roadway deficiencies and future traffic volumes, to best accommodate 
community access and growth and to have a lower environmental impact than other alternatives 
considered. 

MoDOT will design and construct the crossings of all base floodplains in compliance with 
applicable floodplain regulations, including Executive Order 11988.  During the design process, 
a detailed hydraulic analysis of the flows and water surface elevations will occur in accordance 
with the requirements of the Federal Emergency Management Agency and the USACE.  This 
analysis will ensure the absence of any encroachments upon regulatory floodways so that the 
100-year flood discharge may convey without increasing the base flood elevation more than a 
specified amount.  The Selected Alternative would not result in a loss of regulatory floodway 
capacity or a one-foot cumulative rise resulting from all proposed activities conducted within the 
base floodplain.  The Selected Alternative would conform to applicable state of Missouri and 
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local floodplain protection standards, and MoDOT will obtain the required floodplain 
development permits during the design phase. 

Based upon the above considerations, and for the reasons stated in this SEIS, the FHWA 
determines that the Selected Alternative is the only practicable alternative. 

H.  Monitoring and Enforcement 
  
The planning, agency coordination, public involvement and impact evaluation for the project 
were coordinated in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act, the Clean Water 
Act, the Clean Air Act, the Farmland Protection Policy Act, Executive Order 11990 on Wetlands 
Protection, Executive Order 11988 on Floodplain Protection, the Fish and Wildlife Coordination 
Act, the Endangered Species Act, the National Historic Preservation Act  and other state and 
federal laws, policies and procedures for environmental impact analyses and preparation of 
environmental documents. 
 
This document complies with United States Department of Transportation and FHWA policies to 
determine whether a proposed project will have disproportionate impact on minority or low-
income populations.  It meets the requirements of the Presidential Executive Order on 
Environmental Justice 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority and 
Low-Income Populations.  Neither minority nor low-income populations would receive 
disproportionately adverse impacts under the reasonable range of alternatives.  Relocation 
Assistance Plans for all potential acquisitions and displacements will require approval prior to 
implementation.  The Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act 
of 1970, as amended, provides for payment of just compensation for property acquired for a 
federal aid project.  The relocation program assists displaced persons in finding comparable 
housing that is decent, safe and sanitary.  This applies to businesses, farms, nonprofit 
organizations and residential properties. 
  
Ongoing coordination with the public, stakeholders, organizations and resource agencies will 
continue to implement appropriate mitigation measures and commitments as well as project 
coordination into the future during project design and construction.   
 
I.  Public Comments on the Final SEIS 
 
The study team received no public comments during the comment period for the Final SEIS. 
 
J.  Agency and Organization Comments on the Final SEIS 
 
The FHWA approved the Final SEIS for circulation on May 14, 2009.  It was furnished to the 
agencies and individuals included on the circulation list.  The Federal Register published the 
notice of availability on May 29, 2009, with a request to receive comments by June 29, 2009.    
The study team received comments on the Final SEIS from the following entities: 
 

• U.S. Environmental Protection Agency – June 2, 2009 
• Missouri Federal Assistance Clearinghouse – June 9, 2009 
• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers – June 26, 2009 
• Mid-America Regional Council  – June 29, 2009Scenic Missouri – June 29, 2009 
• Great Rivers Environmental Law Center on behalf of the Sierra Club – June 29, 2009  
• Osage Nation Historic Preservation Office – July 19, 2009 
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Throughout the SEIS process, the study team met and closely worked with the Study 
Management Group (SMG) made up of resource agencies to identify and address the group’s 
questions and concerns. The study team also coordinated with a range of project stakeholders 
and organizations. The following section provides a summary of the comments that the study 
team received from the resource agencies or organizations during the review period for the 
Final SEIS. The comment letters and full written responses are included in Appendix B of this 
Record of Decision. 
 
One comment focused on the need to evaluate the availability of replacement housing stock for 
displaced persons.  While a planning level analysis of replacement housing stock was 
conducted within the environmental studies, the study team noted that the need for a more 
detailed market analysis of available housing replacement stock will be considered when right of 
way plans are developed for the project.  
 
Another issue that SMG member agencies did raise during the comment period concerned the 
design criteria and safety analysis for the truck-only lanes, slip ramps and interchanges.  Within 
the SEIS, the study team went into enough design detail to establish an environmental footprint 
to evaluate during the SEIS.  Due to the unique nature of the Truck-Only Lanes Alternative, 
MoDOT commissioned a separate study that assesses freight movement and related design 
and safety issues with truck-only lanes.  The results of that study, currently underway, and the 
SEIS will enable MoDOT to better identify appropriate standards for a truck-only lane facility 
when the project moves into the design phase. 
 
Comments were also received related to the potential benefits, project cost estimates, and the 
need to conduct benefit-cost analysis for the truck-only lanes facility. It was noted by the study 
team that the costs included in the SEIS are prepared at a planning level of detail and will be 
further refined as the project moves forward into the design phase and more detailed plans for 
the facility are developed. In addition, MoDOT is conducting a separate study to assess the 
financial and economic benefits that could be realized from the truck-only lanes facility as a 
supplement to the SEIS project. The benefit-cost analysis will provide project stakeholders, local 
communities along the corridor and business and trucking interests findings on what the 
benefits of a truck-only lanes facility could be for the state of Missouri and the I-70 Corridor. 
 
One comment also focused on the need for continued coordination on improvements planned 
and secondary impacts that could occur within the urban limits of the project in Kansas City and 
St. Louis. It was discussed that MoDOT would continue to coordinate with the resource 
agencies and project stakeholders as the project progresses into design and construction. 
 
A comment was also received on the safety of wildlife crossings due to the median barrier 
proposed with the Truck-Only Lanes Alternative. The study team has added a commitment 
within Appendix A of the Record of Decision to consider potential roadway and median design 
applications to improve wildlife crossing safety during the design phase of the project.  
 
K. Conclusion 
 
The choice of a Selected Alternative occurred following a collaborative decision-making process 
that included thorough consideration of all social, economic and environmental factors with 
extensive outreach, including agency coordination and public involvement.  FHWA and MoDOT 
have worked to avoid, minimize and mitigate impacts throughout the NEPA process. The Final 
SEIS accurately presents the social, economic and environmental consequences associated 
with its selection.   



Figure 11: Total Impacts of Truck-Only Lanes Alternative
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Land Use Rating  NC NC   NC NC   NC NC   NC NC   NC NC   NC NC   NC NC 

Farmland Impacts
   Prime Acres 186.7 0 10.5 197.2 490 0 16.7 506.7 80 0 0 80 140 0 0 140 383 0 0 383 410 0 53 463 684 0 9.0 693.0
   Statewide Importance Acres 263.3 0 24.1 287.4 572 0 22.0 594.0 432 0 34.7 466.7 113 0 2.0 115.0 63.6 0 0 63.6 312 0 64 376 455 0 38.0 493.0
   CRP Lands Acres 3.6 0 0 3.6 28 26 0.17 54.17 20.7 0 7.1 27.8 0.2 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 0 8.5 0 0 8.5 0.01 0 0 0.01
   WRP Lands Acres 0 0 0 0 8 5.4 0 13.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Social and Economic
   Residents (persons) Number 100 0 53 153 83 3 8 94 25 3 0 28 442 50 13 505 35 0 0 35 40 0 0 40 138 3 10 151
   Businesses Number 20 3 0 23 21 1 0 22 25 9 0 34 66 11 0 77 16 6 0 22 8 0 0 8 45 21 18 84
     Environmental Justice Issues Yes/No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No
Community Impacts Rating  NC    NC NC   NC NC   NC NC   NC NC   NC NC   NC  

Parks and Public Lands Number 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
ROW and Displacements
  Total Right-of-Way Acres 469 0 48.2 517.2 1800 0 44.3 1844.3 652 0 35.5 687.5 397 0 6.05 403.05 439.6 0 0 439.6 770 0 117 887 1153 0 55.8 1208.8
   Residential (partial) Number 0 2 2 26 0 0 26 1 0 1 185 0 0 185 0 0 0 173 0 0 173 0 3 3
   Residential (full) Number 40 0 21 61 33 1 3 37 10 1 0 11 299 20 5 324 14 0 0 14 16 0 0 16 55 1 16 72
   Business ( partial) Number 3 2 5 38 4 1 43 1 1 2 127 0 0 127 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 12 12
   Business (full) Number 20 3 0 23 21 1 0 22 25 9 0 34 66 11 0 77 16 6 0 22 8 0 0 8 45 21 21 87
   Public / Semi-public (partial) Number 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 2 0 0 2 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
   Public / Semi-public (full) Number 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 10 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4
Air Quality Rating  NC NC   NC NC   NC NC   NC NC   NC NC   NC NC   NC NC 

Noise (sensitive receptors) No. of Units 119 0 0 119 73 22 0 95 11 0 0 11 124 0 0 124 15 0 0 15 14 0 0 14 671 0 0 671
Streams & Wetlands (jurisdct'l) 
   Streams* Lin. Ft. 19022 0 1134 20156 41560 2200 810 44570 19009 0 916 19925 18996 0 0 18996 4968 0 0 4968 27070 0 998 28068 38605 0 2840 41445
   Wetlands*  Acres 10.8 0 0.03 10.83 26.9 3.58 0 30.48 6.32 0 0.05 6.37 2.76 0 0 2.76 4.85 0 0 4.85 7.65 0 2.73 0 0.3 3.030 7.65
   Ponds* Acres 0.8 0 0 0.8 15.5 0 0.09 15.59 5.82 0 0 5.82 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2.76 0 0 2.76 2.15 0 0 2.15
Water Quality Impacts Type  NC NC   NC NC   NC NC   NC NC   NC NC   NC NC   NC NC 

Floodplain Impacts Acres 102.5 0 2.0 104.5 98 0 0 98 71.8 0 0 71.8 72 0 4.5 76.5 12.6 0 0 12.6 38.9 0 1.0 39.9 11.3 0 12.26 23.56
Biological Resources
   Natural Communities (woodland) Acres 33.7 0 5.6 39.3 294 0 5.9 299.9 230 0 12.6 242.6 143 0 5.8 148.8 0 0 0 115 0 1.8 116.8 0 8.7 8.7
   T&E Species Number 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
Cultural Resources** Number 0 0 0 0 15 0 1 16 0 0 1 1 2 0 1 3 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 3
Hazardous Material Sites*** Number 5 0 0 5 33 1 0 34 7 2 0 9 15 0 0 15 3 3 0 6 8 0 0 8 4 7 11
Visual Assessment Rating  NC    NC NC   NC NC   NC    NC NC   NC NC   NC NC 

Construction Impacts Rating  NC NC   NC NC   NC NC   NC NC   NC NC   NC NC   NC  

Environmental Mitigation **** Rating  Addt'l Addt'l   Addt'l Addt'l   Addt'l Addt'l   Addt'l Addt'l   Addt'l NC   NC Addt'l   Addt'l Addt'l 

Secondary and Cumulative Rating  NC NC   NC NC   NC NC   NC NC   NC NC   NC NC   NC NC 
Section 4(f) Yes/ No  No No No No Yes No No Yes Yes No No Yes Yes No No Yes No No No No No No No No No No No No

* Second Tier quantities for stream, wetland, and pond impacts are derived from the previous PJWD Summary Reports and include impacts to only those water resources that are considered jurisdictional.
** Includes only historic cultural resources with an adverse effect and potentially eligible archaeological sites that require further testing prior to design.
*** All of the hazardous material sites are considered to have a "low potential for contamination".
**** The term Additional indicates that the mitigation committed to in the Second Tier Studies remains valid for the SEIS and that additional impacts related to the Truck-Only Lanes Alternative requiring mitigation (e.g., wetlands, streams) will receive the same commitments to perform mitigation.
NC = No Change
NOTE:  Matrix cells of those factors for which specific information was not available, are left blank.
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APPENDIX A 
List of Commitments 

 
The FHWA is committed to the following measures to minimize harm for the proposed action: 
 
1.  MoDOT will comply with the appropriate currently-adopted design criteria and design 
standards. 
 
 2.  MoDOT will incorporate suitable and reasonable Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) 
elements into the Improve I-70 program. 
 
 3.  MoDOT will consult with emergency responder agencies involved in traffic incident 
management on I-70 in future design and maintenance of traffic plan development as the 
Improve I-70 program progresses. 
 
 4.  MoDOT will construct frontage roads for the purposes of maintaining existing local service 
connections and maintaining existing access to adjacent properties, where warranted.  The 
frontage roads as proposed in the Frontage Road Master Plan may be constructed in the future 
as needs arise and as funding becomes available.  Where reasonably possible, any eight-foot 
(2.4 meters) paved shoulder along new frontage road construction could serve as a one-way 
bicycle facility. 
 
 5.  MoDOT will develop a maintenance of traffic plan for the construction phases.  Through 
traffic will be maintained along I-70 and at access points to the interstate from cross roads.  It is 
likely that some interchange ramps and cross roads will be closed and temporary detours 
required.  Construction schedules, road closures and detours will be coordinated with police 
forces and emergency services to reduce impact to response times of these agencies. 
 
 6.  MoDOT will coordinate with project area businesses regarding access issues, via direct 
communication throughout the construction period. 
 
 7.  MoDOT will coordinate with local public service and utility service providers during the final 
design phase of the project and during the construction period to minimize infrastructure 
relocation, modifications and connectivity requirements. 
 
 8.  During right of way acquisition and relocations, MoDOT will assure that this will be 
accomplished in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended.  MoDOT is committed to examining ways to 
further minimize property impacts throughout the corridor, without compromising the safety of 
the proposed facility, during subsequent design phases. 
 
 9.  During construction, MoDOT’s standard specifications, Missouri Department of Natural 
Resources (MDNR) Solid Waste Management Program, and MoDOT’s Sediment and Erosion 
Control Program will all be followed. 
 
10.  Through MoDOT’s approved Pollution Prevention Plan for the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES), the control of water pollution will be accomplished.  The plan 
specifies berms, slope drains, ditch checks, sediment basins, silt fences, rapid seeding and 
mulching and other erosion control devices or methods as needed.  In addition, all construction 
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and project activities will comply with all conditions of appropriate U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
and Missouri Department of Natural Resources permits and certifications. 
 
11.  MoDOT has special provisions for construction which require that all contractors comply 
with all applicable local, state, and federal laws and regulations relating to noise levels 
permissible within and adjacent to the project construction site.  Construction equipment is 
required to have mufflers installed in accordance with the equipment manufacturers’ 
specifications. 
 
12.  MoDOT is committed to minimize lighting impacts.  Efficient lighting and equipment will be 
installed, where appropriate, to optimize the use of light on the road surface while minimizing 
stray light intruding on adjacent properties. 
 
13.  To minimize impacts associated with construction, pollution control measures outlined in 
the MoDOT Standard Specifications for Highway Construction will be used.  These measures 
pertain to air, noise and water pollution as well as traffic control and safety measures. 
 
14.  MoDOT will review the Natural Heritage Database and coordinate with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service periodically during the project development process to identify any new 
locations of threatened and endangered bat activity and for new locations of the running buffalo 
clover.  MoDOT will conduct a field check for the running buffalo clover at least one year prior to 
construction activities at the Lamine River, Auxvasse Creek, Cedar Creek, and the Loutre River 
crossing.  
 
15.  Landscaping in the right of way will include native plant species and other enhancements in 
accordance with the statewide I-70 Corridor Enhancement Plan to the maximum extent 
possible.  In accordance with MoDOT standards, new seed mixes, mulch and plant materials 
will be free of invasive weedy species to the extent possible.  Where appropriate, MoDOT will 
partner with the Missouri Department of Conservation (MDC) Grow Native program and 
implement the establishment of native vegetation along highway rights of way. 
 
16.  MoDOT has developed a Conceptual Wetland Mitigation Plan to compensate for wetland 
impacts, and appropriate mitigation will be adhered to in accord with the plan. 
 
17.  MoDOT will continue to coordinate with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and 
comply with the existing executed Programmatic Agreement that complies with the National 
Historic Preservation Act. 
 
18.  MoDOT’s tree replacement policy has been revised since the Improve I-70 First and 
Second Tier Studies were completed. As a result, the I-70 SEIS will follow MoDOT’s current tree 
replacement policy. When trees are removed as a result of the project, MoDOT will provide for 
their replacement as a part of the “Trees for Tomorrow” program. This program consists of 
MoDOT purchasing half a million trees per year and coordinating with the Missouri Department 
of Conservation to distribute the trees to youth groups for planting at selected locations 
throughout the state. 
 
19.  Where feasible, MoDOT’s design process will minimize impacts to floodplains.   
 
20.  Mitigation efforts to prevent the rise in flood elevation of each of the water bodies affected 
will be employed in an effort to obtain a No-Rise Certification permit from the State Emergency 
Management Agency (SEMA). 
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21.  MoDOT will continue to coordinate with the Natural Resources Conservation Service 
(NRCS) to determine appropriate mitigation measures for the loss of Conservation Reserve 
Program (CRP) and Wetlands Reserve Program (WRP) lands. 
 
22.  Plans for suitable pedestrian, bicycle and Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) access 
across I-70 will be developed during the design of the interchanges. 
 
23.  The MoDOT Noise Policy will be used to address noise impacts.  Where appropriate, 
possible noise abatement types and locations will be presented and discussed with the 
benefited residents during the preliminary design phase.  Noise abatement measures will be 
considered that are deemed reasonable, feasible and cost effective  
 
24.  MoDOT will consider potential roadway and median design applications to improve wildlife 
crossing safety during the design phase of the project. Mitigation plans developed in relation to 
stream crossing impacts will consider enhancements, such as vegetative plantings, designed to 
encourage animal species to utilize these vegetative corridors as passageways. Any wildlife 
enhancements considered during the design phase would be located within the right of way for 
the Selected Alternative.  
  
Note: To review commitments related to specific sections of the I-70 Corridor, see the individual 
sections of independent utility (SIU) documents from the I-70 Second Tier Environmental 
Studies. 



B-1 
 

APPENDIX B 
Agency and Organization Comments on the Final SEIS 

 

 
The Final SEIS was approved for circulation on May 14, 2009.  It was furnished to the agencies 
and individuals included on the circulation list.  The notice of availability was published in the 
Federal Register on May 29, 2009, and comments were requested by June 29, 2009.    
Comments on the Final SEIS were received from the following entities: 
 
 
Letter No.1 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency ...................................................  B-2 
Letter No.2 Missouri Federal Assistance Clearinghouse ...........................................  B-4 
Letter No.3 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers ................................................................  B-5 
Letter No.4 Mid-America Regional Council ................................................................  B-8 
Letter No.5 Scenic Missouri .......................................................................................  B-10 
Letter No.6 Great Rivers Environmental Law Center on behalf of the Sierra Club ....  B-12 
Letter No. 7 Osage Nation Historic Preservation Office ..............................................  B-20 
 
 
Responses to Agency and Organization Comments ......................................................  B-21 
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Letter No. 1 – United States Environmental Protection Agency 
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Letter No. 1 – United States Environmental Protection Agency 
 

1A 
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Letter No. 2 – Missouri Federal Assistance Clearinghouse 
 

2A 



B-5 
 

 

 
 

Letter No. 3 – U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
 

3A 
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Letter No. 3 – U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
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Letter No. 3 – U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
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Letter No. 4 – Mid-America Regional Council 

4B 

4A 
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Letter No. 4 – Mid-America Regional Council 

4C 
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SCENIC MISSOURI 
 

 
June 29, 2009 
 
 
Ms. Peggy Casey 
Environmental Project Teams Leader 
Federal Highway Administration 
3220 W. Edgeway, Ste. H 
Jefferson City, MO 65109 
 
Mr. Kevin Keith 
Chief Engineer 
Missouri Department of Transportation 
P.O. Box 270 
Jefferson City, MO 65102 
 

Re: Draft FSEIS/ I-70 Corridor Improvement Study 
   
Dear Ms. Casey and Mr. Keith: 
 
Scenic Missouri requests that our earlier comments submitted in response to the Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS) for the Interstate 70 Corridor 
Improvement Study be included as part of our comment for the Final SEIS, but we are also 
pleased to submit the following additional comments. 
 

Outdoor Advertising 
 

Scenic Missouri appreciates the additional information provided in the FSEIS on outdoor 
advertising in response to our concerns about an insufficient and flawed discussion of the 
subject contained in prior project documents.  Foremost, we are pleased that it has been made 
clear that there is no commitment to replace affected outdoor advertising structures in-kind.  
 

Scenic Segmentation and Environmental Stewardship 
 
Scenic Missouri continues to strongly believe that enhancing the scenic, environmental, and 
cultural attributes of the corridor must be a vital part of any major reconstruction of I-70.  While 
the FSEIS reiterates that the Corridor Enhancement Plan (CEP) remains part of the project, any 
ability to reach meaningful fulfillment of the CEP is highly constrained under the alternative of at 
least eight-lanes within a single, concrete-filled right-of-way.  We are disappointed that the 
FSEIS did not address the negative scenic consequences of a concrete dominated median as 
opposed to the generously landscaped, visually-pleasing median described in the earlier six-
lane preferred alternative. 
 
 

Letter No. 5 – Scenic Missouri 
 

5A 

5B 

5C 
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Once again, we urge The Missouri Department of Transportation to include a study on scenic 
segmentation as part of the study process and include nonprofits and state agencies including 
Conservation, Natural Resources and Economic Development and Tourism as integral partners  
as part of a team to ensure that any reconstruction results in an attractive and environmentally-
sustainable project that is worthy of being called “Missouri’s Main Street.”   
 

Truck-only Lane Costs versus Benefits 
 
The additional costs of at least a half billion dollars for truck-only lanes over the earlier six lane 
preferred alternative remains a concern, especially when we believe that the vision for the truck-
only lane (TOL) plan under the FSEIS will fail to create the essential scenic and environmental 
benefits that must be a result of a project of this enormity and expense. 
   
Not only will this additional cost constrain the ability of the state to address other important 
transportation needs elsewhere, many fundamental questions still remain unanswered, such as 
how the project would impact the highly urbanized Saint Louis and Kansas City metropolitan 
areas and fit into the multi-state TOL concept.     
 
As a result, the cost versus benefits of the proposed preferred alternative remain unclear and 
we continue to believe that it is premature for this proposal to receive a Record of Decision.  
Thank you for the opportunity to present these comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
John Regenbogen 
Executive Director 
 
 
attachments 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Letter No. 5 – Scenic Missouri 
 
 

5D 
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Letter No. 6 – Great Rivers Environmental Law Center on behalf of the Sierra Club 
 
 

 

6A 
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Letter No. 6 – Great Rivers Environmental Law Center on behalf of the Sierra Club 
 
 

6B 
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Letter No. 6 – Great Rivers Environmental Law Center on behalf of the Sierra Club 
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Letter No. 6 – Great Rivers Environmental Law Center on behalf of the Sierra Club 
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Letter No. 6 – Great Rivers Environmental Law Center on behalf of the Sierra Club 



B-17 
 

 
 

Letter No. 6 – Great Rivers Environmental Law Center on behalf of the Sierra Club 
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Letter No. 6 – Great Rivers Environmental Law Center on behalf of the Sierra Club 
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Letter No. 6 – Great Rivers Environmental Law Center on behalf of the Sierra Club 
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Letter No. 7 – Osage Nation Historic Preservation Office 

7A
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Responses to Agency and Organization Comments 
 

 
COMMENT CODE:  1A 
 
SOURCE:  United States Environmental Protection Agency  
 
RESPONSE: The need for a market analysis of available housing replacement stock will be 
considered when right of way plans are developed. 
 
APPLICABLE REFERENCE: None. 
 
 
COMMENT CODE:  2A 
 
SOURCE:  Missouri Federal Assistance Clearinghouse 
 
RESPONSE:  Comment Noted. 
 
APPLICABLE REFERENCE: None. 
 
 
COMMENT CODE:  3A 
 
SOURCE:  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
 
RESPONSE:  Comments noted. Please see the Technical Memorandum 4, Comments and 
Coordination, for the study team’s responses to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineer’s comments 
on the Draft SEIS. 
 
APPLICABLE REFERENCE: Technical Memorandum 4, Comments and Coordination, Letter 
No. 3 from U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, pages 18-19 and response to agency and 
organization comments, pages 50-52. 
 
 
COMMENT CODE:  4A 
 
SOURCE:  Mid-America Regional Council 
 
RESPONSE:  The study team prepared the project cost estimates and operation and 
maintenance cost estimates using MoDOT guidelines and previous engineering experience and 
methodologies. The costs included in the SEIS are prepared at a planning level of detail and will 
be further refined as the project moves forward into the design phase and more detailed plans 
for the facility are developed. 
 
Chapter 6 of the SEIS, page 6-4, addresses the issue that it is challenging to identify the true 
benefits of truck-only lanes since there are no dedicated highways for trucks today. Chapter 1, 
Purpose and Need, in both the SEIS and the Technical Memorandum 1, provides information on 
truck safety statistics; however, it is noted that since there is not a similar truck-only lanes facility 
open and in operation in the United States, that empirical safety and operational data does not 
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currently exist. National and international research, High Occupancy Vehicle design 
characteristics and engineering experience were used as guidelines when developing truck-only 
lanes facility preliminary design criteria. The criteria will be reviewed and final decisions will be 
made during the design phase of the project. MoDOT also has a research project underway that 
will help to develop safety and design criteria for truck-only lanes.  
 
In addition, MoDOT is conducting a separate study to assess the financial and economic 
benefits that could be realized from the truck-only lanes facility as a supplement to the SEIS 
project. The benefit-cost analysis will provide project stakeholders, local communities along the 
corridor and business and trucking interests findings on what the benefits of a truck-only lanes 
facility could be for the state of Missouri and the I-70 Corridor. 
 

APPLICABLE REFERENCE: Chapter 6, page 6-4 of the SEIS and Chapter 1, Purpose and 
Need, in both the SEIS and the Technical Memorandum 1. Supplemental studies currently in 
process by MoDOT. 

 
COMMENT CODE:  4B 
 
SOURCE:  Mid-America Regional Council 
 
RESPONSE:  MoDOT will continue to coordinate with the Mid-America Regional Council on the 
project and its impacts to the Kansas City metropolitan area as the project moves forward into 
the design phase.  
 
The SEIS provides flexibility on the ultimate truck-only lanes configuration within the Kansas 
City metropolitan area in order to incorporate emerging trends in freight movement and 
technology advances that could affect the configuration of the truck lanes, such as congestion 
management of the lanes during peak hours or different treatments for barriers/guard 
cables/rumble stripes for separation areas between trucks and general-purpose traffic lanes.  
Prior to the design of the facility, more detailed lane balance traffic analysis would be performed 
to determine the ultimate configuration. The SEIS does environmentally clear what the study 
team recommends is the ultimate number of lanes needed to adequately serve traffic operations 
along the corridor. In addition, the I-70 Corridors of the Future project is currently underway and 
will provide projections and analysis on the potential truck traffic on an I-70 multi-state truck-lane 
corridor. 
 
APPLICABLE REFERENCE: The details regarding traffic analysis for the Truck-Only Lanes 
Strategy is included in Technical Memorandum 3, Tier 2 Evaluation, on pages 30-32. Pages 3-
3, 4-18 and Figure 4-5 of the SEIS also describe the ultimate number of lanes cleared by urban 
section. Additionally, the ongoing I-70 Corridors of the Future study will provide multi-state truck 
traffic projections and analysis. 
 
 
COMMENT CODE:  4C 
 
SOURCE:  Mid-America Regional Council 
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RESPONSE:  MoDOT will continue to coordinate with the Mid-America Regional Council on the 
project and its impacts to the Kansas City metropolitan area as the project moves forward into 
the design phase. 
 
APPLICABLE REFERENCE: None. 
 
 
COMMENT CODE:  5A 
 
SOURCE:  Scenic Missouri 
 
RESPONSE:  Comment noted. Please see the Technical Memorandum 4, Comments and 
Coordination, for the study team’s responses to Scenic Missouri’s comments on the Draft SEIS. 
 
APPLICABLE REFERENCE: Technical Memorandum 4, Comments and Coordination, Letter 
No. 12 from Scenic Missouri, pages 41-47 and response to agency and organization comments, 
pages 59-61. 
 
 
COMMENT CODE:  5B 
 
SOURCE:  Scenic Missouri 
 
RESPONSE:  Comment noted. 
 
APPLICABLE REFERENCE: Memorandum 3, Tier 2 Evaluation, pages 27-28, Appendix C and 
the Corridor Enhancement Plan, available upon request. 
 
 
COMMENT CODE:  5C 
 
SOURCE:  Scenic Missouri 
 
RESPONSE:  MoDOT will continue to coordinate with Scenic Missouri and other project 
stakeholders on the I-70 project and its scenic characteristics and enhancements as the project 
moves forward into the design phase. 
 
APPLICABLE REFERENCE: None. 
 
 
COMMENT CODE:  5D 
 
SOURCE:  Scenic Missouri 
 
RESPONSE:  Comment noted. MoDOT is in the process of conducting a separate study to 
assess the financial and economic benefits that could be realized from the truck-only lanes 
facility as a supplement to the SEIS project. The benefit-cost analysis will provide project 
stakeholders, local communities along the corridor and business and trucking interests findings 
on what the benefits of a truck-only lanes facility could be for the state of Missouri and the I-70 
Corridor. 
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APPLICABLE REFERENCE: None. 
 
COMMENT CODE:  6A 
 
SOURCE:  Great Rivers Environmental Law Center on behalf of the Sierra Club 
 
RESPONSE:  Comment noted. Please see the Technical Memorandum 4, Comments and 
Coordination, for the study team’s responses to the Sierra Club’s comments on the Draft SEIS. 
 
APPLICABLE REFERENCE: Technical Memorandum 4, Comments and Coordination, Letter 
No. 11 from Sierra Club, pages 36-40 and response to agency and organization comments, 
pages 55-59. 
 
 
COMMENT CODE:  6B 
 
SOURCE:  Great Rivers Environmental Law Center on behalf of the Sierra Club 
 
RESPONSE:  The study team notes the reference to your comments from the Draft SEIS and 
feels that the comments were addressed within the Final SEIS. Please see the Technical 
Memorandum 4, Comments and Coordination, for the study team’s responses to the Sierra 
Club’s comments on the Draft SEIS. 
 
APPLICABLE REFERENCE: Technical Memorandum 4, Comments and Coordination, Letter 
No. 11 from Sierra Club, pages 36-40 and response to agency and organization comments, 
pages 55-59. 
 
 
COMMENT CODE:  6C 
 
SOURCE:  Great Rivers Environmental Law Center on behalf of the Sierra Club 
 
RESPONSE:  Comment noted. The study team has added a commitment within Appendix A of 
the Record of Decision to consider potential roadway and median design applications to 
improve wildlife crossing safety during the design phase of the project.  
 
APPLICABLE REFERENCE: Record of Decision, Appendix A, page A-3. 
 
 
COMMENT CODE:  7A 
 
SOURCE:  Osage Nation Historic Preservation Office 
 
RESPONSE:  Comment noted. A copy of the Improve I-70 Section of Independent Utility 6 
Environmental Assessment will be sent to your organization. 
 
APPLICABLE REFERENCE: None. 
 
 


