











® . 1-70 Supplemental

Environmental Impact Statement

What is a Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement?

What is a Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement (SEIS)?

A SEIS reviews the findings in an existing
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). A SIES
considers new or additional environmental impacts,
based on the introduction of new improvement options
and/or major changes in the natural environment

or communities. The I-70 SEIS will evaluate if —

and how — truck-only lanes alter the impacts and
recommendations previously identified through the
Improve I-70 EIS process.

What will the SEIS do?

This SEIS will help Missouri evaluate a new option

to improve I-70 — dedicated truck lanes — to ensure
that I-70 continues to serve as Missouri’'s economic
engine.

The I-70 SEIS will:
*  Supplement previous I-70 environmental
documents,

+ Establish formal project goals (called “Purpose
and Need”),

* Review existing conditions for significant changes
since the completion of previous Improve |-70
studies,

* Evaluate the impacts of truck-only lanes to the
natural and man-made environment,

*  Provide multiple opportunities for public input,
including public hearings,

* Recommend options for improvements,

» Set the stage to seek funding to design and
construct those improvements and

* Be submitted as a draft document for public
comment, then finalized and submitted for formal
federal approval, called a “Record of Decision”
(ROD).

Background

I-70 has been the toj
of a series of
environmental studig
each going into
further detail on
possible solutions
and their impacts.
Most recently, the |
I-70 studies looked & g 2
I-70 and ultimately recommended the construction
of six lanes across the state, including new bridges,
interchanges and continuous frontage roads. The
studies and evaluations completed in that process
will be used as the starting place for the SEIS. For
information about the Improve I-70 recommendations,
see the “Study History” fact sheet, or go to
www.improvel70.org under “Local Focus.”

An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS):
e Is designed to help agencies, elected officials and the public make sound decisions,
e Documents how improvements would affect both the natural and human-made environment,
e Is prescribed by the federal National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and

e Is one type of environmental document necessary to secure federal funding for transportation
improvements (federal dollars typically pay 80 percent of the cost of major highway projects).
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1.0 Purpose of Coordination Plan

The intent of this Coordination Plan is to define the process by which the Missouri Department
of Transportation (MoDOT) will communicate information about the 1-70 Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) project to the lead, cooperating, participating and other
agencies and to the public. The plan also identifies how the study team will solicit and consider
input from agencies and the public. Since the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
provides funding for this project, FHWA serves as the lead federal agency for the project.
MoDOT is the direct recipient of Federal funds for the project, and is a joint lead agency.
Together with the Consultant, the lead agencies comprise the Study Team. Section 6002 of the
Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act — A Legacy for Users of 2005
(SAFETEA-LU) requires that the lead agencies establish a plan for coordinating public and
agency participation and comment during the environmental review process. This Coordination
Plan will:

e Identify the coordination efforts;

¢ |dentify cooperating and participating agencies to be involved in agency coordination;

e Establish the timing and form for agency involvement in defining the project’s revised
purpose and need and study area, the additional alternatives to be investigated, and as
well as the selection of the preferred alternative and mitigation strategies and in
reviewing the Draft SEIS (DSEIS).

o Establish the timing and form for providing input on issues of concern and
environmental features, and commenting on the findings presented in the DSEIS and the
Final SEIS (FSEIS).

e Describe the implemented communication methods used to inform the community about
the project.

The study team will periodically update the Coordination Plan to reflect any changes to the
project schedule and other items that typically require updating over the course of the project.

2.0 Project Background

MoDOT, in cooperation with FHWA has prepared the following coordination plan as required by
SAFETEA-LU 6002 for the proposed I-70 SEIS. The I-70 corridor for this supplemental is from
Kansas City to St. Louis, specifically the 1-470 interchange to near the Lake St. Louis
interchange. The project length is approximately 199 miles in length. The reason for the
supplemental is to consider the impacts of dedicated truck lanes in view of the approved I-70
Rebuild Existing strategy.

Since 1999 agency coordination has been integrated into the previous environmental studies for
the 1-70 Corridor. These studies included the First and Second Tier NEPA documents. The
First Tier EIS initiated the environmental scoping process, including an environmental scoping
meeting, to identify issues and concerns that affected the selection of the Selected Alternative
and the final location. In addition, informal coordination has occurred through both the First and
Second Tier process with periodic meetings in which resource agency personnel attended and
participated. The resource agencies played a key role in the overall decision-making process.

A Study Management Group (SMG) was assembled during the First Tier Environmental
Process and was continued through the Second Tier Process. Periodic SMG progress
meetings were held during the Second Tier process with resource agency personnel, including
representatives from Missouri Department of Natural Resources (MDNR), the Missouri
Department of Conservation (MDC), US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), the Natural
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Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), the United States Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS), and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). Coordination with the SMG will be
re-initiated for this SEIS process.

As a part of this study, the study team will refine the Purpose and Need Statement based on
input from agencies and the public during the early coordination/scoping period. The purpose of
the Improve I-70 project, First and Second Tier Process, was to provide a safe, efficient,
environmentally sound and cost-effective transportation facility that responded to the needs of
the study corridor in addition to the expectations of a nationally important interstate.

Specifically, the project needs include:

Roadway capacity and traffic operations

Traffic safety

Deficient structures and roadway geometry

Access to major activity centers and recreational facilities

System Preservation

Goods Movement, Freight movement and freight network connectivity
Economic impacts

National Security

This SEIS will begin with an evaluation and comparison of a truck-only lane strategy to the
Preferred Strategy identified in the original EIS. If the evaluation process results in the selection
of the truck-only strategy, the study team will develop and evaluate several alternatives. Itis
anticipated that truck-only alternatives will provide four lanes of travel in each direction — two
lanes for trucks and two lanes for general-purpose traffic. There are several different methods
for providing access at interchanges, ranging from simple merge options to more complicated
truck/car interchanges. Interchange operations and their related impacts will be evaluated
during the supplemental process.

Ultimately, the Selected Alternative may include a combination of elements from the different
alternatives. The study team will develop and refine the alternatives investigated in the SEIS
based on input from agencies and the public during the coordination/scoping period and
subsequent agency and public involvement opportunities.

3.0 Project Coordination

This section outlines the formal activities to initiate the study, definitions of the agencies
coordination responsibilities, other organizations involvement and early coordination
requirements.

The study team will track coordination efforts in Table 2. Periodically, the study team will update
the Table and distribute it to agencies.

3.1 Project Initiation

On February 21, 2008, in conformance with the requirements of SAFETEA-LU, MoDOT formally
notified FHWA in writing of its intent to initiate the NEPA SEIS process for this project. The
coordination/scoping process will be re-initiated in order to obtain comments and input from
agencies and the public to help refine the purpose and need for the project, alternatives to be
evaluated and the issues to be examined as part of the SEIS process.
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3.2 Notice of Intent

Following the project initiation, FHWA with assistance from MoDOT prepared a Notice of Intent
(NOI) to Prepare an Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, as required by CEQ
regulations 40 CFR 1501.7.

3.3 Cooperating and Participating Agencies

3.3.1 Cooperating Agencies

Cooperating Agencies are those governmental agencies specifically requested by the lead
agency to participate during the environmental evaluation process for the project. FHWA's
NEPA regulations (23 CFR 771.111(d)) require inviting those federal agencies with jurisdiction
by law (with permitting or land transfer authority) to be Cooperating Agencies for an EIS/SEIS.
Cooperating Agencies for this supplemental project are the same as from the First and Second
Tier Studies and their status is carried forward for this study. They are the US Environmental
Protection Agency, the US Army Corps of Engineers, the US Coast Guard, and the Natural
Resources Conservation Service. It is the intent of the regulation that the Cooperating Agencies
are also participating agencies.

If new information reveals the need to request another agency to serve as a Cooperating
Agency, then MoDOT in consultation with FHWA will issue that agency an invitation.

3.3.2 Participating Agencies

SAFETEA-LU (Section 6002) created a new category of agencies to participate in the
environmental review process for EISs. These are federal and non-federal governmental
agencies that may have an interest in the project because of their jurisdictional authority, special
expertise and/or statewide interest. These agencies are also carried forth from the First and
Second Tier Studies. MoDOT invites these participating agencies to participate in the
environmental review of the project. Table 1 displays a list of the agencies.

If, during the progress of the project, new information indicates that an agency not previously
requested to be a Participating Agency does indeed have authority, jurisdiction, acknowledged
expertise or information relevant to the project, then MoDOT, in consultation with FHWA, will
promptly extend an invitation to that agency to be a Participating Agency. MoDOT and FHWA
will consider whether this new information affects any previous decisions on the project.
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Table 1. Lead, Cooperating, and Participating Agencies

Agency Agency Role Contact Phone E-mail
Person/Title
Federal Highway Lead Ms. Peggy Casey, 573-638- | Peggy.Casey@fhwa.dot.gov
Administration Environmental 2620
Projects Team
Leader
Missouri Department | Joint Lead Mr. Robert Brendel, | 573-751- | Robert.Brendel@modot.mo.gov
of Transportation Project Manager 8717
Mr. Matt Burcham, Matthew.Burcham@modot.mo.gov
Environmental 573-526-
Contact 6679
USEPA Cooperating/ Joe Cothern 913- cothern.joe@epamail.epa.gov
Participating 551-7148
USACE Cooperating/ Kenny Pointer 573-634- | james.k.pointer@usace.army.mil
Participating 2248
USCG Cooperating/Particip | David Orzechowski | 314-269- | david.a.orzechowski@ uscg.mil
ating 2382
USFWS Participating Charlie Scott 573-876- Charlie_scott@fws.gov
1911 ext.
104
MDC Participating Doyle Brown 573-751- doyle.brown@mdc.mo.gov
4115
MDNR Participating Jane Beetem 573- jane.beetem@dnr.mo.gov
522-2401
SEMA Participating Jason Schneider 573-526-
9119 jason.schneider@sema.dps.mo.gov
NRCS Participating Harold Deckerd 573-876- | harold.deckerd@mo.usda.gov
0900
lowa Tribe of Kansas | Participating Lewis De Roin
and Nebraska
lowa Tribe of Participating Bernadette Huber
Oklahoma
Omaha Tribe of Participating Orville Cayou
Nebraska
Osage Tribe, Participating Jim Gray
Oklahoma
Otoe-Missouria Tribe | Participating C. Michael Harwell
of Indians,
Oklahoma

Sac & Fox Nation,

Participating

Don Abney
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Oklahoma

Sac & Fox Nation of | Participating Fredia Perkins
Missouri in Kansas
and Nebraska

Sac & Fox Nation of | Participating Homer Bear, Jr.
the Mississippi in

lowa

Kaw Tribe of Participating Guy Munroe
Oklahoma

3.3.3 Other Governmental Agencies and Officials

This group includes federal, state and local governmental agencies and officials with statewide
interests to whom the DSEIS will be sent.

3.3.4 Non-Governmental Agencies and Officials
These are private organizations identified as recipients of the DSEIS.

3.3.5 Section 106 Early Coordination

The agency official (FHWA) or its designee (in this case, MODOT) may use its procedures for
public involvement under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to satisfy the National
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) or Section 106 requirements for public involvement as well,
providing they offer adequate opportunities for public involvement. The NHPA requires the
federal agency or its designee to seek the participation and consider the opinions of interested
and appropriate parties throughout the Section 106 process including the identification and
evaluation of any new cultural resources potentially affected by the project, the evaluation of
project effects to historic resources, and the development of appropriate mitigation plans as
needed. This “involvement” is referred to as “consultation.” MoDOT shall consider the nature
of the project and the kinds of historic resources potentially affected to identify the appropriate
individuals, organizations, and entities with whom MoDOT will consult. Because MoDOT
considers Section 106 requirements early in the NEPA process, compliance with both statutes
is coordinated throughout the project.

4.0 Agency Coordination

The cooperating agencies for this project have roles and responsibilities that include, but are not
limited to the following:

Participating in project coordination meetings;

Consulting on any relevant technical studies that will be required for the project;
Participating in joint field reviews, as appropriate;

Using review of the project documents to express views on subjects within the agency’s
jurisdiction or expertise; and

e Inquiring about information that should be included in the project environmental
documents that the agency needs to discharge their National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) responsibilities and any other requirements regarding jurisdictional approvals,
permits, licenses and/or clearances.

The patrticipating agencies for this project have roles and responsibilities that include, but are
not limited to the following:
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e Provide meaningful and early input on defining the purpose and need, determining the
range of alternatives to be considered, and the methodologies and level of detalil
required in alternatives analysis;

o Patrticipate in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as appropriate; and

e Provide timely review and comment on the draft or final environmental documents to
reflect the views and concerns of your agency on the adequacy of the document,
alternatives considered and the anticipated impacts and mitigation.

The patrticipating agencies will have defined opportunities for meaningful participation in the
decision-making process for the project. The agency collaboration points provide specific
opportunities during the course of the project.

4.1  Environmental Streamlining Collaboration Points

SAFETEA-LU incorporates changes aimed at improving and streamlining the environmental
process for transportation projects. Lead and participating agencies have legal and general
governmental obligations to work cooperatively to improve the environmental review process.
The roles and responsibilities specified in Section 6002 for lead agencies and participating
agencies form a part of those obligations. As issues arise during the environmental review
process, USDOT could intervene with the appropriate parties to facilitate a resolution.

The intent of the Collaboration Paints is to provide deadlines for agency input in order to move
the project study forward. They are not meant to function as points where there is total
agreement.

The agencies listed above in Table 1 will be participating in the collaboration points at the
following two major milestones in the environmental review process for the Improve 1-70 SEIS:

¢ Purpose and Need, Reasonable Alternatives
e Adequacy of the Preliminary DSEIS

The following is a discussion regarding the process for coordination associated with each of the
major milestones (collaboration points) for this project.

4.1.1 Collaboration Point 1 — Purpose and Need, Reasonable Alternatives

The refined purpose and need statement for the project will be submitted to FHWA for internal
review. Upon incorporation of comments from FHWA and based upon comments received
during the scoping period from agencies and the public, MoDOT will prepare and forward to
participating agencies the revised purpose and need statement. A set of maps displaying the
reasonable alternatives will be included for agency input for screening purposes. If needed, a
revised Coordination Plan will also be sent to the agencies. Additionally, information that may
be included is the following:

o Description of core objectives of the proposed action, and any secondary objectives;
e Explanation of the basis for the project objectives in terms of:

- Relevant Federal, state and/or local policies, which may include transportation,
economic conditions, land use conditions, and other conditions;
- Relevant data that may include information on transportation conditions, economic
conditions, land use conditions, and other conditions;
- Substantive Public and agency comments regarding the project’s objectives.
e A map detailing the study area.

The participating agencies will be given two weeks from receipt to review and provide a
response. The study team will send a reminder to the agencies 7 days before the end of the
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review period. At the end of the two week period, MoDOT will receive a concurrence, a non-
concurrence, a request for a one week time extension, or request for cessation of formal
concurrence regarding the purpose and need statement from each participating agency.
MoDOT will assume concurrence from those agencies from whom it has not heard at the end of
the two week period. The output of Collaboration Point 1 should include input from the
participating agencies on:

e« The purpose and need statement and the study area of the project;
e The coordination plan;
e Reasonable alternatives to be considered.

Additionally, the agencies will provide input on environmental features, resources, and issues of
concern.

Based on the input obtained during Collaboration Point 1, MoDOT will revise as appropriate the
Purpose and Need statement, Reasonable Alternatives, the study area, and coordination plan.

4.1.2 Collaboration Point 2 — Preliminary DSEIS Document

Based on the output of Collaboration Point 1 and the subsequent detailed investigation of

alternatives and analysis of impacts, MoDOT will prepare a Preliminary DSEIS document.
Cooperating agencies will be sent a copy of the Preliminary DSEIS for review. MoDOT will
inquire of Participating agencies interest in reviewing and commenting on the Preliminary

DSEIS document.

The participating agencies wanting to review will be given two weeks from receipt of the
document to provide a response; a reminder will be sent to the agencies before the end of the
review period. At the end of the two-week period, MoDOT will consider agency input. A request
can be made for a one week time extension.

The output of Collaboration Point 2 should include input on the adequacy of the preliminary draft
DSEIS. The agencies will be asked to specify whether additional information is needed to fulfill
other applicable environmental reviews or consultation requirements. In addition, the
participating agencies will specify any additional information needed to comment adequately on
the draft DSEIS analysis of site-specific effects associated with the granting or approving by the
agency of necessary permits, licenses, or entitlements.

Based on the output from this collaboration point, MoDOT will prepare the DSEIS for submittal
to FHWA. Based on FHWA's approval of the DSEIS for circulation, one or more public hearings
will be conducted in accordance with NEPA requirements and requirements in the project’s
Public Involvement Plan. The document will be made available for a minimum 45-day public and
agency review period. Substantive comments will be addressed in the FSEIS.

4.1.3 Final Supplemental EIS

Based on FHWA's approval of the FSEIS, the FSEIS will be available for public and agency
review for a minimum of 30 days. This period is the last period during which to receive
comments on the environmental evaluation process from the public and agencies. Upon
addressing the substantive comments received in the FSEIS comment period, MoDOT and
FHWA will prepare a Record of Decision (ROD) indicating the Selected Alternative. FHWA
approval of the ROD completes the NEPA process for the project.

4.1.4 Other Opportunities for Agency Involvement

Those agencies that are not “Participating Agencies” as defined in SAFETEA-LU will also have
opportunities to provide input and comments on the project as it moves forward. The database
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of agencies developed as part of the ongoing coordination efforts will be maintained and
updated throughout the SEIS process. Those agencies that participated in public meetings
and/or provided input/comment during the preparation of the DSEIS will receive notification of
the availability of the DSEIS.

The Study Team will take comments at any point during the development of the SEIS.

5.0 Schedule

Table 2 presents the anticipated schedule for the completion of the SEIS and issuance of a
ROD for this project. The Study Team will revise and update the schedule as the project moves
forward and the process reveals new information that may result in schedule adjustments.

Table 2: Improve I-70 SEIS Schedule

Coordination Point Information Agency Information Received Agencies
Provided Responsible Responsible

Notice of Intent to February 2008 FHWA / MoDOT

prepare SEIS

Purpose and Need March 2008 FHWA / MoDOT

Reasonable Spring 2008 FHWA / MoDOT

Alternatives

Identify Preferred Spring 2008 FHWA / MoDOT

Alternative

Circulation of Summer 2008 FHWA / MoDOT

Preliminary DSEIS

Circulation of DSEIS | Summer 2008 FHWA / MoDOT

FSEIS Approval Fall 2008 FHWA / MoDOT

Issue ROD Winter 2008 FHWA / MoDOT

Note: Joint Lead Agencies include FHWA, MoDOT

6.0 Opportunities for Public Input

As required by NEPA and by MoDOT’s Public Involvement Plan, the study team will develop a
project specific plan for public input that includes the elements described below. This plan
describes strategies for encouraging public input and describes the opportunities provided to the
public to encourage early and ongoing involvement throughout the project development
process. As required by SAFETEA-LU Section 6002, the public will have opportunities to
provide specific input on the Purpose and Need and the reasonable alternatives. Elements of
the public involvement plan will include the following:

Web Site — A project Web site will include background information on previous I-70 studies and
updated information at key project milestones and/or coordination points. The Web site will help
MoDOT, FHWA and other participating agencies to educate its internal and external
stakeholders about the project, secure their feedback, respond to their questions and concerns,
and build favorable attitudes about the study. Stakeholders will be directed to the Web site for
additional information about the project via public service announcements to be carried on the
Missouri Broadcasters Association network
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Media Relations — There will be regular outreach to both the local and state-wide media.
Outreach will be conducted at key coordination points. Initial media outreach will include the
development of an introductory media kit use containing: Project information, maps and
graphics; General communication protocols (external use); Web site address for more
information; Project team contact information; Project background sheets; and, other information
as available.

Public Meetings — The study team will host two separate series of public meetings. Each will
have meetings at three locations along the study corridor. The public meetings will be held (1)
during the Purpose and Need Development phase and (2) during Initial Alternatives phase of
the study. Each meeting will have appropriate pre-meeting publicity, including mailed notices,
media releases, communication with stakeholders and the posting of meeting information on the
project Web site. The meetings will include appropriate project information, comment cards and
the ability to make verbal comments to members of the project team. Meetings will be held in
an open-house format. As appropriate, along with meeting other MoDOT and FHWA
requirements, project materials deemed “vital” under federal standards will be translated into
non-English languages where the presence of non-English-speaking groups triggers FHWA's
guidelines for direct provision of service support to Limited English Proficient persons (Fed.
Register, Vol. 70, No. 239, 12/14/05, Docket OST-2001-8696).

Project Video and Related Simulations — There will be a seven- to nine-minute professionally
narrated video describing the project and its importance and value on a corridor- and state-wide
basis.

I-70 Advisory and Study Management Groups — Community Advisory Groups will be
established in Columbia and Kingdom City. IN addition, there will be a Resource Agency Study
Management Group to o bring together these important stakeholders and: Inform them of the
program, its goals and schedule; Help them anticipate what the program’s impact might be;
Work with them on minimizing those impacts; and Collaborate on keeping them informed.

Other Stakeholder Briefings — There will be up to 12 two-hour combination briefing/listening
sessions with key statewide stakeholders or groups to help meet late-arising project information
needs or concerns. Categorical examples of these groups include, but are not limited to, the
following:

e Private motor carriers including:

Agri-Businesses

Manufacturers

- Construction/Engineering companies
Retail Establishments

e For-hire and Independent Trucking Companies, including:

— Less than truckload carriers

—  Truck-load carriers

- Express package carriers

— Specialized carriers

- Independent Owner Operators

e Highway-related Economic Activity
e Environmental and Cultural

— Motorists and Travelers
- Policy Organizations
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Public Hearing - The team will conduct a location public hearing as required by the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for all projects processed as an EIS. Refer to Section 2-03 of
the PDM for specific details and requirements about the location public hearing, including
accommaodations for accessibility. The hearing will take place at three locations along the
corridor, and will include appropriate project information, comment cards and the ability to make
verbal comments to members of the project team. Meetings will be held in an open-house
format. As appropriate, along with meeting other MoDOT and FHWA requirements, project
materials deemed “vital” under federal standards will be translated into non-English languages
where the presence of non-English-speaking groups triggers FHWA's guidelines for direct
provision of service support to Limited English Proficient persons (Fed. Register, Vol. 70, No.
239, 12/14/05, Docket OST-2001-8696).

Drop-in Centers - In connection with each public meeting or hearing, the team will host two
informal two-hour drop-in centers in nearby locations so that other stakeholders can review
project information on their own schedule and at their own pace. The centers will utilize public
hearing materials and exhibits prepared for the public meetings.

Contact Database - There will be a contact database, which will include contact information for
elected officials, and stakeholders, as identified in the public involvement plan, as well as those
members of the public participating in the project via meetings, letters, phone calls and/or the
Internet.

Page 10



HNTB

S MEETING HNTB Architects Engineers Planners
. 715 Kirk Drive
DOCUMENTATION Kansas City, MO 64105-1310

phone: (816) 472-1201
fax: (816) 472-4060

DATE: January 29, 2008 TIME: 10:00 am
SUBJECT: Improve 1-70 Supplemental EIS LOCATION: ARC - Columbia, Mo.
RE: Study Management Group
Meeting
Meeting Participants Representing (Firm or Agenc
Kenny Voss, Matt Burcham, Bob Brendel MoDOT
Allen Masuda, Peggy Casey, Mary Ridgeway,
. . . . FHWA
Michelle Hilary, Brian Nevins
Joe Cothern EPA
Kenny Pointer USACE
Harold Deckerd NRCS
Jane Beetem MDNR
Shannon Cave MDC
Steve Wells, Mark Pierson, Betty Burry, Ken
Bechtel

Meeting Overview:

The meeting began with the participants introducing themselves and verifying their
information on the contact list.

Steve Wells gave a presentation about why the SMG has been reconvened and the
background addressing truck only lanes plus the necessity to supplement the First and Second
Tier environmental documents with a Supplemental EIS. His presentation included: project
history; with lack of funding, what MoDOT has been doing — Smooth Roads (pavement) and
Safety (guard cable); national need for Interstate Reconstruction; truck traffic and freight
increase; corridors of the future; 1-70 as one of 6 corridors selected and funded for study; $2
Million to Missouri for SEIS — out in front of the others; proposed truck only lanes to be
compared with original reconstruction strategy; original plan cost from $3 to 3.5 Billion — add
10-12% cost for truck only lanes strategy; SEIS will build on the completed two Tiers and will
evaluate impacts of truck only lanes; also will look at potential funding mechanisms; and the
SEIS schedule and processing (like a traditional EIS — with a preliminary Draft, Draft, Final and
Record of Decision) with a Record of Decision at the end of 2008. Steve also explained the
Study Teams’ responsibilities for who is studying different parts of the corridor.

Ken Bechtel discussed the formal coordination plan that is under development. It will contain
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HNTB

S MEETING HNTB Architects Engineers Planners
. 715 Kirk Drive
DOCUMENTATION Kansas City, MO 64105-1310

phone: (816) 472-1201
fax: (816) 472-4060

a couple of collaboration points with established review time periods. The plan will be
developed to fit a Supplemental EIS process. Betty Burry discussed the public involvement
opportunities and tools that will be used throughout the study. Ken also discussed the
cooperating and coordinating agreements that were established during the First and Second
Tiers. The desire was expressed to keep those agreements in effect and not re-invent them.
This was agreeable with the resource agencies. It was also mentioned that all the previous
approvals and commitments made during the two Tiers are still viable. The existing
commitments will be revisited, as appropriate, during the SEIS process.

The group also discussed the sensitive areas across the 1-70 Corridor. The natural areas
include the significant river and stream crossings, (i.e. Blackwater, Lamine, Missouri, and
Loutre). Specific discussion focused on Overton Bottoms, Mineola Hill, and the Columbia.
These three areas have constricted transportation rights-of-way for a variety of reasons and
will present a challenge in evaluation the truck only lanes strategy.

Discussion:

The group raised a variety of questions for discussion including:

e the cleared footprint within the context of this SEIS — compare impacts and clear the
new footprint;

determination of the level of impact detail needed to comply with NEPA;

other truck only examples around the country;

tier one and two meaning with regard to this study;

billboards;

interchange specificity in the SEIS;

safety;

energy savings as part of this strategy; and

alternatives.

In closing, it was mentioned that there will be the opportunity for three more SMG meetings
at appropriate times during the study.

Action Items: Responsibility Deadline

Coordination Plan to MoDOT and FHWA for review. HNTB Feb. 2008

Coordination Plan to SMG for review and comment. HNTB Feb./Mar.
2008
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HNTB

@ MEETING Engineers Architects Planners
715 Kirk Drive
® SUMMARY Kansas City, MO 64105-1310

phone: (816) 472-1201
fax: (816) 472-4086

10:00 a.m. to 12:00

Date: September 3, 2008 Time: o.m
Subject: Is-t7?j Si/:s G Location: Columbia, ARC
ject: u 3./ anagement Group ’ Conference Room
Meeting #2

A second Study Management Group (SMG) coordination meeting was held for the 1-70
Supplemental EIS (SEIS). The agenda for the meeting included:

1. Introductions/Goals of Meeting

2. Purpose and Need Statement Review

3. Public and Stakeholder Involvement

4. Tier 1 Strategy and Interchange Screening

5. Supplemental EIS Approach and Content

6. Project Schedule and Next Steps
Meeting Participants Representing (Agency or Firm)
Shannon Cave MDC
Joe Cothern EPA
Kenny Pointer USACE
Peggy Casey, Michelle Hillary FHWA
Kathy Harvey, Matt Burcham MoDOT

Steve Wells, Mark Pierson, Ken Bechtel, Betty HNTB
Burry, Gretchen Ivy

Goals of Meeting

Stephen Wells of HNTB provided an introduction and project overview. The goals of this
meeting were to update the resource agencies on the background efforts that have been
conducted to assess and screen the Truck Only Lanes (TOL) strategy and interchange concepts
within Tier 1. Recent public and stakeholder involvement activities were also key topics for the
meeting.

Purpose and Need Review

Ken Bechtel of HNTB led a discussion on the SEIS Purpose and Need. Ken noted that the
Purpose and Need elements remained the same as used in the First and Second Tier Studies.

Shannon Cave of the Missouri Department of Conservation (MDC) offered several comments,
including:

e A continuous concrete barricade between truck lanes in rural areas throughout the
corridor will significantly change wildlife impacts from proposals in the original 1-70
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study. These impacts directly correlate with wildlife-related accidents and safety
concerns and warrant a closer look in the SEIS, especially design elements that will
facilitate safe wildlife passage.

e A choice to use the median for truck lanes not only preempts high-speed rail but other
options for future use. The SEIS should identify options for future use that may
effectively be taken off the table by the truck-lane choice. Does it include energy
transmission lines for electricity, natural gas and alternative fuels?

o National energy policies are encouraging many-fold increases in vehicles
requiring alternative fuels, and their availability along this corridor is a
transportation issuer.

o0 Safety, efficiency and capacity issues are also involved if the proposed action
effectively forces truck transport over pipeline transport of liquid fuels produced
in Missouri and the central plains states.

e Carbon emissions caps may be near approval in Congress and have been proposed in
the Missouri legislature. While the original 1-70 study did not discuss it, some attention
is appropriate, especially if there is data suggested that truck-only lanes will reduce fuel
use and emissions.

There were no other comments regarding the Purpose and Need.

Public Involvement

Betty Burry provided an update on public involvement activities. Betty noted that the study
team was commencing an online public meeting, accessible through the Improve 1-70 web site.
The online public meeting is consistent with other recent efforts on the part of MoDOT to reach
the public via new media, such as YouTube. The online public meeting is available for viewing
at the 1-70 web site, www.improvel70.org, concluding September 26™. To date, approximately
20 viewers of the online public meeting responded to the survey questions that are part of the
presentation. People generally approve of the truck-only lane concept. The most common
guestion is “how do we pay for it?”

Members of the study team will host three listening sessions/drop-in centers — one each in
O-Fallon, Columbia and at the Oak Grove Petro Truck Stop — to provide availability to the public
to meet in person and discuss the project.

Betty noted that a number of people have questioned if rail options are under consideration as
part of the project strategies evaluation. Joe Cothern of the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) commented that although there may be a need for intermodal investment and better
connections to intermodal facilities in the urban areas, it would be difficult to connect to the
existing intermodal facilities in Kansas City and St. Louis through an 1-70 rail strategy.

Screening Process

Gretchen lvy of HNTB summarized the screening process that the study team utilized to
evaluate and select a First Tier strategy. The study team used the same criteria to evaluate the
new truck-only lanes strategy as the previous preferred widen existing 1-70 strategy. The
truck-only lane strategy performed better compared to the widen existing strategy.

Shannon Cave asked if there were a reason that “four contiguous lanes in each direction” was
not included as one of the alternatives. It would appear likely to cost no more, involve fewer
interchange issues and offer more long-term flexibility than four sets of dual lanes.
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He also suggested mention of rest areas in the document. Truck lanes complicate interchange
design, and separating truck-oriented facilities from automobile/tourist-oriented ones may have
advantages that should be considered.

Steve Wells replied that the locations determined for rest areas in the Second Tier
Environmental Studies were still valid, but that additional parking or rest area facilities could be
determined during the design phase. Any additional areas would then need to be cleared during
the design process through an environmental reevaluation. Kathy Harvey noted that there were
also opportunities for public agency partnerships or private developers to invest in new rest
stops or similar traveler amenities.

A question was asked about how the truck-only lanes cross the Missouri River at Rocheport. It
was discussed that the companion bridge cleared in the previous studies would be used as part
of the truck-only lanes strategy. The existing bridge would be used for westbound traffic and
the new companion bridge would then be used for eastbound traffic. No additional right-of-way
would be required since the same footprint as that previously cleared would be maintained.

SEIS Document

Mark Pierson briefed the SMG on the format of the SEIS document. Mark noted that the study
team was following FHWA guidelines for preparing documents in a “reader friendly” format.
MoDOT recently approved a document template for the SEIS, a mocked up version of which he
shared with the SMG. Technical memorandums for each SEIS reader friendly chapter would
then be included in the appendices for additional project detail.

The Draft SEIS document would be available for internal FHWA/MoDOT review in the next two
months and distributed to the SMG for review following FHWA/MoDOT review in
October/November timeframe.

Other Discussion

Peggy Casey expressed concerns about not making a decision on interchange configurations as
part of the SEIS. She was concerned about leaving the decision of a preferred interchange type
to the design phase of the project.

The jurisdictional wetland findings for the project were discussed. The EPA would like to review
the additional findings for the proposed project when they have been completed.

The meeting concluded at approximately 11:20 p.m.
Please notify Mark Pierson at HNTB if you have additions or corrections to the meeting minutes.

mpierson@hntb.com
(816) 527-2795
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