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Executive Summary

S.1 Project Description

The proposed project is a bridge focation study of an improved Missouri River crossing in the
U.S. Route 40/61 {Route 40/61) corridor in St. Charies and St. Louis counties, Missouti. The
project is approximately 2.1 miles (mi) [3.4 kilometers {km)} in length and involves a new
crossing of the Missouri River and rehabilitation of the existing bridges across the river.

The project also involves improvements to the Chesterfield Airport Road interchange in
St. Louis County, and also includes connections to the proposed one-way collector-distributor
road system along Route 40/61 in Chesterfield Valley.

The purposes of the proposed project are: to improve the transportation system by meeting
increased travel demands by providing more capacity across the river, which also improves
safety, provide a new bridge across the river to address the aging westbound bridge (opened in
1935); provide system continuity between roadway improvements in both St. Charles and
St. Louis counties; and provide a facility that accommodates current economic development
trends.

S.2  Other Significant Actions in the Project Vicinity

Other major actions, or projects, are being planned or proposed within the vicinity of the
proposed project. Ultimately, if implemented, these planned/proposed projects may have an
effect on the use of the proposed project. These planned/proposed projects include:

« The raising of the Monarch Levee in Chesterfield Valley to a protection level of 500-year
plus 3 feet. The proposed action crosses the proposed location of the Monarch-
Chesterfield Levee. The portion of the Monarch Levee on the downstream side of
Route 40/61 in St. Louis County has yet to be completed.

» Phases Two and Three of the Page Avenue Extension (Route 364) in St. Charles County.
Phase One has already been completed, which includes a new Missouri River bridge
approximately 11 river miles downstream of the Route 40/61 corridor. The new bridge has
the potential to attract up to 15,000 vehicles per day (vpd) away from the Route 40/61
corridor.

8.3 Alternatives Considered

In order to meet the transportation objectives for the Route 40/61 bridge over the Missouri River,
a number of transportation strategies were considered including the following:

No Action;

Transportation System Management (TSM};

Mass Transit;

Upgrade of the current bridge structures and approaches; and

New bridge construction and new approach roadways.

* & & »

For this project, new bridge construction was considered viable for further study. A number of
build alternatives were considered and evaluated within the study area. The study area is a
2,000-foot {ft) [610-meter {m)] wide band centered on the existing highway. This area was kept
in close proximity to the existing bridge crossings to avoid extensive new improvements to either
approach, since these approaches have recently been improved. The iength of the study area is
2.1 mi (3.4 km) and extends from the Missouri Research Park overpass in St. Chatles County to
Chesterfield Airport Road in St. Louis County.
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The alternatives considered for new bridge construction were the following:

« A1 — A new six-lane bridge upstream of the existing eastbound bridge to accommodate
four lanes of eastbound traffic and two lanes of westbound traffic; the conversion of the
existing eastbound bridge fo two lanes of westbound traffic; and the removal of the
existing westbound bridge (Figure 2-1).

¢ A2 — A new four-lane bridge upstream of the existing eastbound bridge to accommodate
eastbound traffic; the conversion of the existing eastbound bridge to two lanes of
westbound traffic; and two lanes of westbound traffic on the existing westbound bridge
(Figure 2-2).

o A2 — A variation of A2; a new four-lane bridge upstream of the existing eastbound bridge
to accommodate eastbound traffic; the conversion of the existing eastbound bridge fo
three lanes of westbound traffic; and lowering the number of westbound lanes on the
existing westbound bridge from two to one (Figure 2-6).

e B3 - A new six-lane bridge downstream of the existing westbound bridge to accommodate
four lanes of westbound traffic and two lanes of eastbound fraffic; two lanes of eastbound
traffic on the existing eastbound bridge; and the removal of the existing westbound bridge
(Figure 2-3).

e B5 — A new four-lane bridge downstream of the existing westbound bridge to
accommodate westbound traffic; two fanes of eastbound traffic on the existing eastbound
bridge; and two lanes of eastbound traffic on the existing westbound bridge (Figure 2-5).

Ultimately, a Preferred Alternative (A2') was identified which most closely responded to the
Purpose and Need and achieved the project transportation objectives and goals while
integrating a full consideration of the potential impacts to the human and natural environment.
MoDOT has identified A2' as the Preferred Alternative through public involvement and
assessment of the socioeconomic and environmenial consequences.

S.4  Environmental Impacts
S.4.1 Land Use/Socioeconomics

A new bridge over the Missouri River is included in the region's 20-year Long Range
Transportation Plan [East-West Gateway Coordinating Council (EWGCC), 2002] and the City of
Chesterfield Comprehensive Plan (2002). Although not specifically identified, a new bridge over
the Missouri River at Route 40/61 would be consistent with the city of Weldon Spring and
St. Charles County land use plans (City of Weldon Spring, 2000 and St. Charles County, 1996).
The proposed project will provide a more efficient transportation facility for interstate commerce
and should accommodate the economic development trends within the area.

Alternative A2' (Preferred) does not displace any residents or businesses. No impacis to public
services and facilities are anticipated, and impacts to the tax base are anticipated to be
negligible.

S§.4.2 Traffic, Transportation, and Navigation

Route 40/61 serves as a major arterial between St. Charles and St. Louis counties.
Development pressures in both counties have necessitated the study of improved capacity over
the river. Currently, the eastbound bridge is striped with four lanes, and the westbound bridge is
striped with three lanes. Neither bridge can be striped for more lanes due to the widths of the
bridges. Currently, the traffic volume on Route 40/61 across the Missouri River is 81,700 vpd
(both directions). This volume is expected to grow to 96,800 vpd in the construction year 2014
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and to 134,300 in the design year 2034. Phase One of the Page Avenue Extension is projected
to aftract up to 15,000 vpd off of Route 40/61. These growth forecasts were developed after
reconciling forecasts from five different sources, paricularly the land use projections. If no
action is taken to improve the capacity of the river crossing, the leve! of service (LOS) is
expected to degrade to LOS E by 2014 and to LOS F in the late 2020s.

The proposed action must meet all navigation requirements of the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG)
which includes matching the existing bridge pier locations and maintaining adequate horizontal
and vertical clearances. Alternative A2' (Preferred) meets these basic requirements. A more
detailed hydraulic analysis will be needed at the time of bridge design.

S.4.3 Air Quality

Based on the conformity analysis conducted as part of the long-range plan development, the
projects and programs included in the EWGCC long-range transportation plan (2002) (which
includes the Route 40/61 bridge project over the Missouri River) are found to be in conformity
with the requirements of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (CAAA), the relevant sections
of the Final Conformity Rule 40 Code of Federal Regulation (CFR) Part 93, and the Missouri
State Conformity Regulations 10 Code of State Regulations (CSR) 10-5.480. The finding is
documented in a companion report, Air Quality Conformity Determination and Documentation.

S.4.4 Noise

A preliminary noise analysis was not performed because there are no noise receptors iocated
adjacent to the existing roadway alignment.

S.4.5 Natural Resources

The construction of and subsequent operation of the proposed bridge will not substantially
impact the water quality of the Missour River. All construction activities will comply with the
existing rules and regulations of governmental agencies having jurisdiction over streams and
water supplies in the area.

Alternative A2' (Preferred) does not impact jurisdictional wetlands. The total impact to
fioodplains associated with Alternative A2'is approximately 7.2 acres (ac) [2.9 hectares (ha)].

Federally listed species within the vicinity of the study area include the pallid sturgeon, bald
eagle, and Indiana bat. The Preferred Alternative is not anticipated to adversely affect these
species.

S.4.6 Cultural Resources

Alternative A2' (Preferred) could potentially affect two previously recorded archaeological sites
that are not considered to be Section 4(f) resources, and any unavoidable impacts could be
mitigated through data recovery excavation. The companion westbound Daniel Boone bridge
(J1000R) was determined to be National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-eligible.
Alternative A2’ (Preferred) will utilize the existing historic bridge in place. No architectural
resources will be affected by the Preferred Alternative.

S.4.7 Impacts to Public Lands and Potential Section 4(f) Properties

Approximately 1.5 ac (0.6 ha) of the Weldon Spring Conservation Area (CA) managed by the
Missouri Department of Conservation (MDC) wili be required for the Preferred Alternative (A2').
The impacted property is primarily wooded. There are no recreational facilities or features that
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could be impacted by the proposed project that would qualify the area as a Section 4(f)
property.

The Katy Trail State Park will be spanned by the bridge structures associated with the Preferred
Alternative. There will be no long-term impact to the trail. The trail may be temporarily closed to
users for short periods of time during construction for safety reasons.

Missouri Research Park is a commercialfight industrial area owned and managed by the
University of Missouri. The research park also contains a 235-ac (95-ha) golf course and
wooded recreational trails. Approximately 9.6 ac (3.9 ha) of Missouri Research Park will be
required by Alternative A2’ (Preferred). This portion of the research park is located immediately
adjacent to the Preferred Alternative and is undeveloped. The Preferred Alternative will not
affect the function of the research park.

S.4.8 Hazardous Waste Sites

The only site identified within the study area is associated with petroleum spills and/or releases
into the Missouri River. Any unknown sites that are found during project construction wiil be
handied in accordance with federal and state laws and regulations.

S.4.9 Cost

Estimated construction and right of way cost for the Preferred Alternative (A2') is $123.9 million
in 2007 dollars. Costs are in 2007 dollars to provide consistency with previous estimates made
by MoDOT, which were also in 2007 dollars.

$.4.10 Areas of Controversy

There are no known areas of controversy.

8.4.11 Regulatory Compliance

The following permits are anticipated to be required for the Preferred Alternative:

+ USCG Section 9 of the Rivers and Harbors Act permit;

» U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act permit;

» Floodplain development permit from State Emergency Management Agency (SEMA) for
projects within regulatory floodways, a “no-rise" certificate, if applicable should be
obtained; and

» A Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 permit from the USACE issued contingent on water
quality certification under Section 401 of the CWA.

The USCG and USACE are cooperating agencies on this proposal and will be involved in
ongoing coordination.

Hydraulic studies and analysis performed as part of the design process will ensure that there is
no increase in the base floodwater slevation within the regulatory floodway.

Federal and state resource agencies have been and will continue to be involved in consultation
and coordination throughout the various phases of project development and implementation on
this proposed action. Other considerations, such as Clean Air Act concerns and water quality
permits, will be adequately addressed.

A summary of impacts related to the Alternative A2’ (Preferred) and the No Action Alternative is
provided in Table S-1. Approximately 19.3 ac (7.8 ha) will be required for the new right of way
for the Preferred Alternative
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Table S-1.  Potential Environmental, Cultural, Social, and Economic impacts {shaded column represents the
Preforred Alternative)
. Alternative
Criterion/Resource At e TR B3 B5 No Actlon
Costs {In millions; 2007 dollars)
Construction $141.3 $122.9 $139.2 $120.7 $0
Right of Way $1.2 $1.2 $0.9 $0.9 $0
Miscellaneous $50.9 $44.3 $50.1 $43.4 $0
Total $193.4 $168.4 $190.3 $165.1 $0
Farmland, ac (ha) 0 {0) 0{0) 01(0) 0{0) 0(0)
Displacements
Residential ] o 0 0 0
Commercial 0 0 1 1 0
Other 0 0 0 0 0
Right of Way, ac (ha) 19.3(7.8) 193(7.8) . -193(7.8) = 137(5.5) 13.7 (5.5) 0{0)
Environmental Justice No Impact Nolmpact “Noimpact. " Noimpact No Impact No Impact
Air Quality Minor, short Minor, short ﬁj';:'_M'I'h'___ ;:shg[i . Minor, short Minor, short hg%i?ﬁi;anio
term term lerm term term long term
Noise Short term, Shortterm, | “Shoitterm, Short term, Short term, Mo new
construction construction  © conslruction 1 construction construction receptors
Wetlands, #/ac (ha) 0/0.0 (0.0) 0/0.0(0.0) .0/0,0(0.0)  1/0.28(0.11)  1/0.28(0.11) 0/0{0.0)
Water Quality o tmpact No tmpact - ‘Nolmpact:: NoImpact No impact No lmpact
;‘fﬁf}i‘égﬁ‘ﬂfé;’ggg;a'“ 4100 (1,250) 4,100 (1,250) 4,100 (1;250) 4,100 (1,250)  4.100(1,250) cvoossr,;?]\;s
Wild/Scenic Rivers No tmpact Nolmpact  Nelmpact = Nolmpact No Impact No Impact
Permits Required? e o
Section 401 Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Saclion 404 Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Section 9 Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Section 10 Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Floodplain Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Eﬁ?aar:ggsgdasng acios Ses below* Seebelow*  ~See beiow' . Seebelow®  Seebelow’ None
Geologic Fealures e
Caves Nona None CNone.n None None None
Sinkholes None None “/Neng ... None None None
Mines None None SiiNene s MNone None None
Public Landst 2 (non 2 {non =2 {pon s Nong Nons None
recreational) recreational) recrealtonal} ¢
Cultural Resources B
Architeclure None None “Nons None None None
Archaaology 2 2 e 1 i None
Waestbound Bridge Demclished Retain** Relain** Demolished Retain** Retain
Hazardous Wasle 1 } S 1 1 None
Construction impacts Minor, short Minor, short Minor, short  Minor, short  Minor, short None}
term term term term term

~  All alternatives could involve the habitats of the Indiana bat, pallid sturgeon, and bald sagle.
+ Al alternatives span the Kaly Trail in addition to the public land impacts fisted above.

»  Alternatives A2 and BS require the use of the westbound bridge {historic) for mainfine {fulure interstate} traffic, which could
necessitate an earlier removal of the bridge due to wear and fatigue.

i Maintenance activilies may become more involvad for the westbound bridge.

Source: MACTEC, 2004,
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1.0 Project Description, and Purpose and Need

1.1 Introduction

U.S. Route 40/61 (Route 40/61) is a maijor arterial running west to east through the St. Louis
metropolitan area. This arterial passes through the communities of Wentzville, Lake St. Louis,
and Weldon Spring in St. Charles County and Chesterfield, Town and Country, Frontenac,
Ladue, Richmond Heights, and St. Louis in St. Louis County. This arterial crosses the Missouri
River near Chesterfield in St. Louis County and Weldon Spring in St. Charles County, where the
river forms the boundary between the two counties. Route 40/61 is designated as Interstate 64
(I-64) east of 1-270 in St. Louis County and is planned to be designated i-64 from |-270 west {o
|70 at Wentzville in St. Charles County including the portion across the Missouri River
(Figure 1-1}. To achieve interstate designation west of 1-270, Route 40/61 must be improved to
interstate standards from the Missouri River west to I-70 in St. Charies County. The portion of
Route 40/61 between 1-270 and the Missouri River has aiready been improved to an interstate
standard. The existing bridge crossing is a necessary part of this planned upgrade to interstate
standards. Improvements have already begun on Route 40/61 in St. Charles County from the
Missouri River to Route 94 approximately 2 miles (mi) [3.2 kilometers {km)] west. Currently
there are three lanes striped on the westbound bridge {opened in 1935 and rehabilitated in
1990) and four lanes striped on the eastbound bridge (opened in 1990). Both bridges over the
river consist of a four-span through-truss type construction.

The river crossings closest to the Route 40/61 bridges are the Page Avenue (Route 364)
bridges 11 mi (18 km) downstream, and the Route 47 bridge at Washington, 23 mi (37 km)
upstream.

1.2 Project History

The Daniel Boone Study Area Major Transportation Investment Analysis (MTIA) [Missouri
Department of Transportation (MoDOT), 1997] recommended additional lanes to Route 40/61
which included additional lanes across the Missouri River, however, funding for the bridge
(estimated at about $40,000,000 in 2000) is not available. Although no funding is currently
programmed for a new bridge, it is appropriate to begin the design process now with a location
or conceptual study for this proposed improvement.

In 1998, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) approved an interim design exception to
carry three lanes on the existing 32-foot (it) [3.8-meter (m)] wide westbound bridge, with the
understanding that MoDOT identify and add to the long-range plan a project to replace the
westbound bridge. In December 2001, MoDOT striped the existing westbound bridge, from two
12-ft (3.6-m) lanes (standard width) to three 10-ft {3.0-m) lanes (substandard width). This was
conducted in accordance with the completion of the lane widening on the St. Louis County side
to three lanes in each direction and to avoid a bottleneck situation at the westbound bridge. The
eastbound bridge was already striped for three 12-ft (3.6-m) lanes at the time and has since
been striped to include a fourth 12-ft (3.6-m) lane. The resulting action left the westbound bridge
with 1-ft (0.3-m) shoulders. This action implemented FHWA’s requirement that MoDOT study
the need for a new bridge crossing over the Missouri River. Therefore, in late 2001, MoDOT
undertook a bridge location study for a new bridge for Route 40/61 over the Missouri River.

This project is not in the 5-year Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP} for the East-West
Gateway Coordinating Council (EWGCC). However, a new bridge over the Missouri River is
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included in the region’s 20-year Long Range Transportation Plan (EWGCGC, 2002) and the City
of Chesterfield Comprehensive Plan (2002),

The area developed for this study is a 2,000-ft (610-m) wide band centered on the existing
highway. This area was kept in close proximity to the existing bridge crossings to avoid
extensive new improvements to either approach, since these approaches have recently been
improved. The length of the study area is 2.1 mi (3.4 km) and extends from the Missouri
Research Park overpass in St. Charles County to Chesterfield Airport Road in St. Louis County
(Figure 1-2). The study area incorporates the municipalities of Chesterfield on the St. Louis
County side and Weldon Spring on the St. Charles County side. This study area falls within the
larger improvement plan to upgrade Route 40/61 to interstate standards as mentioned eatlier.

Key landmarks near the study area are the Missouri Research Park and the Katy Trail in
St. Charles County and Spirit of St. Louis Airport in St. Louis County. The Katy Trail follows the
north side of the Missouri River in St. Charles County and serves hiking and bicycling interests.
It is managed by the Missouri Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) as a state park.
Sharing the trail bed with the Katy Trail is a portion of the Lewis and Clark Trail, administered by
the National Park Service (NPS). This trail passes beneath the existing bridges on the
St. Charles County side.

The Route 40/61 bridge study is a combined bridge location study and Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS). The proposed bridge and surrounding improvements need to provide a
sufficient amount of traffic lanes in each direction to carry future Route 40/61 (ultimately 1-64)
traffic over the Missouri River. Currently, the existing westbound bridge carries three lanes
across the Missouri River and the existing eastbound bridge carries four lanes of traffic. The
outer lane on the existing eastbound bridge functions as an auxiliary lane between the Route 94
entrance in St. Charles County and the Chesterfield Airport Road exit in St. Louis County.

Since the westbound bridge is nearly 70 years old, a key element of the study is to investigate
the viability of leaving it in place as part of a future bridge improvement across the river, Another
goal of the study is to tie the proposed alignment back into the existing alignment in the shortest
distance possible to reduce environmental impacts and costly redevelopment of the newly
constructed approaches on each side. This study is not intended to define a specific type of
construction for the new bridge unless it becomes essential in determining the best location.
The bridge type will be determined during the design phase of the project.

1.3 Logical Termini and Independent Utility

The proposed project is intended to improve safety, to reduce congestion, to mitigate geometric
deficiencies on the existing westbound bridge, and to provide system continuity across the
Missouri River. The eastern terminus, in St. Louis County, connects to recent improvements to
Route 40/61 in the Chesterfield Valley. These improvements are constructed to interstate
standards and provide six lanes of traffic (three in each direction). The western terminus, in
St. Charles County, connects to recent improvements to Route 40/61 in Weldon Spring, which
are also constructed to interstate standards. Route 40/61 currently has a minimum of three
lanes in each direction from the Missouri River west to Route 94, The project termini need to be
established in order to fully encompass not only the necessary bridge improvements, but other
ancillary improvements in the study area {e.g., Chesteffield Valley collector-distributor road
system, Chesterfield Airport Road interchange, and Missouri Research Park interchange).
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The proposed project demonstrates independent utility, indicating that the proposed solution
best addresses the aspects of the identified project Purpose and Need without construction of
any additional improvements either to the east or west of the project termini, or within the study
area. Specifically, the proposed project will:
+ Improve the safety and traffic flow at the Route 40/61 bridges over the Missouri River by
providing additional capacity through the development of a new bridge and improved
merge conditions for westbound fraffic by using the existing westbound bridge as a
collector-distributor roadway;
¢ Improve the structural condition of the Missouri River bridges by either replacement or
rehabilitation of the westbound structure; and
* Provide system continuity to the freeway systems already developed on each side of the
Missouri River.

Given the establishment of logical termini, this project will meet its Purpose and Need even if no
other improvements are made. Specifically, the logical termini for this project are:

» Eastern terminus: A point approximately 1,200 ft (366 m) east of the Chesterfield Airport
Road interchange in St. Louis County. This terminus allows for the necessary
redevelopment of this interchange and the coliector-distributor road system in
Chesterfield Valley as they tie into the bridge improvements.

e Western terminus: The Missouri Research Park interchange in St. Charles County.

1.4 Project Purpose

The objectives, or purposes, of the proposed Route 40/61 bridge improvements include:

¢ Provide adequate operational efficiency and safety for traffic crossing the Missouri River
at the Route 40/61 bridges;

* Provide a facility that accommodates recent mainline upgrades to Route 40/61 that is
consistent with current interstate design standards;

* Maintain transporiation service to existing and planned economic development in the
project area and within the St. Louis metropolitan area;

« Accommodate a safe travel way over the Missouri River for bicyclists and pedestrians
and a possible connection to the Katy Trail in St. Charles County; and

+ Accommodate current economic development trends in the area.

The merged National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)/404 process was not used for this
project.

1.5 Project Needs

The need for the proposed action is based on a number of factors relating primarily to the
bridge’s geometric deficiencies and functional obsolescence, which equate to safety issues.
Other needs include transportation demand, system continuity, and economic development.

The basic underlying needs of the project include the foliowing:
* Improve geometric deficiencies by providing a river crossing for mainline Route 40/61
with standard lane widths of 12 ft (3.6 m) and adequate shoulders of 10 ft (3.0 m);
» Provide a river crossing that addresses the projected structural deficiencies of the aging
westbound bridge either with rehabilitation or replacement;
+ Improve traffic flow by providing enough lanes across the river to accommodate the
projected travel demands of the region over the next 30 years;
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+ Improve safety for motorists using the Route 40/61 bridges for regional travel; and
+ Provide system (interstate standard) continuity across the river belween the
improvements {either in place or planned) in St. Charles and St. Louis counties,

State law generally requires that each time a road or highway is redesigned or reconstructed, it
be done so in compliance with the highway and road design guidelines generally accepted at
that time. The failure to follow current design guidelines may subject the Missouri Highways and
Transportation Commission to liability unless the deviation from those guidelines is done with
the exercise of good engineering judgment, and the basis for that decision is documented.
Section 573.600.1(2), Missouri Revised Statutes (RSMo) 2000.

1.5.1 Geometric Deficiencies

1.5.1.1 Route 40/61 Roadway Geometry

The reconstruction of the existing roadway approach on the St. Louis County side of the river
was completed in December 2001. The St. Charles County approach was completed prior to the
St. Louis County approach. Between Route 94 and Chesterfield Airport Road, both approaches
carry three 124t (3.6-m) lanes in the westbound direction and four 12-ft {3.6-m) lanes in the
eastbound direction. There are no existing roadway deficiencies on either approach. However,
the westbound lanes narrow on the existing westbound bridge. This is discussed further in
Section 1.5.1.2.

1.5.1.2 Deficient Bridge Geometry

The overall geometric deficiency and functional obsolescence of the Route 40/61 westbound
bridge (J1000R) is the critical need that prompted this study. The westbound bridge was opened
in 1935 as a two-lane two-way bridge, but subsequently was striped to three lanes with no
shoulders with the center lane operating as a reversibie fane. It functioned this way until MoDOT
opened a companion structure for eastbound traffic in 1990 to accommodate capacity needs
resulting from development along Route 40/61 in St. Charles and St. Louis counties. From 1980
until December 2001, it carried two lanes of westbound traffic. In December 2001, the lane
widening of Route 40/61 to three lanes in each direction was completed on each side of the
river {(MoDOT Job Nos. J6U1047 and J6P0672F, Route K to Clarkson Road). The westbound
bridge was then striped to three lanes to accommodate the third lane.

The westbound bridge is a 2,614-ft (797-m) long steel truss bridge. It is 32-ft {9.8-m) wide and
currently striped for three 10-ft (3-m) lanes with 1-it (0.3-m) shoulders, which creates a
substandard condition for motorists (narrow lanes and almost no shoulders). Additional warning -
signs and lights and a reduced speed zone have been put in place to monitor the narrow lanes.

The eastbound bridge (A4017) is a 2,614-ft {797-m) long steel truss bridge and has a deck of
slightly over 51-ft (15.6-m) wide. It carried two lanes of fraffic until an auxiliary lane was added in
2000. 1t has recently been restriped and now carties four 12-ft (3.6-m) lanes (three through and
one auxiliary). The right and left shoulders are just over 1-ft (0.3-m) wide.

The Route 40/61 roadway is a principal arterial that will be designated as an interstate. Based
on an interstate standard, new bridges must be at least as wide as the roadbed width. The
approach roadways at each bridge are 60-ft (18.3-m} wide, which is 28 ft (8.5 m) wider than the
westbound bridge. The truss design of the westbound bridge does not support widening the
deck without completely reconstructing the bridge. Based on current geometry, the Route 40/61
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bridges currently fail to meet American Association of State Highway and Transportation
Officials (AASHTO) standards.

The substandard width of the westbound bridge creates less than optimal driving conditions.
The posted speed limit is 80 miles per hour (mph) [96 kilometers per hour (km/hr}]. No buffer
exists between the travel lanes and the edge of the bridge. The geometric deficiencies of the
westbound Route 40/81 bridge adversely affect traffic operations on the bridge. The size and
mix of vehicles on the bridge also create delays. When larger vehicles such as trucks, buses,
recreational vehicles, or emergency vehicles use the bridge, drivers of smaller vehicles may feel
squeezed. Additionally, the lack of shoulders presents safety issues for emergency vehicles
when responding to incidents on the bridge as a disabled vehicle would block at least one iane
of through iraffic.

The existing bridge cross section also discourages bicyclists from crossing the river on a
dedicated bicycte lane or on a shoulder. As stated in Section 1.4, a safe bicycle crossing across
the river is one element of the project purpose. With the proximity of the project to the Katy Trail,
an opporunity also exists for a connection between a bicycle lane across the river and the Katy
Trall. Attendance figures in 2002 for the Katy Trail ranged from a low of 766 in January to a high
of 7,316 in September (Debra Ray, MDNR, 2002). Some bicycle and hiking groups have
expressed interest in being able to cross the Missouri River from Chesterfield to access the Katy
Trail. The city of Chesterfield also has plans to develop a bike trail in Chesterfield Valiey
(Appendix C, letter dated February 7, 2003). Before the westbound bridge was striped with
three lanes and the eastbound bridge was striped with four lanes, bicyclists used the bridges to
cross the river. For comparison, the Page Avenue Extension incorporates a bicycle-dedicated
lane across the Missouri River.

1.56.2 Bridge Structura!l Deficiencies

The bridge sufficiency rating is derived from a formuia that is composed of three separate
factors. These factors are combined to calculate the bridge’s sufficiency to remain in service.
These factors are:

1. Structural Adequacy and Safety — 55 percent of total rating;

2. Serviceability and Functional Obsolescence — 30 percent of total rating; and

3. Essentiality for Public Use — 15 percent of totai rating.

Special reductions can be applied to this rating to account for other characteristics of the bridge
that can have a negative impact on its sufficiency, including the length of any required detours,
the main structure type, and traffic safety features on the structure. The sufficiency rating is a
numetical rating of a bridge based on its structural adequacy and safety, serviceability and
functional obsolescence, and essentiality for public use. The sufficiency rating is used as a
basis for establishing eligibility and priority for replacement of bridges in accordance with the
Highway Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation Program (HBRRP) [23 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) 650 D). Generally, a bridge with a sufficiency rating of 50 or less is a
candidate for replacement HBRRP funds, and a bridge with a sufficiency rating of 80 or less is a
candidate for rehabilitation HBRRP funds; however, deficient bridges with sufficiency ratings
between 50 and 80 may be replaced if it can be shown to be more cost effective than
rehabilitation using a life cycle cost analysis (see Appendix C, letter from FHWA {o MoDOT
dated February 25, 1993).

As mentioned earlier, the westbound bridge was completed in 1935. A rehabilitation of the
bridge was completed in 1990. It is in fair condition overall. The National Bridge Inventory
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(March 22, 2001) rated the existing westbound bridge as structurally sound with a sufficiency
rating of 61.4 on a scale of 100; however, this sufficiency rating was based on two 12-ft (3.6-m)
“lanes and does not reflect the re-striping that occurred after this inspection. In December 2001,
the westbound bridge was restriped to three 10-ft (3.0-m) lanes. The sufficiency rating will
probably be lower following the next inspection based on these narrow lanes.

The eastbound bridge was opened in 1990. The National Bridge Inventory rated the existing
eastbound bridge as structurally sound, giving it a sufficiency rating of 91 on a scale of 100.

Fatigue considerations are important in the estimate of the remaining life of a relatively old
structure. While some repairs are economically viable, others are too great in magnitude to be
aconomically feasible. In the case of the westbound bridge, the 1990 rehabilitation had aiready
identified and repaired apparent fatigue problems along the bridge. Recent routine maintenance
has identified fatigue related problems with small cracks noted in the floor beams of the deck
truss members. Several slements of this structure are apparently approaching the end of their
useful fatigue life. When these fatigue considerations are combined with the age of the bridge,
and given the narrowness of the bridge, another major retrofit is not likely to be economically
prudent. The life of a typical bridge deck is 25 to 30 years. Since the existing deck was replaced
in 1990, a likely timeframe to consider replacement of the westbound bridge is between 2015
and 2020 if the westbound bridge is subjected to the same type of free-flow traffic loading as it
is now, The bridge life could be extended if the loadings on the bridge were lessened by
removing Route 40/61 free-flow traffic from the bridge. Based on this analysis, the construction
year for the project is identified as 2014 (1 year prior to the 2015-2020 timeframe). Therefore,
the design year, based on 20 years from the construction year, has been identified as 2034.

A detailed report depicting the analyses of the existing bridges is provided in Appendix B.

1.56.3 Travel Demands

1.5.3.1 Existing and Future Traffic

The existing average daily traffic (ADT) volume on Route 40/61 between Route 94 and
Chesterfield Airport Road is 81,700 vehicies per day (vpd). Aggressive growth (estimated at
3 percent per year) is expected to continue for the next 5 years, until 2007, as high-density
employment centers continue to develop along the Route 40/61 corridor in St. Charles County.
The first phase of the Page Avenue extension (from |-270 to Route 94) is expected to attract
approximately 15,000 vpd from the Route 40/61 corridor. From 2007 until the construction year
of 2014, growth is estimated to continue at 2.1 percent per year {o a level of 96,900 vpd. After
that time, the growth rate projections become highly speculative.

Additionally, it is speculated that the second and third phases of the Page Avenue Extension will
be complete by 2018, which would be expected to divert up to 10,000 to 15,000 vpd from the
Route 40/61 corridor. If the 2.1 percent per year rate of increase continues to the design year of
2034, the Route 40/61 bridges would carry 134,300 vpd. However, unless the greater St. Louis
region is able to aitract new growth in contrast to recent trends, long-term growth within this
corridor would be expected to eventually subside. A more conservative rate of 1 percent per
year would result in a volume of 115,000 vpd on the Route 40/61 bridges in 2034,

Trucks currently comprise approximately 10 percent of the ADT; this figure falls within the range
of 3 to 22 percent trucks typical of urban interstates. The projected traffic increase may increase
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the number of accidents on the bridge. As Route 40/61 is upgraded ultimately to |-64 from the
Missouri River to I-70 in Wentzville, the corridor is likely to become even more attractive to
frucks as it is a more direct route from the central part of the St. Louis metropolitan area to 1-70
at Wentzville. Table 1-1 summarizes the traffic data discussed above.

Table 1-1 Average Daily Traffic (ADT) Volumes at the Route 40/61 Bridges* '___’%f{;?f?_,c_)(,_
2002 2014 (Construction Year) 2034 {Design Year) S OO
81,700 vpd 97,000 vpd 134,000 vpd

*  The volumes indicated here reflect the affects of the Route 364 {Page Avenue
Extension) through St. Charles County and highest growth rate scenario.

Source: MACTECG, 2003.

There are plans to upgrade sections of Route 40/61 to 1-64 through St. Charles County in
MoDOT's 2007-201C investment period (Legacy, 2025, The Transportation Plan for the
Gateway Region, 2002). These sections include the Missouri River bridges, the section from
Route K to Route DD, and the section west of Lake St. Louis to 1-70. However, the overall
upgrade of Route 40/61 to |-64 is not fully funded at this time.

1.5.3.2 Level of Service

Level of service (LOS) is a qualitative measure used to assess the capacity of a highway based
on existing or anticipated traffic volumes. It Is a means of referencing traffic conditions
encountered by a driver traveling through an intersection, interchange or open section of
roadway given various traffic and geometric conditions. LOS is a function of traffic volume,
percentage of trucks in the traffic flow, number of lanes, roadway alignment and geometry, and
other physical factors (Table 1-2). An LOS A describes nearly free flow operation of vehicles,
virtually unaffected by the presence of other traffic. In contrast, LOS E describes operation at
capacity. Traffic flow is very unstable and any flow interruption or disruption produces extensive
delay. When the LOS for a section of roadway decreases from LOS C to LOS D, E, or F,
problems with function and efficiency can occur. Generally LOS C or better is considered an
acceptable operational condition, with LOS D permissible in urban conditions.

Table 1-2 Level of Service (LOS) Characteristics for Freeways

108 Characteristics
A Free flow; low volumes and high speeds; most drivers can select own speed

B Stable flow; speeds somewhat restricted by traffic; service volume used for design
of rural highways

c Stable flow; speed controlled by traffic; service velume used for design of urban

highways
D Approaching unstable flow; lower speeds
E Unstable flow; low, varied speeds; volumes at or near capacity
F Forced flow; low speeds to stoppages; volume exceeds capacity

Source: Transportation Research Board, 2000 {Highway Capacity Manual).

Decreased LOS can resuit from such factors as an insufficient number of traffic lanes to
accommodate traffic volumes, inadequate intersection or interchange capagcity or design, lack of
signalization or poor timing on existing signals, poor geometry that causes vehicles to slow
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below the posted speed limit, the presence of disruptive traffic movements such as those
induced by at-grade intersections, and the lack of turning lanes in areas with numerous at-grade
entrances.

Given the existing and projected traffic volumes and the current bridge geometry, the existing
bridges operate at an LOS D at peak periods of flow. As the traffic volumes on the bridges grow,
and given the diversion of traffic volume to the Page Avenue Extension, degradation in the level
of service, to LOS E, is expected to occur between 2014 and 2018. This timetable coincides
with the identified construction year of 2014. Given continued growth and the effect of phases
two and three of the Page Avenue Extension, degradation in the level of service to LOS F is
expected to occur between 2027 and 2034 depending on the level of growth the surrounding
area is able to sustain.

Table 1-3 LOS at the Route 40/61 Bridge

2002 2014 2034
(Peak Hour) (Peak Hour) {Peak Hour)
D E F

Source: MACTEC, 2008.

1.5.4 Safety

Crash statistics and safety data summarized or presented in this Final EIS are protected under
federal law (Appendix A).

From January 1, 1999, to December 31, 2003, there were 100 crashes on the westbound
bridge. Of these, approximately 69 percent were rear-end collisions and 10 percent were
classified as passing. There were 22 crashes on the eastbound bridge in this same time period;
more than half were rear-end collisions. During the 1999 to 2003 cited period, the 32-ft (9.8-m)
wide westbound bridge was restriped from two 12-ft (3.6-m) lanes with 5-ft (1.5-m) shoulders to
three 10-ft (3-m) lanes with no shoulders in December 2001, The 48-ft (14.6-m) wide eastbound
bridge had three 12-ft (3.6-m) through lanes and one 12-it (3.6-m} auxiliary lane with no
shoulders. The number of crashes remained statistically similar before and after the re-striping
of the westbound bridge from two to three lanes in December 2001. The high percentage of rear
end crashes is consistent before and after the re-striping suggesting that lane width has no
statistical bearing on the number of rear end collisions on the bridge. However, the number of
crashes on the westbound bridge (100) is more than four times the number on the eastbound
bridge (22). This would suggest that the extra lane of capacity on the eastbound bridge helps to
reduce the crash rate as compared to the westbound bridge.

1.5.5 System Continuity

The proposed bridge project provides a link between the planned or present improvements in
the Route 40/61 corridor between [-270 in St. Louis County and [-70 in St. Charles County. As
mentioned previously, the designation of Route 40/61 as an interstate facility is dependent upon
the upgrade of the existing bridges to interstate standards. Without any further improvements to
the existing bridge crossing, the cross-county link is severed and the Route 40/61 corridor loses
continuity at the Missouri River.
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1.5.6 Economic Development

The primary community interest in the Route 40/61 bridges is the service they provide to
commuters traveling between St. Charles and St. Louis counties and beyond. With the growth of
the Chesterfield Valley and St. Charles County, commuter demand continues {o increase. The
bridges also serve regional, statewide, and interstate trips.

The Route 40/61 corridor is one of the fastest growing commercial and office areas in the
St. Louis region [Appendix D, Traffic Analysis, Crawford Bunte Brammeier (CBB), 2002]. In
St. Louis County, the Chesterfield Valiey has been heavily developed since the 1993 flood. In
St. Charles County, the Missouri Research Park has developed along with other growth in the
Route 40/61 corridor in the past 10 years. Residential growth in St. Charles has been shifting to
the Route 40/61 corridor as the I-70 corridor is more heavily developed.

With the improvements along the Route 40/61 corridor, truck traffic has increased and is
projected to continue increasing as the corridor is brought up to full interstate standards.
Route 40/61 and 1-64 along with 1-70 provide east-west interstate travel through St. Louis and
St. Charles counties. Route 370 provides relief for |-70. Route 364 (Page Avenue Extension
from 1-270 to Route 94) provides relief to both I-70 and Route 40/61. These four highway
facilities will be the only connections across the Missouri River from central St. Charles County
to St. Louis County for the predictable future and serve as the primary arterials for interregional
travel.

The Route 40/61 corridor is important for interstate commerce and is an integral part of the
continuing -economic development in St. Charles and St Louis counties. This project
accommodates current economic development trends in St. Charles and St. Louis counties.
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2.0 Project Alternatives

2.1 Transportation Strategies Considered

Several types of transporiation strategies were considered in order to meet the future
transportation needs of the Route 40/61 bridges across the Missouri River. Specifically, the
following transportation strategies were considered:

No Action;

Transportation System Management (TSM);

Mass transit;

Upgrading the current bridge structures and approaches; and

New bridge construction and new approach roadways.

2.1.1 No Action

The No Action strategy fails to meet the objectives or address the needs outlined in the project
Purpose and Need. The No Action strategy was not considered a viable option and was
eliminated from subsequent study. However, the No Action strategy was retained as a basis for
comparison against the other alternatives.

2.1.2 Transportation System Management (TSM)

TSM actions were determined not to be a viable option because of the through-traffic (free-flow)
nature of the existing road and bridge configurations. There are no intersections, signalization or
other typical TSM elements in the study area. As a result, this strategy was not considered in
detail as a reasonable solution and was subsequently eliminated.

21.3 Mass Transit

The only component of mass transit in the study area is bus transit. An MTIA for the Daniel
Boone Study Area, completed in July 2000 by Parsons Brinckerhofi Quade & Douglas, Inc.,
indicates that there are no plans for the extension of mass transit facilities along the
Route 40/61 (I-84) corridor through the study area. Light rail transit is planned to stop at
Westport (I-270 and Page Avenue) and is not planned to run west of 1-270. Due to the lack of
long range plans to introduce mass transit into the study area, this strategy was eliminated from
further consideration.

21.4  Upgrading of the Current Bridge Structures

Both existing bridges were initially designed to carry two lanes of traffic. The westbound bridge
was restriped in December 2001 to provide three lanes of westbound traffic. Also in December
2001, the eastbound bridge was striped to provide four lanes of eastbound traffic. This new
striping configuration has maximized the lane capacity of each bridge. This current, maximized
condition fails to meet the objectives and identified needs (i.e., accidents and safety,
congestion, and system continuity) presented in the project Purpose and Need. Therefore,
improved bridge capacity can only result from a build alternative in order to add additional traffic
lanes to the system. While rehabilitation of the existing bridges is part of the final strategy,
upgrading the current structures was not given further consideration as a stand-alone solution,
since additional traffic lanes cannot be added to the existing structures.
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2.1.5 New Bridge Construction

For this project, new bridge construction was considered viable for further study with the
strategy of developing alternatives that meet the stated Purpose and Need with consideration of
long-term cost effectiveness and potential environmental impacts and displacements. For the
project, a design ysar of 2034 was used to forecast traffic growth.

2.2 Calculation of Capacity Development

The calculations of capacity requirements are summarized in this section, but are provided in
more detail in Appendix D of this report.

The current access between St. Louis County and St. Charles County on Route 40/61 is by two
separate, parallel bridges. Each bridge was originally designed to carry two lanes of traffic. As
noted previously, each bridge has been restriped to increase lane capacity. While the current
configuration allows the two bridges to carry a total of seven lanes of traffic, the recent striping
of these existing bridges was permitted by FHWA contingent on MoDOT conducting a location
study for a new bridge to more adequately handle projected traffic loads.

The study team reviewed traific projections prepared by the EWGCC, MoDOT, and other
agencies or consulting teams. Using data from these sources (based on five different sets of
projections) as well as an evaluation of existing traffic data in the corridor, the study team
independently prepared consolidated projections of design year traffic volumes within the study
area. These projections reflected the identified and proposed changes in land use in St. Charles
County that could add as many as 8,000 vpd to Route 40/61 across the Missouri River.
Likewise, development in St. Louis County (Chesterfield Valley in particular) could increase
volumes by another 10,000 to 15,000 vpd.

Given the recent development trends in the corridor, annualized growth rates of 2.1 to
2.4 percent were deemed viable. Based on this information and measurements of existing traffic
(81,700 vpd, 2002), the Route 40/61 bridges are estimated to carry nearly 84,000 vpd in 2007
and 96,900 vpd in the construction year 2014, which represents the lower threshold of LOS E
for the existing westbound bridge. The volume increases to up to 134,300 vpd by the design
year 2034, which represents the threshold of capacity failure, or LOS F conditions. it is therefore
clear that a new bridge will be required before this time.

Based upon estimated design hour volumes (DHVs), the number of lanes needed to serve
design year traffic was calculated using Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) (Transporiation
Research Board, 2000) methodologies. It should be noted that the westbound bridge would be
expected to fail prior to the design year, so the calculations reflected a new bridge with 12-ft
(3.6-m) lanes and full-width shoulders. It was concluded that design year volumes require four
lanes in each direction by 2015 to retain a LOS D. These eight total lanes include three through-
traffic fanes and one auxiliary lane in each direction.

Since the two existing structures were originally designed to carry two lanes of traffic, the
projected capacity requirements dictate the addition of four new traffic lanes across the Missouri
River.
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2.3 Development of Preliminary Constraints

Constraints considered during this process entailed those that represented environmental
concerns as well as those that had implications with regard to engineering feasibility. Examples
of environmental constraints considered during the location study inciude:
¢ Community/business impacts;
Wetiands;
Floodplain/floodway of the Missouri River;
Surface water resources (streams, water bodies);
Threatened and endangered species;
Rare or unique ecological communities;
Geologic resources;
Potential or known hazardous waste sites;
4(f) and 8(f) lands;
Archaeological or historic sites;
Noise impacts;
Churches, schools, and cemeteries; and
Residential and commercial areas,

Similarly, constraints were also identified that had implications on engineering feasibility or on
the efficiency of the transportation system. Examples of such considerations included:
e Terrain;
Capacity of the existing roadway (i.e., LOS);
Accident patterns;
Navigation channel of the Missouri River;
Access to existing development; and
Existing infrastructure (roads, utilities, transmission lines).

Constraint information was developed by acquiring and consolidating information from a variety
of sources including public involvement meetings, field reconnaissance, and file information
from the following agencies:

State

MoDOT;

MDNR;

Missouri Department of Conservation (MDC); and
State Emergency Management Agency (SEMA).

Federal

* Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS);
e U.S. Fish and Wildiife Service {USFWS);

e U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA);

« Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA);
[ ]
»

U.S. Geological Survey (USGS);
U.S. Coast Guard (USCQG);
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)

The resuit of this analysis was the development of alternative alignments that satisfactorily
achieved the objectives of the project.
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2.4  Criteria for the Development of Study Alternatives

2.41 Purpose for Developing Study Alternative Criteria

Criteria were developed to guide and direct the development of study alternatives. These criteria
were used as a framework by which to develop study alternatives that are logical and
reasonable based upon information identified in the project Purpose and Need. The criteria
were largely based upon transportation and engineering information (i.e., traffic and access
issues, and engineering considerations relative to topographic and geologic conditions).
Additionally, the criteria took into account environmental resources (i.e., those listed in
Section 2.3) so that alternative development initiated the process of avoiding and minimizing
impacts. The ultimate goal of the study team was o understand the sensitivity and relative
importance of various environmental resources in the corridor to allow for the development of
logical and reasonable alternatives that minimized and/or avoided these resources. The
environmental resources were derived from USGS, National Wetland Inventory (NW1} maps,
and other state-run spatial data sites through the University of Missouri. These resources were
then incorporated into a Geographic Information System (GIS) for use in the study.

Engineering considerations include traffic and transporiation issues and ease of construction.
Access to adjacent properties and high accident locations were the primary traffic elements
considered. Terrain and access to adjacent land use played an integral role in determining the
ease of construction.

Environmental considerations included impacts to the natural and human environment, and
cultural resources. Structures eligible and potentially eligible for listing on the National Register
of Historic Places (NRHP) were considered important cultural resources.

2.4.2 Criteria for Development of the Study Alternatives

The following criteria were determined to be reasonable for the development of the study
alternatives.

1. Improve Efficiency and Safety — The study alternatives should be developed to
improve traffic flow by facilitating through traffic and minimizing congestion within the
study area. An emphasis was also placed on the need to maintain access to local traffic
(via the adjacent interchanges within the corridor) without degrading through traffic (or
free-flow traffic of mainline Route 40/61) or safety.

2. Minimize or Avoid Environmental Impacts While Developing Reasonable Project
Alternatives ~ The study alternatives should be developed to avoid and minimize
impacts to the previously-listed resources (see Section 2.3):
¢ Those that are protected under existing laws or regulations (i.e., threatened and

endangered species)

« Those resources that, if impacted, would result in additional documentation,
permitting, mitigation, and/or agency coordination [i.e., impacts to 4(f)/6(f) propetties,
wetlands]; and

¢ Those that would incur, via impact, relatively high costs to MoDOT and FHWA (i.e.,
disruption of business districts, displacement of existing infrastructure or utilities, and
clean-up activities of properties listed as containing hazardous materials).
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2.5 Preliminary Bridge Location and Design Alternatives

With the assumption that at least four additional traffic lanes are required across the Missouri
River, the study team considered possible locations for the new bridge construction. While
various locations were considered, the study team determined that the most appropriate
jocation for the new construction would be in close proximity to the existing bridges. Locating
the new structure away from the existing bridges only serves to increase the length and the
costs of the bridge approach roadways and the land disturbance and potential environmental
impact of this construction.

While the study team concluded that the new bridge structure should be built in the general area
of the existing structures, there are a number of possibilities for location and design aiternatives.
Initially, five study alternatives were proposed and considered for evaluation. A description of
each of the alternatives is provided below and shown on Figures 2-1 through 2-5.

2.5.1 Alternative A - Option 1

This study location {Alternative A1) includes the construction of a new six-lane bridge on the
upstream side of the existing eastbound bridge and the demolition of the existing westbound
bridge (Figure 2-1). The new six-lane bridge carries four lanes of eastbound traffic and two
lanes of westbound traffic separated by a concrete median barrier. The existing eastbound
bridge converts to two westbound lanes

2.5.2 Alternative A — Option 2

This study location (Alternative A2) includes the construction of a new four-lane bridge on the
upstream side of the existing eastbound bridge and the continued use of both existing bridges
as two-lane bridges (Figure 2-2). The new four-lane bridge carries eastbound traffic only, while
the existing two bridges each carry two lanes of westbound traffic.

2.5.3 Alternative B — Option 3

This study location (Alternative B3) includes the construction of a new six-lane bridge on the
downstream side of the existing westbound bridge and demoiition of the existing westbound
bridge (Figure 2-3). The new six-lane bridge carries four lanes of westbound traffic and two
lanes of eastbound traffic separated by a concreie median barrier. The existing eastbound
bridge is then striped to only two eastbound lanes.

2.5.4 Alternative B — Option 4

This study location (Alternative B4) includes the construction of a new three-lane bridge on the
downstream side of the existing westbound bridge to carry westbound traffic, the striping of the
existing eastbound bridge from four to three lanes of eastbound traffic, and configuring the
existing westbound bridge into a two-lane, reversible flow (eastbound in the morning and
westbound in the afternoon) structure to accommodate peak hour demands (Figure 2-4).

2.56.5 Alternative B-Option §

This study location (Alternative B5) includes the construction of a new four-lane bridge on the
downstream side of the existing westbound bridge and the continued use of both bridges as
two-lane bridges (Figure 2-5). The new four-lane bridge carries westbound traffic only, while the
existing two bridges each carry two lanes of eastbound traffic.
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2.6 Alternatives Retained for Evaluation (Final Alternatives)

After additional review, the study team concluded that Alternative B4 should be eliminated from
further consideration. Reversible lanes introduce additional safety concerns into the corridor, as
motorists have to be vigilant in observing the time-of-day traffic patterns. Additionally, the traffic
studies indicate that the current morning and evening peak hour directional flows gradually
equalize over the study period to a point that a reversible lane system does not alleviate peak
hour congestion.

The ability of the existing westbound bridge to remain viable for an extended petiod of time was
investigated by the study team. Based on the MoDOT inspection report prepared in 2001, it was
concluded that the bridge is in satisfactory condition. The bridge underwent a rehabilitation in
1990 that could extend its service life until 2020. At that time, it is likely that the bridge will need
another rehabilitation to extend its service life to 2050. This second rehabilitation is not included
in the alternatives. At that time, the bridge would probably need to be repiaced. More detailed
information concerning the conditions of both existing bridges is available in Appendix B —
Bridge Analysis Technical Memorandum. Based on the available information and analyses,
alternatives that utilize the existing westbound bridge as part of the option were retained for
further consideration.

During the development of the final alternatives, issues were raised concerning the use of the
westbound bridge for mainline Route 40/61 iraffic, including the age of the structure and
anticipated future seismic requirements. As a result, an additional option Alternative A —
Option 2’ (Alternative A2’) was developed which is a variation of Alternative A2. It increases the
number of westbound lanes on the existing eastbound bridge from two to three and decreases
the number of wesibound lanes on the existing westbound bridge from two to one (Figure 2-6).
With this option, the existing westbound bridge only carries westbound traffic from Chesterfield
Airport Road and the future westbound collector-distributor road proposed through Chesterfield
Valley. Truck traffic on mainline Route 40/61 does not utilize the existing westbound bridge with
this aliernative.

The ability of the existing westbound structure to meet seismic design guidelines was one of
many issues that influenced the decision to add Alternative A2’. The westbound structure does
not meet current AASHTO seismic design guidelines and will require significant seismic retrofit
in the future to continue to carry mainline traffic. It is anticipated that the seismic retrofit will
increase in scope as seismic design guidelines are currently under revision, The guide
specification for seismic design of bridges is expected to be adopted by AASHTO in 2005. It is
anticipated that the revised seismic design guidelines will be more severe than that of the
current AASHTO guidelines. Due to the fact that the seismic design guidelines are being
revised, the cost of the future seismic retrofit was not determined. However, the need to retrofit
the existing westbound structure at some point in the fuiure to meet the future seismic
guidelines was a concern contributing to the development of Alternative A2,

With the addition of Alternative A2, a total of five final alternatives were considered by the study
team. They are:
» Alternative A1;
Alternative A2;
Alternative A2’;
Alternative B3; and,
Alternative BS.

. - s 9

PA510233\dp\FEIS\Route 40-61 FEIS.doc 2-6




Final EIS U.S. Roule 40/61 Bridge Over Missouri River
MoDOT Job No. J6P1436 St Charfes and St Louis Counties, Missouri

2.7 Evaluation of Final Alternatives and Preferred Alternative

The five final alternatives and the No Action Alternative were evaluated and screened in an
effort to select a preferred alternative. The methodology used to screen the alternatives was the
“list method.” To use this method, the study team first had to quantify potential impacts to the

natural and human environment resulting from each alternative. Additionally, the study team

developed a range of resource criteria to be used as the basis of the evaluation. Each
alternative was then evaluated based on each resource criterion and was given a “+", “0", or “-"
mark. A “+" mark was given if there were no impacts to the resource in question. A “0”, or
neutral, mark was given if there was an impact to the resource, but the impact was relatively
minor or did not have a significant adverse affect on the resource. A “-* mark was given if there
was a relatively major impact to the resource or if the impact resulted in an adverse affect.

With the methodology determined, the study team developed criteria, definitions and indicators
to be used in the evaluation of the final alternatives. Four categories were developed, which
include:

1. Traffic and Operations;

2. Engineering Constructability;

3. Avoidance of Critical and Environmental Resources; and

4, Socioeconomics.

The study team prepared cost estimates for each final alternative based on the prefiminary
layouts. Elements of the cost estimates include:

Bridge Construction;

Roadway Construction,;

Right of Way;

Engineering and Adminisfration; and

Contingency.

G

To be consistent with other departmental documents, all costs were estimated in 2007 dollars.
To calculate the 2007 estimates, current costs (2003) were projected forward using a future
value formula with a 4 percent annual inflation rate (Appendix E).

Given each of the final study alternatives listed above, Alternative A2' is recommended as the
Preferred Alternative. This alternative provides improved service to traffic flow, helps extend
the life of the westbound bridge by removing mainline traffic from the bridge, accomplishes the
goals of the Purpose and Need, and minimizes impacts to environmental resources. MoDOT
has identified this alternative as the Preferred Alternative through public involvement and
assessment of the socioeconomic and environmental consequences.

A summary of the relative advantages and disadvantages for each alternative is provided in
Table 2-1.

A number of public and civic meetings were held that provided the study team with feedback
from the community at large (see Section 5.1.2, Public Outreach). Generally, the public was split
in favor of either an upstream or a downstream location. However, the public comments were in
support of keeping the westbound bridge as part of the final alternative in order tqsave cost an

preserve the existing system. The primary interest of civic leaders from St. Charles-Cotinty,
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St. Louis County, and Chesterfield is to provide a sufficient amount of lanes across the river to
accommodate the growing inter-county travel demand.

The environmental impacts and estimated costs (in 2007 dollars) of the five final alternatives are
provided on Table 2-2,

2.8 Value Engineering Study

A value engineering (VE) study was conducted by MoDOT during the week of December 1-5,
2003 at MoDOT’s Chesterfield district office. The VE team used the Caltrans performance rating
matrix and broke the study into three areas: (1) evaluation of the recommended bridge
alternative; (2) evaluation of the recommendations for the south (St. Louis County) approach:
and (3) evaluation of the recommendations for the north {St. Charles County) approach. The
goals of the VE study were to review what has been developed to date in the MTIA and Draft
EIS, develop recommendations to improve upon the preferred alternatives, and develop
recommendations for new alternatives that provide the same function and add value to the
project.

A summary of recommendations from the VE study follows:

1. Eliminate the Chesterfield Airport Road westbound flyover bridge on the south approach
and redirect the traffic making this movement to the Spirit of St. Louis Boulevard
overpass. Traffic would then enter Route 40/61 via an on-ramp at the Spirit overpass.

2. Install reverse curves on the north approach to align the preferred alternative with the
existing approach roadways and utilize more of the existing pavement.

3. Reduce the median width on the north approach.

4. Extend a fourth fane on the north approach to the Route 94 interchange.

These recommendations result in a potential cost savings of $4.5 million (in 2003 dollars). A
complete VE study is available for viewing upon request from MoDOT’s Chesterfield district
office, 1590 Woodlake Drive, Chesterfield, Missouri 63017,
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Table 2-1. Advantages and Disadvantages of Each Build Alternative
Build
Alternative_ Advantages Disadvantages
Al ¢ Provides the maximum bridge system + Presence of lane splits/major diversions
life expectancy « One weaving section of 4,500 to 7,500 ft
s Provides adequate shoulders for both {1,372 10 2,286 m)
directions of travel + Two weaving sections greater than
+ No impact on any architectural structures 7,500 ft (2,286 m)
« No negative impact on water resources  » Need for advance signage of exits
+ No negative impact on existing wetlands [greater than 7,500 ft (2,286 m)]
+ No hazardous waste site impacts » Introduction of Route 94 traffic in weave
+ No negative impact on existing areas
agricultural lands « Higher initiai cost
« No negative impact on socioeconomic « Potential impact on existing
glements archaeological siies

+ Potential section 4(f) impact with removal
of westbound bridge
« Negative impact on forested land

A2 + Provides adequate shoulders for both + Presence of lane splits/major diversions
directions of travel + One weaving section of 4,500 to 7,500 ft
¢ Lower initiaf cost through use of 1935 (1,372 to 2,286 m) and two weaving
bridge sections greater than 7,500 ft (1,372 m)
¢ Does not negatively impact any + Need for advance signage of exits
architectural structures [greater than 7,500 ft {1,372 m)]
o No Section 4(f) impacts + Introduction of Route 94 traffic in weave
» No negative impact on water resources areas
« No negative impact on existing wetlands  « Utilizes the westbound bridge for
« No hazardous waste site impacts mainline Route 40/61 traffic
« No negative impact on existing + Shorter bridge system life expectancy
agricultural lands + Potential impact on existing
« No negative impact on socioeconomic archaeological sites
elements « Negative impact on forested land
A2 « No lane splits/major diversions + Introduction of Route 94 trafiic into
» No excessive advance exit signage weave area
required « Shorter bridge system life expeciancy by
o No weaving less than 7,500 ft (2,286 m) using the westbound bridge
\’? + Provides adequate shoulders for both + Potential impact on existing
Der ¥ n - <€ directions of travel archaeological sites.
: « Does not use the westbound bridge for + Negative impact on forested land

mainline Route 40/61 traffic

Lower initial cost

No negative impact on any architectural

structures

No Section 4(f) impacts

No negative impact on water resources

No hazardous waste site impacts

No negative impact on existing

agricultural lands

« No negative impact on sociogconomic
elements

* = & o
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Final EIS

" MoDOT Job No. J6P1436

U.S. Route 40/61 Bridge Over Missouri River
St. Charles and St. Louis Counties, Missouri

Table 2-1. Advantages and Disadvantages of Each Build Alternative
Build
Alternative  Advantages Disadvantages
B3 + Provides adequate shoulders for both + Presence of lane splits/major diversions
directions of travel + Potential for lane channelization at South
¢ Provides the maximum bridge system Outer Road/Chesterfield Airport Road
ife expectancy « Higher initial cost
* No impact on any architectural structures « Increased demolition costs for removal of
» No negative impact on water resources the westbound bridge
* No hazardous waste site impacts » Poteniial negative impact on existing
+ No negative impact on existing archaeotogical sites
agricultural lands » Potential Section 4({f) impact with
» No negative impact on sociceconomic removal of the westbound bridge
elements
B5 + Provides adequate shoulders for both » Presence of lane splits/major diversions

® & ¢ o » @

directions of travel

Lower initial cost

No impact on any architectural structures
No Section 4(f) impact

No negative impact on water resources
No hazardous waste site impacts

No negative impact on existing
agricultural lands

Utilizes the westbound bridge for through
traffic

Potential for lane channelization at South
Cuter Road/Chesterfield Airport Road
Increased demolition costs for removal of
the westbound bridge

Potential negative impact on existing
archaeological sites

Source: MACTEC, 2003.
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Final EIS
MoDOT Job No, J6P1436

L. 8. Route 40/61 Bridge Over Missouri River
St Charles and 8. Louis Counties, Missouri

Table 2-2.  Potential Environmental, Cultural, Social, and Economic Impacts (shaded column represents the
Preferred Alternative)
N Alternative
Criterion/Resource A e TTRe B3 BE
Costs (in millions; 2007 dollars)
Construction $1413 $122.9 $130.2 $120.7
Right of Way $1.2 $1.2 $0.9 $0.9
Miscellaneous $50.9 $44.3 $50.1 $43.4
Tofal $193.4 $168.4 $190.3 $165.1
Farmland, acres (heclares) 0{0) 0 {0) 0 (0} 0{0)
Displacements
Residential 0 t] 0 0
Commercial 0 &) 1 1
Other 0 0 0 4]
Right of Way, acres (hectares)  19.3 (7.8} 19.3 (7.8) 13.7 (5.5) 13.7 (5.5}
Environmental Justice No Impact No Impact No Impact No lmpact
Air Quality Minor, short Minor, short Minor, short Minor, short
term tarm I : tarm term
Nolse Shorl tarm, Shortterm,  *~ ‘Shortterm, =  Shortterm, Short lerm,
construction construction  “iconstryction - ¢ construction construction
Wetlands, #/acre (hactare) 0/0.6 {0.0) 0/0.0 (0.0) 0/0.0(0.0) 1(/0.25); 1/0.28 (0.11)
L g Q.11
Water Quality No Impact No Impact No Impact No impact

Missourt River Floodplain, ft
crossed {m crossed)

4,100 (1,250}

4,100 (1,250}

4,100 (1,250)

4,100 (1,250)

Wild/Scenic Rivers No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact
Permits Required?
Section 401 Yes Yes Yes Yeos
Saction 404 Yes Yes Yes Yes
Section 9 Yes Yaes Yes Yes
Section 10 Yes Yes Yes Yes
Floodplain Yes Yes Yes Yes
Ts‘hrea}lened and Endangered See below* Ses below” See below” See below*
pecies
Geologic Features S
Caves None None “Nonp None None
Sinkholes None None S None None None
Mines None None ““None - Mone Mone
Public Landst 2 {non 2 (non 2 (non . Mone Nons
recreational) recroational) “racreational)
Cultural Resources R
Architecture None MNone ‘None Nons None
Archaeology 2 2 R 1 1
Woestbound Bridge Demolished Retain** Retaln**. . Demolishad Retain**
Hazardous Waste 1 i Tl 1 1
Construction Impacts Minor, short Minor, short ‘Minor, short Minor, short Minor, short
term term term - term term

* Al alternatives could involve the habitats of the Indiana bat, pallid sturgeon, and bald eagte.

+ Al atternatives span the Katy Trail in addition to the public tand impacts listed above.

*  Alternatives A2 and BS require the use of the westbound bridge (historic} for mainline (future interstate} traffic, which
could necessitate an eariler removal of the bridge due te wear and fatigue.

Source: MACTEC, 2003.
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Final EIS U.S. Route 40/61 Bridge Over Missouri River
MoDOT Job No. J6P1436 St. Charles and St. Louis Counties, Missouri

3.0 Affected Environment

The upiand areas of the study area lie within the Ozark Border Natural Division, which
comprises about 13 percent of the state of Missouri (Figure 3-1). This division includes rugged
river hills with deep, relatively productive soils along both sides of the lower Missouri River and
extending along the lower Mississippi River on the eastern border of the state to the Mississippi
Lowlands Natural Division. The division roughly corresponds with Sauer's (1920) Missouri and
Mississippi River Border Provinces and with Bennitt and Nagel's (1937) Northern and Eastern
Ozark Border (Thom and Wilson, 1980).

While most of the Ozark Border Division is physiographically part of the Ozark Plateau Province
(Fenneman, 1938), some of the region is not normally thought of as being part of the Ozarks.
The Ozark border is a broad ecotonal belt, wherein the Ozarks grade into neighboring natural
divisions on the north and east. Geographic location, soils, topography, and plant and animal
distribution distinguish the Ozark Border Division. It is primarily characterized by river hills
topography, with features of sandstone and fimestone cliffs and pinnacles along the rivers,
although a few isolated rolling plains are present.

Sections within the Ozark Border Division are differentiated from each other by river drainages,
geography, biota, and presettlement vegetation. Upland deciduous forest was the main
presettiement vegetation; however, glade, prairie, and bottomiand forest communities were also
present, with prairie accounting for less than 10 percent. Several plants that are generally
restricted to the Ozark Border Division in Missouri include shining clubmoss (Lycopodium
lucidulum), white trillium (Trillium flexipes), Forbes's saxifrage (Saxifraga pensylvanica var.
forbesii), and hay-scented fern (Dennstaedtia punctilobula). The wood frog’s (Rana sylvatica)
Missouri distribution appears to be centered on this natural division.

The Missouri River Section of the Ozark Border Natural Division is drained by streams flowing
into the Missouri River. Most of the section is highly dissected, but there are isolated rolling
plains in the western part and gently sloping ridge tops and valley bottoms oceur throughout.
There are more perennial streams, and these are generally larger and more turbid than in the
Ozark Natural Division. Geology is mainly Ordovician, but Pennsylvanian, Mississippian, and
Silurian-Devonian formations also occur. St. Peter Sandstone crops out in portions of this
section and stream cutling has formed steep-sided, sandstone canyons and bluffs. The
presettloment vegetation was mostly deciduous forest, but upland prairies, glades, and marshes
also occurred. Caves, sinkholes, springs, biuffs, and rock pinnacles are features of this section.
Many of the soils are derived from loess and are relatively productive.

The river itself and the banks of the river are within the Big Rivers Natural Division. This division,
comprising about 5 percent of the state, includes the floodplains and terraces of the largest
rivers, primarily the Missouri and Mississippi but also the lower Grand and the lower Des
Moines. Soils are mostly alluvial, deep, and productive. Presettlement natural features included
mesic to wet prairie, bottomland and upland forests, marshes, sloughs, islands, sand and mud
bars, oxbow ponds, and rivers, Bedrock Is generally covered with alluvial deposits.

The Big Rivers Natural Division has a distinct aquatic fauna, and Pflieger (1975) treats it as a
separate Fish Faunal Region. It forms the center of distribution in Missouri for 30 fishes and 10
species are restricted to it. The shovelnose sturgeon (Scaphirhynchus platorhynchus), pallid
sturgeon (Scaphirhynchus albus), plains spadefoot toad (Scaphiopus bonbifrons) and Ilinois
mud turtle (Kinosternon flavescens spooneri) are some animals that are generally restricted in
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Final EIS U.S. Route 40/61 Bridge Over Missouri River
MoDOT Job No. J6P1436 Si. Charles and St. Louis Counties, Missouri

Missouri to this division. A few of the division's many characteristic plants are river bulrush
(Euphorbia serpens), sand dropseed (Sporobolus cryptandrus), bushy cinquefoil (Potentilla
paradoxa), peach-leaved willow (Salix amygdaloides), cottonwood (Populus delfoides), silver
maple (Acer saccharinum), pecan (Carya illinoensis), and pin oak {Quercus palustris).

The Lower Missouri Section of the Big Rivers division was essentially devoid of prairie even in
presettiement times. Reed (Phragmites communis), great bulrush (Scirpus acustus), and dock
(Rumex mexicanus) are characteristic plants. Seaside crowfoot (Ranunculus cymbalaria) and
spurge (Euphorbia glyptosperma) are two plants that are generally restricted to this section.
Black bullhead (lctalurus melas), fiathead chub (Hybopsis gracilis), western silvery minnow
(Hybognathus argyritis), and western massasauga rattiesnake (Sistrurus catenatus tergeminus)
are animais characteristic of this section.

The proposed alternatives are located within portions of unincorporated St. Charles County and
the municipalities of Chesterfield and Weldon Spring. The topography north of the Missouri
River consists of rolling, wooded upland and bluffs, in contrast with the relatively flat, low-lying
floodplain south of the river. The St. Charles County side is sparsely developed because of the
bluffs along the rver. The University of Missouri Research Park (an office park with a golf
course) and the August A. Busch Wildlife Area are south and west of Route 40/61. Weldon
Spring, a small city that is developing with mostly residential subdivisions and commercial
properties along Route 40/61 and Route 94, is north and east of the highway. The Katy Trail
State Park, a 200-mite-long Rail-to-Trail pedestrian and bicycle path, runs beneath the bridges
between the biuff and the river.

The Missouri River valley in St. Louis County has developed rapidly in the past decade,
although the land nearest the bridges is used mostly for agriculture. There is a sand plant for
dredging sand from the river on the east side of the bridge. The Spirit of St. Louis Airport and
associated light industrial and commercial buildings are south of the bridge beyond the project
limits.

Figure 3-1 depicts some potential environmental constraints identified in the vicinity of the
project. The four potential hazardous waste sites identified in the figure are based on
unconfirmed location data and were obtained from the Center for Agricultural, Resource and
Environmental Systems (CARES); College of Agriculture, Food and Natural Resources;
University of Missouri - Columbia) database. The CARES database identified the four locations
as Missouri Research Park, St. Louis Gumbo Nursery, NE of Correctional Facility, and
Ballfields. Further research showed that these sites, with the exception of the Ballfields, are
located outside the footprint of the project. None of these sites present any hazardous waste
concerns for the project. As stated in Section 4.17, the only hazardous waste site identified in
the project area is associated with petroleum spills and/or releases.
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Final EIS U.S. Route 40/61 Bridge Over Missouri River
MoDOT Job No. J6P1436 St. Charles and St. Louis Counties, Missouri

Unincorporated Lands
Unincorporated lands are located within St. Charles County west of Weldon Spring and north of

the Missouri River. This area can be charactetized as primarily recreational lands managed by
MDC with some commercial and industrial business area.

Studv Area
The study area is defined as a 2,000-ft (610-m) wide corridor centered on the existing highway

extending for 2.1 mi (3.4 km) from the Missouri Research Park overpass to Chesterfield Airport
Road (Figure 4-1). The predominant land uses ‘within the study area are agticuiture/
vacant/open country, urban (right of way for road facllities), and commercial and industrial
business areas (Table 4-2).

Table 4-2. Existing Land Use within the Study Area

Acres Hectares
Agricultural/Vacant/Open Country 252.2 102.1
Urban 175.6 714
Commercial/lndustrial Mix 131.2 53.1
Industrial 106.9 43.3
Commercial 14.2 5.7
Public/Semi-Public/Recreational 87.3 35,3
Water 67.5 27.3
Office 36.2 14,7
Residential 1.8 0.7

Source; MACTEC 2003.

4.1.3 Existing Land Use Impacts

Impacts to existing land uses are through direct acquisition of right of way for highway
construction. Land use impacts, therefore, reflect the acquisition and conversion of land uses
outside of the existing highway right of way. The amount and type of land that would be
acquired by land use classification and/or ownership for the final alternatives are presented in
Table 4-3.

Table 4-3. Existing Land Use Impacts by Alternative, ac (ha)

Al A2 AR B3 BS
Agricultural/Vacant/Open Country 8.2 (3.3) 8.2(3.3) :8.2(33): 3.5(1.4) 3.5{1.4)
Industrial 0 0 S0 9.9(4.0) 9.9 (4.0)
Commercial/industrial Mix 96(39) 9639 9.6(39) : 0 -0
Commeicial 0 0 S0 0 0
Public/Semi-Public/Recreational 1.5 (0.6) 15086) '1.5{(0.6) 03(01) 0.3(0.1)
Water 0 0 IR P 0 0
Urban 0 0 Qi 0 0
Office 0 0 00 0
Residential 0 0 SR 0 0
Total 19.3(7.8) 19.3(7.8) 19.3(7.8)  137(65) 13.7(65)

Source: MACTEC 2003.

Impacts for each alternative would require a total acquisition of approximately 13.7 to 19.3 acres
(ac) {5.5 to 7.8 hectares {(ha)]. Impacts to land use for each alternative are similar with the
majority of impacts to agricultural/vacant/open country and commercial and industrial business

areas,
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Final EIS U.S. Route 40/61 Bridge Over Missouri River
MoDOT Job No. J6P1438 St. Charles and St. Louis Countios, Missouri

4.1.4 Future Land Use

Future land uses are represented in comprehensive plans for the cities of Weldon Spring and
Chesterfield (Figure 4-2 and Table 4-4). Future land use is a refiection of existing development
patterns and where government agencies believe that cerain types of development are
appropriate based on current conditions. These conditions include access to transportation
tacilities, the ability to provide basic utility infrastructure, and existing vicinity land uses. The
majority of the project study area is designated for commercial development followed by office
land use.

Table 4-4. Future Land Use within the Study Area

Acres Hectares
Agriculture/Floodplain/Conservation 146.8 59.4
Commercial 283.5 114.7
Mixed Use (retail/office/warehouse) 76.9 31.1
Office 212.2 85.9
Open Country 7.2 2.9
Public/Semi-public/recreational 88.2 35.7
Urban 173.6 70.2
Water 67.5 27.3

Source: MACTECG, 2003,

The final alteratives are not anticipated to interfere with future land use plans for the city of
Weldon Spring, St. Charles County, or the city of Chesterfield. As future land use includes
commercial and light industrial land use adjacent to Route 40/61 within the study area, the
proposed project is consistent with these plans and could provide better access to these areas.

Zoning

Zoning reflects the existing land use controls implemented by the cities of Weldon Spring and
Chesterfield (Figure 4-3). Zoning maps were obtained from the cities of Weldon Spring and
Chesterfield; however, they were not available for unincorporated St. Charles County. The
majority of the study area is zoned office, commercial, and industrial. The Preferred Alternative
would be consistent with the existing zoning of the cities.

4.2 Farmland Impacts

Land associated with the proposed project is either within the Chesterfield or Weldon Spring city
limits or has otherwise been set aside for specific uses. Therefore, it meets the definition of
“land committed to other uses” as contained in the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA), and
farmland impact will not be further evaluated.

4.3 Socioeconomic Impacts

Analysis of potential impacts begins with the identification of a study area’s population,
neighborhoods and communities, housing, income distribution, and employment characteristics.
Two geographic areas have been examined to document the existing socioeconomic conditions
of the affected environment. The term “region” refers to St. Louis and St. Charles counties,
Missouri. The term “study area” refers to the smaller area within these two counties that
includes the 2.1-mi (3.4-km) corridor from the Missouri Research Park overpass in St. Charles
County to Chesterfield Airport Road in St. Louis County.
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Final EIS U.S. Route 40/61 Bridge Over Missouri River
MoDOT Job No. J6P1436 St. Charles and St. Louis Counties, Missouri

4.3.1 Area Community Characteristics

The study area consists of portions of the city of Weldon Spring and the city of Chesterfield, and
an unincorporated area west of the city of Weldon Spring. The city of Weldon Spring can be
characterized as primarily a rural community with low-density residential housing and limited
commercial growth located primarily along Route 94 and Route 40/61. The primary factors
affecting future development are the floodways, steep terrain, and numerous cemeteries (City of
Weldon Spring Comprehensive Plan, 2000).

The city of Chesterfield is one of the fastest growing urban communities in the St. Louis
metropolitan area. Chesterfieid has experienced considerable commercial growth, primarily
located along Route 40/61 and in the area located between the Missouri River and the base of
the river bluffs, known as the Chesterfield Valley. The construction of three stormwater pump
stations and the ongoing improvements to the Chesterfield-Monarch levee wili aid in protecting
this portion of Chesterfield from flooding. The primary factor affecting future development is the
lack of undeveloped land within the city limits (City of Chesterfield Plan, 2002).

The unincorporated area immediately west of Weldon Spring and Route 40/61 consists of
conservation areas managed by MDC and a mixed commercialfiight industriai park. Additionally,
the Katy Trall State Park managed by MDNR extends underneath the Route 40/61 bridges
adjacent to the Missouri River.

The study area is represented by three census tracts; two in St. Charles County and one in
St. Louis County. Census tract 3111.03 is located east of Route 40/61 in St. Charles County,
and census tract 3122.01 is located west of Route 40/61 in St. Charles County. Census tract
2216,01 is located in St. Louis County on both the north and south sides of Route 40/61.
Table 4-6 summarizes the demographic characteristics of these census tracts. Census tracts
within this study area indicate a primarily middle-aged, Caucasian population.

Table 4-5. Demographic Characterlstics, 2000

St. Charles Co. St. Louis Co.
Census Tract Census Tract Census Tract
3111.03 3122.01 2216.01
Population 5,566 4,494 11,256
Median Age 40.2 39.4 38.1
Percent Age 65 and Older 14.7 9.9 11.6
Percent White 95.3 99.0 92.3
Percent Black 1.3 0.1 1.9
Percent Asian 2.0 0.7 4.1
Percent Gther 1.4 0.1 1.7
Average Household Size 2.87 2.80 2.36
Percent Handicapped* 12.3 11.2 8.9

* Population & years and older.
Source: U.S, Census, 2000.
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MoDOT Job No. J6P1436 St. Charles and St. Louis Counties, Missouri

4.3.2 Public Services and Facilities
For information of public parks, recreational lands, and other public lands, see Section 4.16.

4.3.2.1 Schools and School Districts

The study area is served by one school district in Chesterfield {Rockwood) and one school
district in St. Gharles Gounty (Francis Howell). In addition, Chesterfield and St. Charles County
have numerous parochial/private schools and two higher education institutions. '

4.3.2.2 Fire and Police Facilities

There are no fire stations or police stations located in the study corridor. The city of Chesterfield
Is served by the Chesterfield Fire Protection District and the Metro West Fire Protection District.
There are six fire stations within city limits and one training facility. Weldon Spring is served by
the Cottleville Fire Protection District.

Police protection for the study area is provided by the Chesterfield Police Department and
Cottleville Police Department.

4.3.2.3 Churches

There are numerous churches located throughout the cities of Chesterfield and Weldon Spring;
however none are located in the study area.

4.3.2.4 Medical Facilities

The study area is served by St. Luke’s Hospital located in Chesterfield. It is a full service, non-
profit hospital that specializes in a variety of areas. There are also three medical buildings and
the St. Luke’s Institute for Health Education (City of Chesterfield Comprehensive Plan,
December 2002).

4.3.2.5 Airports

The Spirit of St. Louis Airport is located in the city of Chesterfield. Owned and operated by the
St. Louis County government, it is the prime reliever for Lambert Airpont. }f is the second busiest
general aviation airport in the Federal Aviation Administration {FAA) Central Region {Missouri,
Arkansas, Kansas, and lowa), and it has over 500 aircraft and two runways
(www.spiritairport.com).

4.3.2.6 Public Service Facilities Impacts

None of the final alternatives will impact schocl, fire, police, church, medical, or airport (Spirit of
St. Louis Airport} facilities serving the communiiies of Weldon Spring or Chesterfield, and these
services will be maintained during construction.

4.3.3 Regional Population Trends

The study region has experienced an increase in population since the 1980 Census (Table 4-6).
St. Charles County has exhibited a higher growth rate (33.3 percent) since 1990 than St. Louis
County (2.3 percent) or the state of Missouri (9.4 percent). Between 1990 and 2000, Weldon
Spring (located in St. Charles County) increased from 1,470 persons to 5,070 persons
(244.9 percent). Although St. Louis County’s growth rate for 1990 to 2000 is lower than the state
of Missouri, the city of Chesterfield has exhibited a greater growth rate than the state
{23.8 percent).

P510233\dp\FEIS\Route 40-61 FEES.doc 4-7
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Table 4-6. Municipality, County, and State Population Trends

1980 1990 2000 % Change 1990-2000
St. Charles County 144,107 212,907 283,883 33.3%
St. Louis County 973,896 993,529 1,016,315 2.3%
Incorporated Areas
Chesterfield* -- 37,991 46,973 23.6%
Weldon Springt - 1,470 5,070 244.9%
Siate of Missouri 4,916,686 5,117,073 5,596,687 9.4%
*  The city of Chesterfiald was not incorporated until 1988; therefore 1980 Census information is not
available.
1 The cily of Weldon Spring was not incorporated until 1984; therefore 1980 Census information is not
available.

Source: U.S. Census, 2000,

4.3.4 Age Characteristics

With the exception of St. Charles County, the 2000 median age of the study area is generally
higher than the state of Missouri (Table 4-7). Although St. Charles County has a lower 2000
median age than the state of Missouri, the three subsections of the county exhibit a higher
median age than the state.

Table 4-7. Age Characteristics
Year  Median Age 18 and Under {%) 65 and Older (%)

St. Charles County 1990 30.7 31.4 6.9
2000 34.3 29.0 8.8

Census Tract 3111.03 19380 35.9 31.3 4.9
2000 40.2 29,2 14.7

Census Tract 3122.01 1890 34.9 27.5 11.0
2000 39.4 27.1 9.0

St. Louis County 1990 34.6 258 13.1
2000 375 25.2 14.1

Census Tract 2216.01 1990 33.6 24.0 9.5
2000 38.1 24,7 8.8

Chesterfield 1880 36.8 29.0 9.0
2000 41.8 24.6 14.7

Weldon Spring 1990 36.3 27.9 6.7
2000 42.4 26.6 16.2

State of Missouri 1990 33.6 27.1 14.0
2000 36.1 25.5 13.5

Sources: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 and 2000,
WWW.CEnsus.qov.

4.3.5 Racial Characteristics

The racial compositions within the study area census tracts are comparable and have a lower
percentage of minorities than the state of Missouri (Table 4-8). St. Louis County has a greater
percentage of minorities than the state, whereas St. Charles County has a lower percentage of
minorities.
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Tabile 4-8. Racial Characteristics, 2000

American indian Native Hawailan QOther

White Black and Alaskan Asian and Other Pacific  Race
{%}) (%) Native (%) (%) Islander (%) {%)
St. Charles County 94.7 2.7 0.2 0.9 0.0 0.5
Census Tract 3111.03 96.3 1.5 0.1 1.1 0.0 0.3
Census Tract 3122.01 98.4 0.5 0.2 0.3 0.0 0.2
5t. Louis County 76.8 18.0 0.2 2.2 0.0 0.5
Census Tract 2216.01 91.9 1.7 0.2 4.8 0.0 0.6

Incorporated Areas

Chesterfield 91.3 1.9 0.1 5.6 0.0 0.4
Weldon Spring 96.0 1.8 0.2 1.1 0.0 0.3
State of Missouri 84.9 11.2 0.4 1.1 0.1 0.8

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000.

4.3.6 Educational Level
All areas in the study area have a lower percentage of high school graduates (including
equivalency) and a higher percentage of advanced degrees compared with the state of Missouri
(Table 4-9). The percentage of high school (only) graduates in census tract 2216.01 and the city
of Chesterfield are considerably lower (19 percent) than the state, but the percentage with
advanced degrees is noticeably higher (26 percent or more) than the state.

Table 4-9. Educational Characteristics, 2000

Persons 25 Years High School Graduate Bachelor's Degree

Area or Older (includes equivalency) or Higher
St. Charles County 178,498 29.6% 18.5%
Census Tract 3111.03 3,702 21.3% 26.5%
Census Tract 3122.01 3,012 29.5% 18.5%
St. Louis County 677,027 24.0% 22.0%
Census Tract 2216.01 7,768 12.8% 40.6%
Incorporated Areas
Chesterfield 32,689 12.8% 36.6%
Weldon Spring 3,652 21.3% 27.0%
State of Missouri 3,634,906 32.7% 14.0%

Source; U.S. Census Bureau, 2000, www.census.qov.

4.3.7 Housing Characteristics

The average household size for the study area counties, census tracts, and cities are generally
consistent with or slightly higher than the state average of 2.5 (Table 4-10). The percentages of
occupied units in the study area are higher than the state of Missouri. With the exception of
census tract 2216.01 in St. Louis County, the percentages of owner occupied units are higher

than the state average.
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Table 4-10.  Housing Characteristics, 2000
Households Housing
Average % Occupied % Owner-
Number Size Number Units Qccupied Units
St. Charles County 101,663 28 105,514 96.4 82.0
Census Tract 3111.03 1,868 2.9 1,906 97.9 88.1
Census Tract 3122.01 1,604 2.8 1,692 94.8 89.9
St. Louis County 404,313 2.5 423,749 95.4 74.1
Census Tract 2216.01 4,641 2.4 . 4,944 93.9 61.5
Incorporated Areas
Chesterfield 18,060 2.6 18,738 96.4 77.9
Waeldon Spring 1,880 2.7 1,926 97.6 87.4
State of Missouri 2,194,594 2.5 2,442,017 89.9 70.3

Source: U.S. Census, 2000.

4.3.8 Community Cohesion

None of the final alternatives would disrupt current land use patterns or community components,
cause a considerable change in communities, or result in segmentation. There are no residen-
tial displacements or residential properties required by the final alternatives. No neighborhood
segmentation or isolation of communities would occur as a result of the proposed project.

4.4 Acquisition Impacts

The improvements to Route 40/61 would require the purchase of additional right of way and the
acquisition of buildings located within the right of way. In addition, those buildings within 10 ft
(3 m} of the right of way whose properties and access would be greatly impacted by the new
facility would also need to be acquired. Residential, commercial, and industrial impacts by each
alternative are depicted in Table 4-11. Centerlines for each aiternative are depicted in
Appendix E, Plates 1 through 12 and 17 through 22. There would be no residential, commercial,
or industrial displacements or residential parcels required with any of the final alternatives.

Table 4-11. Building and Parcel Impacts

Alternative No
Al A2 SLTTAR B3 B5 Action
Residential 0 0 0 0 0 0
Commarcial o 0 i 0 0 ¢
tndustrial 0 0 50 1 1 0
Total Number of Bulldings A
Affected 0 0 D 1 1 0
Parcels s
Number of Total Acquisitions 0 ¢ i 0 0 0
Number of Partial Acquisitions 5 5 B 4 4 0
Agricultural 3 3 g 1 1 0
Commercial 1 1 N 0 0 0
Industrial 0 0 BT 2 2 0
Open Country ] 0 QL 1 1 0
Public/Semi-Public i 1 e 0 0 0
Total Number of Parcels Affected 5 5 R T 4 4 0
Tolal Right of Way, ac (ha) 19.3(7.8) 19.3(7.8) -193(7.8) : 13.7(5.5) 13.7 {5.5) o

Maximum Extent of Mew Right of
Way Width*, it (m) ROTETOy
St, Charles County 260 (79) 260(79) - 260(79)

<

220 (87) 220 {67)
St. Louts County 180(55)  180(65) 180 (56) 200 {61) 200 (61)

* New right of way Is irregular in shape. Maximum widths are depicted.

Source: MACTEC, 2003.

o
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Alternatives A1, A2, and A2’ (Preferred) would potentially impact portions of five parcels, one of
which is a commercial property (the Missouri Research Park). These alternatives will potentially
impact approximately 9.6 ac (3.9 ha) of the northeastern comer of the Missouri Research Park (a
business park owned by the University of Missouri). The affected portion of the Missouri Research
Park is immediately adjacent to Route 40/61, primarily forested, and the function of this business
park would not be disrupted. Three parcels consist of agricultural land, which are immediately
adjacent to Route 40/61. One parcel is managed as the Weldon Spring Conservation Area (CA) by
the MDC. The affected portion is primarily wooded and classified as having dispersed recreation and
is not considered a Section 4(f) resource. .

Alternatives B3 and B5 (neither of which is a preferred alternative) would potentially affect portions of
four parcels and one industrial building. The St. Charles Sand Company consists of two industrial
parcels. Alternatives B3 and B5 would impact the southwestern area of these industrial parcels
immediately adjacent to Route 40/61. The affected portion of the St. Charles Sand Company is
primarily open space with some trees adjacent to Route 40/61. These alternatives could potentially
require that the office trailer be relocated to another location of the property. The St. Charles Sand
Company could remain operational with Alternatives B3 and B5 but would require modifications to its
access road (driveway) and to equipment for the business including the dock at the river, which may
need to be relocated to another location on the property. At the driveway entrance near the office
trailer, the driveway would need to be shifted approximately 60 ft (18 m) east of its present location.
At this phase of analysis, it is difficult to determine the exact nature and cost of the potential
damages incurred by the St. Charles Sand Company as a result of Aliernatives B3 and BS5. The
remaining two parcels potentially affected by Alternatives B3 and B5 are agricultural and open
country and are located immediately adjacent to Route 40/61. The aifected portion of the open
country parce!, located north of the Missouri River and adjacent to Route 40/61 is primarily wooded.

in addition to land acquisition, the project may require temporary or permanent easements for
construction or utility location. All parcels would continue to have access to Route 40/61. No parcel
would be landiocked as a result of right of way purchase and road construction. No uneconomical
remnanis are anticipated as a result of the preferred alternative.

The estimated costs are based on construction, right of way acquisition, and miscellaneous
{easements, costs of partial acquisitions, etc.) (Table 4-12).

Table 4-12. Estimated Costs* of Build Alternatives

Al A2 AR B3 B5
Construction $141.3 $122.9 $122,7 . $139.2 $120.7
Right of Way $1.2 $1.2 g2 $0.9 $0.9
Miscellaneous $50.9 $44.3 $44.2 $50. $43.
Total $193.4 $168.4 $168,2  $190.3 $165.1

* in millions, 2007 dollars.
Source: MACTECG, 2003,

Acquisition for the project would be accomplished in accordance with the Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 and Amendments (Act). The Act,
as well as Missouri state law, requires that just compensation be paid to the owner of private
property taken for public use. The appraisal of fair market value is the basis of determining just
compensation to be offered to the owner for property to be acquired. An appraisal is defined in
the Act as a written statement independently and impartially prepared by a qualified appraiser
setting forth an opinion of defined value of an adequately described property as of a specific
date, and supported by the presentation and analysis of relevant market information.

During the relocation phase, MoDOT is responsible for assuring that a displaced person will not
be required to move unless the agency has made comparable, decent, safe, and sanitary
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housing available and that the displacee will not be required to move without at least a 90-day
notice in writing. The Act requires that comparable, decent, safe, and sanitary replacement
housing within a person's financial means be made available before that person may be
displaced. Should this project include persons who cannot readily be moved using the regular
relocation program benefits andfor procedures [i.e., when there is a unique housing need or
when the cost of available comparable housing would result in payments in excess of statutory
payment limits ($22,500 or $5,250}], MoDOT's relocation policy commits to utilizing housing of
last resort. Housing of last resort involves the use of payments in excess of statutory maximums
or the use of other unusual methods of providing comparable housing.

Any displaced owner-occupant or tenant of a dwelling who qualifies as a displaced person is
entitied to payment of his or her actual moving and related expenses, as MoDOT determines to
be reasonable and necessary. A displaced owner-occupant who has occupied a displacement
dwelling for at least 180 days is also eligible to receive up to $22,500 for a replacement housing
payment which includes the amount by which the cost of a replacement dwelling exceeds the
acquisition cost of the displacement dwelling, increased interest costs, and incidental costs. A
displaced owner-occupant who has occupied a displacement dwelling for a least 90 days but
less than 180 days and a tenant who has occupied a displacement dwelling for at least 90 days,
is entitled to a payment not to exceed $5,250 for either a rental or down payment assistance.

The MoDOT Right of Way Division would carry out the acquisition and relocation of commercial
and industrial properties in accordance with the Act of 1970, as amended. Business owners
wouid be paid fair market value for the real property to be acquired and for relocation costs.
Acquisition of commercial properties would not involve relocation of businesses if no operating
business is located on the property.

Any displaced business, farm operation, or nonprofit organization which qualifies as a displaced
person is entitlled to payment of their actual moving and related expenses, as MoDOT
determines to be reasonable and necessary. In addition, a business, farm, or non-profit
organization may be eligible to receive a payment, not to exceed $10,000 for expenses incurred
in reestablishing their business, farm operation, or non-profit organization at a replacement site.

A displaced business may be eligible to choose a fixed payment in lieu of the payments for
actual moving and related expenses, and aciual reasonable reestablishment expenses. The
payment amount of this entittement alternative is based on the average net earnings of the
business. This fixed payment amount cannot be less than $1,000 or more than $20,000.

4.5 [Income and Economic Characteristics and Impacts

The 2000 per capita personal income levels in the study area are above the state of Missouri,
as shown in Table 4-13. Census tracts 3111.03 and 3122.01 both had higher per capita
incomes than St. Charles County, but were lower than the city of Weldon Spring. Census
tract 2216.01 had a higher per capita income than the city of Chesterfield and St. Louis County.
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Table 4-13. Per Capita Personal Income

1990 20001 % Change 1990-2000

St. Charles County $15,366 $23,592 53.5

Census Tract 3111.03 $23,408 $38,153 63.0

Census Tract 3122.01 $15,927 $25,817 62.1
St. Louis County $18,625 $27,595 48.1

Census Tract 2216.01 $30,508 $46,323 51.4
Incorporated Areas

Chesterfield $28,019 $43,288 54.5

Weldon Spring $22,367 $40,810 825
State of Missouri $12,089 $19,038 53.5

* 1989 Income Information, U.S. Census Bureau, 1990,
1 1992 Income information, U.8. Census Bureau, 2000.

Source:

Economic data relating to median household income and poverly levels are depicted in
Table 4-14. This data indicates higher median household incomes for the census tracts and
municipalities within the study area than the counties and state. Median household incomes for
the census tracts and municipalities ranged from approximately $30,000 to $50,000 more than
the state of Missouri.

Table 4-14. Median Household income and Poverty Level Characteristics, 1999
Parsons Below

Median Household Income Poverty Level

St. Charles County $57,258 4.0%

Census Tract 3111.03 $90,823 3.6%

Census Tract 3122.01 $66,058 2.6%
St. Louis County $50,532 6.9%

Census Tract 2216.01 $78,908 3.5%
Incorporated Arsas

Chesterfisld $83,802 2.6%

Weldon Spring $87,998 4.3%
State of Missouri $37,934 11.7%

Source: 1999 income information, U.8. Census Bureau, 2000, WWw.CeNsus.qov.

Income thresholds by family size and composition, developed by the U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services, are used by the Census Bureau fo determine persons who are
considered poor, or below poverty level. Table 4-14 presents data on the percentage of persons
in the study area counties, municipalities, and census tracts that fall below the poverty level. All
counties, municipalities, and census tracts in the study area had a lower percentage of persons
below the poverty level in 1999 than the state of Missouri.

In 1995, 70 percent of St. Charles County workers commuted outside of the county, particularly
into St. Louis County (St. Charles County Master Pian, 1996). On a county-wide level,
Table 4-15 depicts the major employers for the study area.

Table 4-15. Major Employers in St. Louis County

Company # of Employees
The Boeing Company 16,400
Schnuck’s Markets, Inc. 12,393
McDonald's Restaurants of St. Louis and Metro East 11,000
S5M Health Care System 10,700
Washington University 10,300
8t. John's Mercy Health Care 10,100
Daimler Chrysler Corporation 8,200
United Parcel Service 5,200
Tenst St. Louis 4,800

Source: 2002 St. Louis County Fact Book.
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in 2000, job types that accounted for the largest percentages of workers in the study area were
those representing the “educational, health, and social services” sector (Table 4-16).

Table 4-16. Labor Force Characteristics by Job Typa, 2000

St. Charles Co. St. Louis Co.  Incorporated Areas

® “ . = 2

g 8 8 8§ 8 z &
% = ) = — B L — e @ w '
8 2a 8¢9 3 2o g2 § S 3
oo, 2r g % — ge = b4 % = g 2
88 8% du% & 38 865 =28 &=

Percent Distribution by Industry

Agriculture, forestry, fishing, and mining 0.4 1.1 26 0.2 0.4 0.3 1.2 22
- Construction 7.7 76 129 4.9 2.5 2.5 7.2 6.9
Manufacturing 162 150 134 127 155 142 129 148
Wholesale Trade 4.1 9.6 4.5 4.2 6.6 5.3 9.5 3.7
Retail Trads 132 122 127 11.3 9.1 109 125 119
Transportation and warehousing, and utilities 6.0 3.1 4.5 54 2.6 3.0 2.2 5.7
Information 3.7 1.9 3.2 3.8 3.7 3.6 2.9 3.0

Finance, insurance, real estate, and rental and
leasing

Professional, scientific, management,
administrative, and waste management services 90 106 8o 11 W7 189 113 &
Educational, health and social services 18,7 18.0 179 217 184 228 18.0 204
Arts, entertainment, recreation, accommodation

7.5 7.4 8.8 8.0 147 123 8.6 8.7

and food services 7.5 7.5 4.0 7.6 7.6 7.0 6.2 7.8
Other services (except public administration) 4.7 4.0 3.3 48 2.2 4.1 3.3 5.0
Public Administration 3.2 1.9 3.4 33 1.9 1.7 1.7 4.6

Note: Employed persons are those 16 years or older,
Source: U.S. Census, 2000,

As shown in Table 4-17, greater than two-thirds of St. Charles tax base is residential properties.
In contrast, St. Louis County's tax base is largely commercial. Agricultural land makes up a
small percentage of both counties.

Table 4-17. Assessed Value of Real Estate By County — 2002

Residential Agriculture Commercial Total
St. Charles County $2,596,847,150  $22,377,920 $849,985,090  $3,469,210,160
St. Louis County $141,570,600 $501,680  $1,683,955,270  $1,726,117,650

Source: Personal Communication, County Assessors’ offices in St. Charles and St. Louis
Counties, 2003.

Employment Impacts and Economic Development
Employment impacts are measured by jobs lost and generated by the proposed project. There

are no business impacts with the final alternatives; therefore, no jobs would be lost as a result of
the proposed project.

The proposed action will create construction-related jobs. Positive economic effects may be
realized during the construction period due to the expenditure of public funds within the study
area. This includes direct income for construction workers which may be expended for goods
and services within the area. Local materials suppliers may benefit from providing goods to the
construction contractor for the project. The level at which these positive impacts will occur is
determined to a great degree by the contractor based upon the extent that local labor and
materials are used in the construction project.
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Both the cities of Weldon Spring and Chesterfield have experienced business developments in
areas adjacent to Route 40/61 within ihe siudy area. Both cities intend to foster commercial and
light industrial development for areas ouiside of the floodplain area and within the high
technology corridor in St. Charles County and the Chesterfield Valley in St. Louis County. The
recent past and current economic development trends are anticipated to continue in this rapidly
developing part of the St. Louis mefropolitan area. Although the proposed project will not
provide any substantial new access, this project will assist with accommodating those economic
development trends and could foster economic development within those areas.

Tax Impacts
The total new right of way acreage required for each alternative ranges from 13.7 to 19.3 ac

{6.5 to 7.8 ha). Alternatives A1, A2, and A2’ (Preferred) have approximately 11.1 ac (4.5 ha) in
8t. Charles County and 8.2ac (3.3 ha) St. Louis County. Aliernatives B3 and B5 have
approximately 3.1 ac (1.3 ha) in St. Chatles County and 10.6 ac (4.3 ha} in St. Louis County.
Given the total assessed values of real estate within each county (see Table 4-17) relative to
the amount of fand required for the right of way [13.7 to 19.3 ac (5.5 to 7.8 ac}], the impact to
the tax base would be considered negligible.

Environmental Justice

Executive Order 12898, entitled “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations” mandates that federal agencies identify and address,
as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of
the programs on minority and low-income populations. The FHWA Order 6640.23 establishes
policies and procedures to use in complying with Executive Order 12898. A minority population
is defined as a group of people andfor a community experiencing common conditions of
exposure or impact that consists of persons classified by the U.S. Bureau of the Census as
Negro/Black/African-American, Hispanic, Asian or Pacific Islander, American Indian, Eskimo,
Aleut, or other non-white persons. As defined in the FHWA Order 6640.23, low income “means
a household income at or below the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services poverty
guidelines.”

The study area was evaluated to identify the presence of low income or minority residents and
the potential impacts to them in accordance with Executive Order 12898. The study area does
not contain high populations of minorities or low-income groups when compared with the state
of Missouri and the counties (see Tables 4-5 and 4-8). The final alternatives would not have
disproportionate adverse impacts on minority andfor low-income populations as defined by
Executive Order 12898 and FHWA Order 6640.23.

4.6 Traffic, Transportation, Safety, and Navigation

This section provides the relative advantages and disadvantages of each final study alternative,
These advantages and disadvantages are based largely on roadway capacity and safety. The
methods used to analyze the traffic data are discussed in further detail in Appendix D. This
section also presents data associated with traffic safety and impacts to navigation.

4.6.1 Existing Traffic and Travel Patterns

The impact of any of the final siudy alternatives on travel patterns over the Missouri River is not
likely to be of significance. Route 40/61 currently has controlled access with breaks at
Chesterfield Airport Road and Missouri Research Park. None of the study alternatives propose
to change the controlled access already in place. Currently, the Route 40/61 bridges carry
81,700 vpd across the Missouri River, An aggressive growth of 3 percent per year over the next
5 years is expected in the Route 40/61 corridor. However, the first phase of the Page Avenue
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Extension (Route 364) over the Missouri River is forecasted to attract approximately 15,000 vpd
away from the Route 40/61 corridor, lowering the traffic volume on Route 40/61 to 66,700 vpd.
Traffic volumes are then projected to rise to 77,300 vpd by 2007. Travel patterns across the
Route 40/61 bridges will likely be more dependent on the development patierns in St. Charles
County and in Chesterfield Valley. Table 4-18 provides an historic and current summary of the
traffic volumes on the Route 40/61 bridges.

Table 4-18. Existing Traffic Counts Route 40/61 at Missouri River

Eastbound Westbound Total

1999 Counts (Two Lanes Each Direction)

A.M. Peak Hour © 4,400 1,600 5,800

P.M. Peak Hour 1,800 3,400 5,200

Daiiy 61,800
2002 Counts (Three Lanes Each Direction)

A.M. Peak Hour 4,600 2,300 6,200

P.M. Peak Hour 2,200 4,600 6,800

Daily 81,700

Source: CBB, 2003.

Traffic increased by approximately 32 percent over the last 3 years. However, this is largely
attributed to the opening of the third lane on the westbound bridge in December 2001.

Additional growth will oceur after improvements in the vicinity of Clarkson Road/Chesterfieid
Parkway and Routes 94/K are completed (thereby providing a minimum of three continuous
lanes in each direction). Finally, an increase in traffic across the Route 40/61 bridges may also
be attributed to significant development that has occurred in Chesterfield Valley and St. Chatles
County during the iast few years. For example, Chesterfield Commons generates approximately
3,300 daily shopping trips across the river. Furthermore, over 3,000 office jobs have recently
been added along the Route 40/61 corridor in O’Fallon, which could account for another 3,000
trips per day (or more) across the river.

These recent development irends are expected o continue throughout the nexi 5 years, so river
crossing volumes may continue {o rise dramatically. In total, the level of reserve capacity
currently available on the existing three-lane bridges will quickly be consumed. A more detailed
discussion on the existing traffic conditions and travel patterns is provided in Appendix D.

4.6.2 Traffic Volume Forecasts (2034)

Various forecasts for the Route 40/61 bridge crossings have been produced by a number of
different analyses over the last 6 years. An attempt was made to validate the content of each
forecast in order to measure their consistency and applicability. As best as could be determined,
all of the forecasts considered a total of six lanes crossing the river. The forecasts are from the
following:
¢+ An internal MoDOT memorandum dated June 2001 provided traffic forecasting
information for the Eatherton Road/Route 109 corridor, including its terminus with
Route 40/61;
+« A March 2000 study performed by Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade & Douglas, Inc. for
MoDOT (as part of an evaluation of Route 40/61 in St. Charles County);
+ The 1996 MTIA report conducied by the Route 40/61 MTIA Management Group;
e The 1997 Final Environmental Assessment for Route 40/61 conducted by MoDOT and
FHWA,; and
« Forecasts recently prepared by the EWGCC.
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A summary of these forecasts is provided below in Table 4-19.

Table 4-19. Comparison of Forecasts, Route 40/61 at the Missouri River
Construction Year Forecast Design Year Forecast

Source of Forecast Year Volume Year Volume
2001 Eatherton Road Evaluation n/a n/a 2020 104,000
2000 Parson's Forecast for Route K 2000 66,400 2020 100,400
1996 MTIA for Route 40/61 1995 51,500 2015 82,500
1997 EA for Route 40/61 1998 55,300 2018 88,500
2001 EWGCC Forecasts 2004 68,400 2020 76,300

Source: CBB, 2003.

As can be seen, there is loose correlation in the construction year forecasts despite the use of
different horizon years. However, the divergence between forecasts is amplified in the design
year due, in pan, to the different years chosen.

For the purposes of this analysis, the construction year and design year for the Route 40/61
bridge complex would be extended to 2014 and 2034, respectively, though the design year for a
major river crossing could arguably be extended out over 30 to 40 years instead of just 20.
While it is acknowledged that the regional travel demand model is based on land use changes,
there is no projected land use information available beyond 2020. Therefore, it was necessary
to evaluate equivalent growth rates based on modeled land use trends.

Initially, it was suspected that the two highest sets of forecasts may have omitted the Page
Avenue Extension, thereby inflating volumes. However, given the fact that these forecasts were
all generated within the last 6 years, it can be assumed that the Page Avenue Extension was
included in each of the forecasts. Furthermore, all of the forecasts were reportedly based upon
files from EWGCC's regional travel demand model which, ultimately, includes committed
projects such as the Page Avenue Extension.

An attempt was made to validate the land use assumptions for the Route 40/61 corridor in
St. Charies County based on approved, completed or identified developments and to verify
future growth potential. Land use data provided by EWGCC indicates that substantial levels of
development were considered, but those projections (which were based on the 1980 Census)
may not have adequately reflected recent development trends.

Specifically, based on the recent platiing of several large subdivisions in the Wentzville area
(south of 1-70 and west of Route 40/61), it appears that EWGCC has underestimated the
number of new households in the Route 40/61 corridor. This discrepancy was likely based upon
a perceived lack of services, but utilities were recently extended in that area, and development
is accelerating. It is estimated that there could be an additional 2,500 homes in this area
(beyond that considered by EWGCC) by 2020.

There has also been an appreciable increase in “other commercial® employment (predominantly
offices) in the corridor during the last 5 years. It is estimated that the number of office
employess in the corridor could exceed EWGCC'’s projections by over 11,000 people based on
the addition of the MasterCard, CitiGroup, and MCI/WorldCom facilities alone. Conversely, there
could be approximately 1,500 fewer retail employees in recognition of land use shifts that
occurred in the vicinity of the WingHaven interchange. Overall, additional land uses in
St. Charles County couid generate 27,000 vpd (net), of which as many as 8,000 vpd could be
added to Route 40/61 at the Missouri River bridge {assuming the Page Avenue Extension is
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completed to Route 40/61 and that the corridor is upgraded to freeway status from the Missouri
River to I-70).

Development in Chesterfield Valley could also exceed the projections from EWGCC. This
development increases the volumes to the east of the river crossing. Up to 6.3 million square
feet of commercial development have been proposed in Chesterfield Valley, with the potential to
generate a gross total of 75,000 vpd. Though it will likely take more than 20 years for that much
development to be “absorbed”, it could, speculatively, add another 10,000 to 15,000 vpd to the
Missouri River crossing.

Upon resolving the various studies, forecasts, and land development assumptions, the siudy
team atrived at what was deemed reasonable forecasts for the Route 40/61 crossing. For the
purposes of this study, the westbound bridge was used as the control in the determination of
level of service, because of its narrower section (three lanes is the most it can carry).

Table 4-20 indicates the projected daily traffic volumes across the Missouri River. The levels of
service on the westbound bridge (given no action is taken in the study area) in the construction
year 2014 and the design year 2034 are highlighted.

Table 4-20. Projected Daily Traffic Volumes, Route 40/61 at Missouri River (No Action Alternative)

Bridge
Volume
Year {ADT) Commenis
2002 81,700 Current count with three lanes sach way.
2004 76,700  Aggressive (3%) growth ofiset by diversion (10,000 vpd net) to the Page Avenue

Extension
2007 83,800 Aggressive growth ends
2014* 86,800 Assumes continuous growth {2.1%) - CONSTRUCTION YEAR.

2018 856,300 Continued growth offset by diversions {10,000 net) to Phases Two and Three of
the Page Avenue Extension

2020 99,300 Consistent growth
100,400 Per Parsons in 2000 {using EWGCC model)

20341 115,400 Suppressed growth (1%) — DESIGN YEAR
134,300 Continuous growth (2.1%) — DESIGN YEAR

* Weslbound bridge at LOS E.
+ Westbound bridge at LOS F,

Source: CBB, 2003.

The operating conditions of each of the build alternatives are much better, The forecasted levels
.of service for the proposed bridge cross-sections {(as calculated for the peak direction of travel
during the peak periods in the design year) are based on the provision of four lanes in each
direction (three through lanes on the mainline and one auxiliary lane). All of the build
alternatives produce LOS D conditions, while the No Action Alternative yields failing operating
conditions (LOS F).

Though LOS C is often used as a design standard, MoDOT and other agencies consider LOS D
to be acceptable in an urban/suburban environment during peak periods. This condition reflects
the realities of high-population areas and the infeasibility of over-building the infrastructure
system. In many cases, there simply isn't enough funding or resources available to develop the
urban/suburban infrastructure to achieve an LOS C. Additionally, natural, cultural or
socioeconomic resources in an urban/suburban environment often prohibit the expansion of the
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infrastructure without significant impacts to these resources. In this case, achieving LOS C on
the bridge would have significant implications in that it would require additional lanes across the
Missouri River, which would increase the project cost and its impacts.

4.6.3 Safety

This section provides discussion on the safety characteristics relative to the potential effects of
the final study alternatives. These characteristics are based primarily on capacity issues and
roadway geometry associated with merges and weaves. In order to facilitate the evaluation of
the final study alternatives, traffic and operation criterion were developed that provided some
level of differentiation between the various build and no action scenarios. These criteria are
defined below.

Physical Safety Implications
Physical safety implications are evaluated as an increased potential for accidents due to

substandard lateral clearances, narrow lanes and/or the presence of major lane shifts at the
bridge approaches. This criterion isolated the disadvantages of the No Action Alternative due to
the narrow lanes and lack of shoulders. In addition, most of the build alternatives included a
major fane shift, which was deemed potentially hazardous. Major lane shifts also require
advance signage ahead of the lane shift, which could iead to driver confusion. Alternative A2’
was the only option not having any of these undesirable features.

Operational Safety Implications
Operational safety is based on the increased potential for accidents due to increased weaving

activity on the mainline. Shorter weaving sections [less than 4,500 ft (1,372 m)] were deemed to
have greater accident potential, while those in excess of 9,000 ft (2,743 m) were considered of
less consequence. Alternatives A1 and A2 each contained three weaving sections, while all of
the other build alternatives had only two {one in each direction). However, Alternatives B3 and
B5 each had weaves of less than 4,500 ft (1,372 m), while both of the weaves in Alternative A2
were in excess of 9,000 ft (2,743 m).

Operational Constraints
Operational constraints reflect the increased potential for lane violations due to unconventional

lane configurations, short weaving sections or the intensification of (major) weaving with the
Route 94 interchange. Due to the introduction of weaves between the Missouri River bridges
and Route 94, all of the build alternatives have less-than-desirable weaving movements,
although Alternatives B3 and B5 also had increased potential for lane violations at the
eastbound exit for Chesterfield Airport Road/South Quter Road.

Complexity of Operations
The complexity of the operations is an inference of increased motorist confusion associated with

requirements for advance exits. Exits placed greater than 1 mi {1.6 km) in advance of the cross
street are deemed to have greater potential for confusion. Alternatives A1 and A2 require
westbound exits more than 7,500 ft (2,286 m) in advance of the Missouri Research Park
interchange. However, no such requirement exists for Alternative A2'. Alternatives B3 and BS
require eastbound exits approximately 5,000 ft {1,524 m) in advance of the Chesterfield Airport
Road/South Outer Road interchange.

4.6.4 Mass Transit

The only current component of mass transit in the study area is bus transit. Presently, there are
no regional plans to extend light rail transit into St. Charles County from Chesterfleld Vailey.
Two proposed MetroLink corridors were analyzed as part of the Daniel Boone Study Area MTIA

PA510233\dp\FEIS\Route 40-61 FEIS.doc 4-19




Final EIS U.S. Route 40/61 Bridge Over Missouri River
MoDOT Job No. J6P1436 St. Charles and St. Louis Counties, Missouri

(MoDOT, 1897) to serve Chesterfield Valley, one from Maryland Heights/Westport on the north
and one along |-64 from the east. However, neither of these cortidors extended across the river
to St. Charles County. it was later concluded that neither alternative would offer St. Louis urban
core residents good access to jobs in Chesteriield Valley because of extreme transit travel times
(City of Chesterfield Comprehensive Plan, 2002). Therefore, the MTIA concluded that a
MetroLink extension west of {-270 was not justified over the 20-year planning timeframe.

if light rail transit were to ever be proposed across the Missouri River in the Route 40/61
corridor, the westbound bridge is the likely facility to carry the light rall across the river. The
development of a light rail transit component on the westbound bridge is dependent on several
issues. First, assuming dual tracks for the light rail service, the bridge would have to be used
exclusively for light rail. Shared light rail/roadway use is not feasible due to the relatively narrow
bridge deck width. Even a single light rail track would leave only adequate room for one
roadway traffic lane. Widening the truss for shared light rail and roadway traffic would also not
be feasible economically since it would essentially require replacement of the entire truss and its
flooring system. A new structure for westbound roadway traffic would have to be constructed.
Second, extensive deck framing modifications may be required. While it is likely that the truss
itself and the floor beams could adequately carry the light rail loading, it is unlikely that the floor
system stringers could safely carry a light rail maintenance vehicle load. Third, extensive
approach roadway work would be required to either direct westbound roadway traffic o a new
structure, or eastbound roadway traffic to the new structure and westbound roadway traffic to
the existing eastbound bridge.

in summary, the westbound bridge has the potential, with modifications, to carry light rail traffic.
However, it would require extensive structural and approach roadway modifications to make it
possible, and would not appear to be economically justifiable. Therefore, any proposed light rail
transit improvements across the river in the Route 40/61 corridor would likely need to be
developed independent of the existing bridge complex.

4.6.5 Bicycle and Pedestrian Use

Pursuant to 23 CFR Part 652, an inventory and analysis of existing bicycle routes and
pedestrian walkways were conducted within the study area. Bicycle and pedestrian walkways in
the study area consist of the Katy Trail in St. Charles County along the left bank of the river. The
preferred alternative has no direct impact to the Katy Trail. However, temporary closures of the
trail may be necessary during construction for safety.

The city of Chesterfield is currently planning a hiking/bicycle trail system in Chestetfield Valley
with the hopes of making a trail connection across the Missouri River to the Katy Trail (personal
communication, Michael Herring, City Administrator, City of Chesterfield, 2002). The Preferred
Alternative, A2’, provides an opportunity for a connection of the proposed Chesterfield bike trail
to the Katy Trail via the existing westbound bridge. The other final study alternatives prohibit any
trail development on the westbound bridge either because the bridge is to be removed or
because the bridge deck is needed for automobile traffic lanes. There are no known planned
cycling events in the study area.

4.6.6 Navigation

The center of the study area crosses the Missouri River at river mile (RM) 43.9. The study area
is located about midway through the Monarch Bend. This bend begins approximately at
RM 45.7, transitioning from Doziers Bend, coniinuing to approximately RM 43.7 where Monarch
Bend transitions to Weldon Spring Bend. Monarch Bend is on the right bank of the river, Doziers
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and Weldon Spring bends are on the left bank. The navigation channel is near mid river at the
Route 40/61 river crossing.

The preferred bridge alternative is fo be adjacent to and upstream of the existing bridge. It
would appear that no more than 50 ft (15 m) would separate the bridges, once the proposed
bridge is complete. Upstream of the bridge are two pipeline crossings, both owned by the Shell
Oii Company. Additionally, an abandoned pipeline is upstream of the operational pipeline. They
are located at RM 44.3 and RM 44.1 (estimated), respectively.

The depth of the Missouri River at the existing Route 40/61 bridges ranges from 19 to 23 ft
{5.8 to 7.0 m) deep upstream of the bridge and 12 to 28 ft (3.7 to 8.5 m) downstream. At the
bridge, the navigation channel is closer to the right bank, but is located toward the left bank as
the channel passes the bridge.

The bridge is located in an area that is significantly higher on the left bank than on the right. The
Missouri River bluffs are on the left bank and the fioodplain is on the right bank. The bridge has
warning lights that flash when fog is present, as a safety warning for navigation. As the
preferred bridge alternative is upstream of the existing structure, there is no additional hazard
from fog in the area than there is at the present time.

The piers of the preferred bridge alternative will be in alignment with the existing bridges and
navigational clearance will remain the same. During construction, barges will be used for at
least a portion of the work. A material and equipment loading area will be adjacent to the
construction site and there will be additional boats and barges. There should be no additional
considerations as conditions will remain approximately as they are now.

Emergency Operations, National Defense Activities, and Channel Maintenance Activities
The USACE does not maintain emergency services and operations (personal communication
Mike Chapman, USACE Kansas City District) but the USCG and Missouri State Water Patrol
{MSWP) do.

The USCG has responsibility for many national defense activities, more so under Homeland
Security and this is likely to continue for the foreseeable future. This does inciude local security
activities, such as patrolling river bridge crossings with the MSWP for special events and as
directed.

The USACE Kansas City District has responsibility for operations and maintenance activities on
the Missouri River. The navigation channel is maintained to a minimum of 9 ft (2.7 m). The river
dredge “Potter” was last used in 2002. The river has been so constricted by bluffs and levees it
is essentially self scouring. Dredging is done about once every 10 years, and it is entirely
possible that dredging operations will likely be discontinued complstely on the Missouri River.
The Potter is based out of St. Louis. Maintenance is generally limited to adding more rock to
wing dikes along the river. The bridge construction will have no impact on these operations
{personal communication Mike Chapman, USACE Kansas City District).

Present and Prospective Recreational Navigation
The MSWRP duties include law enforcement activities on the lakes and rivers statewide. MSWP

District 4 inciudes this reach of the Missouri River. The MSWP does not maintain a regular
patrol on this reach of the Missouri River as recreational boating activity is infrequent. Few
boating related facilities are available except at conservation areas. MSWP District 4 includes all
of the Mississippi River north of St. Louis and all of the reservoirs and lakes of northwest
Missouri. Unless their presence is requested, the MSWP is rarely on the Missouri River and

PA610233dp\FEIS\Route 40-61 FEIS.doc 4-21




Final EIS U.S. Route 40/61 Bridge Over Missouri River
MoDOT Job No. J6P 1436 St. Charles and St. Louis Counties, Missouri

they do not anticipate changing that practice in the near future (personal communication
Corporal Mike Porter, St. Charles MSWP District 4).

MDC has two conservation areas (CAs) near the Route 40/61 bridge:
* Weldon Spring CA (from RM 49,7 to RM 44.2 along the left bank), and
» Howell Island CA (from RM 49.7 o RM 44.8 along the right bank).

The Weldon Spring CA has a boat ramp between Femme Osage Creek and Femme Osage
Slough, at approximately RM 48.7. The following information on Weldon Spring CA was
provided through personal communication by John Vogel, Area Manager, Weldon Spring CA,
MDC. There are no plans to enlarge or provide additional recreational opportunities via the river
accesses at this CA. The parking lot has a capacity for 40 to 50 cars and trailers, which has
never been observed to be full. Although there is quite a bit of activity, Weldon Spring CA is still
considered a three-season use area primarily by power boat users, but canoeists and kayakers
also use it. Many of the recreational visits are for hunting and fishing. When the causeway to
Howell Island CA is under water, the usage at Weidon Spring CA goes up as it serves as a put-
in point for water access to Howell Island CA. There are some commercial fishermen on this
reach of the Missouri River but their numbers are very low. Camping and picnicking are popular
on the sand bars near the proposed bridge location. There are several sand bars located at
RM 44.3 along the left bank, approximately 0.5 mi (0.8 km) upstream of the Route 40/61 bridge.
Johnson island is located 0.5 mi (0.8 km) downstream, on the right bank and extends for about
3 river miles. A chute is located behind the island that may be floatable during paris of the year.
In summary, there are a number of water-oriented recreational opportunities within a few miles
of the bridges, both upstream and downstream.

Present and Prospective Commercial Navigation

Information was obtained from the Navigation Data Center, USACE, Waterborne Commaerce
Statistics Center in New Orleans. The latest information for commodities carried is from 2001.
The latest information avaitable for Trips and Drafts of Vessels is from 1999.

Commodities transported include petroleum and petroleum products, chemicals, crude
materials, food and farm products and others. From 1994 to 2001, Missouri River totals ranged
from a low in 1995 of 6.88 millions of short tons (mst) to a high of 9.73 mst in 2001. The average
was 8.48 mst per year. Crude materials (which include forest products, soil, sand, gravel, rock
and stone, iron and steel scrap, non-ferrous scrap, sulphur, clay, and sait) accounted for
88 percent of the upbound river traffic and 86 percent of the downbound river traffic on the
Missouri River in 2001. Food and farm products accounted for 14 percent of the downbound
traffic in 2001.

In 1999 there were a grand total of 51,878 trips by self-propelled and non self-propelled vessels
- from Kansas City to the mouth of the Missouri River. This includes both upbound and
downbound river traffic.

There is one local facility that does have barge mooring/docking. The St. Charles Sand
Company loading facility (a.k.a. St. Charles Sand Company Plant No. 2) has a single barge
unloading mooring downstream of the existing Route 40/61 bridges. !t is located at RM 43.9
along the right bank. The community name is Gumbo (Missouri River Navigation Charts,
Kansas City, Missouri to Mouth, USACE Kansas City District). The mooring facility is not open
to general river ftraffic. The downstream bridge location alternatives (B3 and B5) have a
significant impact on the operations of the company, where the upstream bridge location
alternatives (A1, A2 and A2’} do not. Jeff Viehmann of the Si. Charles Sand Company stated
that his company dredges sand from the Missouri River. During peak season, about 100 trucks
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per day leave his facility loaded with sand. About four to five barges are filied during the course
of the day, taking about an hour and half to fill; then they are unioaded and the sand is sent {o
the various piles for sorting and drying. No sand leaves by barge, ali the material leaves the site
by truck. There are no plans for expansion or reduction of the operation. The St. Charles Sand
Company operates about 10 months a year or for the length of time the Missouri River is open
for navigation (personal communication, January 15, 2003, St. Charles Sand Company).

River Access

The preferred bridge alternative (A2’) does not block access to any local service facilities. There
are no repair shops, parts distributors or fuel stations located near or adjacent to the preferred
bridge location.

There are no alternative routes available to river traffic on the Missouri River. There are no locks
and/or dams on this section of the Missouri River. The preferred bridge alternative is of a similar
fength and height as the existing structures and the pier locations match with the existing
structures. Thus, any vessel passing through the existing bridges will be able to navigate the
new bridge as well.

There are no local harbor facilities blocked by the preferred bridge alternative. As noted above,
the preferred bridge alternative maiches the length, height, and pier locations of the existing
structures, thus allowing navigational passage.

4.7 Air Quality Impacts

Pollutants of common concern in highway planning studies are carbon monoxide (CO), ozone,
and nitrous oxides (NO,). The primary air pollutant standards are shown in Table 4-21.

Table 4-21. National Ambient Air Quality Standards

Criteria Air Pollutant Averaging Time Primary Standard Secondary Standard
Carbon Monoxide 1-Hour Maximum@ 40 mg/m3 & (35 ppm€)
e BeHOUr Maum®  tomemPepem)
Lead 3-Month Arithmelic Mean 15 ﬁglm3 d Same as primary
" Nitrogen Dioxide Annual Arithmetic Mean 100 po/m3 (0.05ppm) Same as primary
Ozone 1-Hour Averaged 0.12 ppm (235 pg/m>) Same as primary
e BHOU Average® 0.08 ppm (157 palm® .. Same asprimary
Parliculate Malter Annual Arithmetic Mean 50 pg/m3 Same as primary
P toursveraged 0RINS
Particulate Matter Annual Arithmetic Meand 15 pgim3 Sams as primary
Mo eaHowAverage® o eswomd
Suitur Dioxide 24-Hour Maximum@ 365 pg/m3 (0.14 ppm)
Annual Arithmetic Mean 80 pg/m3 (0.03 ppm)
3-Hour Maximum® 1,300 pg/n3 (0.5 ppm)
a Not lo be excoeded more than once a year for primary e Established for a 3-year average of the 4th highest daily
and secondary standards maximum concentration.
b mg/m® = milligrams per cublc meter f Established for a 3-year average of the 99th percentile of data
¢ ppm = part per milltoen g Established for & 3-year average
d pg/m® = micrograms per cubic meter h Established for a 3-year average of the 98th parcentile of data

The conformity procedures of 23 CFR 770 apply to this project. The MPO is responsible for
making the conformity determinations, which must also be approved by the FHWA, the Federal
Transit Administration (FTA), and the USEPA.

As the designated MPO for the eight-county St. Louis metropolitan area, the EWGCC
established a specific goal for the transportation planning process — to reduce transportation-
related air pollution in accordance with federal, state, and local health standards and priorities.
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Procedures for attaining that goal are those established by federal law to ensure conformity
between transportation plans and air quality improvement pians.

The conformity process is intended to ensure that the programs and activities proposed in long-
range transportation plans conform to the purpose of the State Implementation Plan (SIP) for Air
Quality. The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (CAAA) define conformity as “ . . . conformity to
the (implementation) plan’s purpose of eliminating or reducing the severity and number of
violations of the national ambient air quality standards and achieving expeditious attainment of
such standards . . .” The USEPA Final Rule, 40 CFR Part 93, as amended September 15,
1997, amplifies the provisions of the CAAA relative to conformity. (These provisions are
interpreted in the context of 1999 Court decisions relating to the conformity process, and
guidance to this effect is contained in the USEPA Memorandum of May 14, 1999, Conformity
Guidance on Implementation of the March 2, 1999 Conformity Court Decision.)

Under the provisions of the CAAA, the EWGCC, as the regional MPO, is responsible for making
the determination of conformity. The conformity finding relates to those pollutants produced by
automobiles and other road transportation, generally described as mobile source emissions.
The pollutant that is of most concern in this region is ozone. Ozone is not, however, produced
directly by automobiles. It results from chemical reactions in the atmosphere involving various
compounds in automobile exhausts that are identified as the precursors of ozone formation.
These compounds comprise two groups, volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and NO,.

SIPs set out benchmarks against which progress is measured In meeting national goals for
cleaner and healthier air, Each state is responsible for preparing a SIP. The present
determination of conformity for the Missouri part of the region is made in relation to the revised
Missouri Attainment Demonstration SIP. The primary purpose of the conformity process is to
ensure that predicied future mobile emissions resulting from planned and programmed
transportation projects fall below the 2014 emission budget levels set out in the SiPs for both
VOCs and NOx,

The proposed project is included in the EWGCC'’s long-range transportation plan, Legacy 2025:
The Transportation Plan for the Gateway Region. Federal and state regulations require that
projects included in Legacy 2025 must pass the foliowing emissions test for each of three
analysis years, 2014, 2020, and 2025:

1. Emissions of VOCs resulting from implementation of the long-range plan and TIP wili be
less than the 2014 VOC mobile source emissions budget for Missouri as set out in the
relevant Maintenance Plans, i.e., 47.14 tons per day.

2. Emissions of NOy resulting from implementation of the plan and TIP in Missouri will be
less than the 2014 NOy mobile source emissions budget of 68.59 tons per day as set out
in the Maintenance Plans.

Like many metropolitan areas, the St. Louis region has a history of air pollution levels that
exceeded health-based atmospheric air quality standards and thus was previously classified as
a non-attainment area for ozone. (The USEPA uses the term non-attainment area to describe
metropolitan areas where alr quality fails to meet health standards for particular pollutants. An
ozone non-attainment area that has met the ozone level monitoring requirements over a 3-ear
period may request reclassification to a maintenance area based on compliance with the ozone
level monitoring requirements.)

In 2002, the St. Louis region attained the one-hour ozone standard, based on three years of air
quality monitoring data for the 2000-2002 period. in December 2002, the MDNR submitted
Maintenance Plans and re-designation requests to USEPA. USEPA approved the
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re-designation requests and Maintenance Plans on May 12, 2003, and classified the entire
eight-county St. Louis metropolitan area as a maintenance area for ozone under the one-hour
standard. The Conformity Determination for the FY 2005-2009 TIP and related amendments to
Legacy 2025 will use the one-hour ozone standard.

The USEPA identified the St. Louis area as-a non-attainment area for the eight-hour ozone
standard and designated its classification as "moderate” in the April 30, 2004, Federal Register.
This designation became effective June 15, 2004, The non-attainment area includes Franklin,
Jefferson, St. Gharles, and St. Louis Counties as weli as the city of St. Louis. EWGCC has until
June 15, 2005, to perform a Conformity Determination under the 8-hour ozone standard.

Based on the conformity analysis conducted as part of the long-range plan development, the
projects and programs included in Legacy 2025 are found to be in conformity with the
requirements of the CAAA of 1990, the relevant sections of the Final Conformity Rule 40 CFR
Part 93, and the Missouri State Conformity Regulations 10 Code of State Regulations (CSR)
10-5.480. The finding is documented in a companion report, Air Quality Conformity
Determination and Documentation.

The FHWA and FTA have concurred in a joint signature (see letter dated March 10, 2003,
Appendix C) to the EWGCC’s January 29, 2003, Air Quality Conformity Determination. This
determination concluded that the projects in the St Louis Region's 2025 Transportation
improvement Plan, Legacy 2025, are in conformity with the CAAA and the relevant sections of
the Final Conformity Rule 40 CFR Part 93.

4.8 Noise Impacts

Noise is defined as unwanted sound. Sound is produced by the vibration of sound pressure
waves in the air. The loudness or intensity of sound is measured by sound pressure levels and
described in terms of decibels (dB). Sound is composed of varying frequencies, which provide
the tonal quality of sound. Since the human ear does not respond equally to all frequencies,
sound level meters filter out selected frequencies in order to approximate the frequency
response of the human ear.

The A scale on a sound level meter best approximates the frequency response of the human
ear; sound pressure levels measured on the A scale of a sound meter are abbreviated as dBA.
Since noise varies with time, an additional descriptor, Leg, is used to express noise levels; Lgg is
defined as the equivalent steady-state sound level over a stated time period. The equivalent A
weighted sound level (Leq dBA} defines a single number indicator to describe the mean energy
or intensity level over a specified period of time during which the sound level fluctuated. The
range of sound pressure levels most frequently encountered in evaluating traffic-generated
noise on highways is 50 to 95 dBA. Traffic noise impacts occur when projected traffic noise
levels exceed predetermined noise abatement threshold levels for certain land uses. As
indicated in Table 4-22, the noise abatement threshold for residences is approached at 66 dBA
and the threshold for commercial establishments is 72 dBA.

The Federal Aid Highway Act of 1970 established the requirements contained in 23 CFR
Part 772 that traffic noise conirol be a part of the planning and design of ali federally aided
highway projects. The requirements state that when the predicted noise level for sensitive
receptors, such as the exieriors of houses, schools, or libraries, exceeds 67 dBA, noise
abatement will be considered as part of the highway construction project unless the receptor
site does not meet policy approved noise abatement criteria.
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Table 4-22. Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC)} Hourly A Weighted Sound Level - dBA

Activity | (1hour)  Description of Activity Category

Category

A 57 dBA Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary significance and serve an

{exterior) important public need and where the preservation of those qualities is essential
if the tands are to continue to serve thelr intended purpose.

B 66 dBA Picnic areas, rscreation areas, playgrounds, active sports areas, parks,
{exterior) residences, motels, hotels, schools, churches, libraries, and hospitals.

C 72 dBA Developed lands, propsriles or aclivities not included in Categories A or B
(exterior) above.

B - Undeveloped lands.

E 52 dBA Residences, motels, hotsls, public mesting rooms, schools, churches, libraries,

(interior) hospitals, and auditoriums.

Based on this act, MoDOT has implemented a noise abatement policy that is approved by
FHWA. The policy states that noise abatement measures will be considered as part of the
highway construction project if they are deemed reasonable and feasible and meet the
requirements of the noise abatement criteria. When the predicted Leq for noise sensitive
receptors exceeds 66 dBA, MoDOT will consider noise abatement as part of the highway
construction project unless any one of the following cannot be satisfied:
{a) Noise wall must provide noise reduction of at least 5 dBA for all primary receptors.
Primary receptors are those which are closest to the highway.
(b) Noise wall must provide attenuation for more than one receptor.
{c) Noise wall must be 18 feet or less in height above normal grade.
) Noise wall must not interfere with normal access to the property.
(e) Noise wall must not pose a traffic safety hazard.
{f) Noise wall must not exceed a cost of $30,000 per benefited receptor. A benefited
receptor is defined as a receptor which receives a noise reduction of 5 dBA or more.
{g) The majority of the affected residents (primary and benefited receptors) must concur
that a noise wall is desired.

A preliminary noise analysis was not performed because there are no noise receptors located
adjacent to the existing roadway alignment.

4.9 Water Quality impacts

The proposed project area is in the Missouri River watershed. There are two groundwater wells
just outside the study area, one near each terminus. These wells are on the south or west side
of the existing road structure.

The Missouri Clean Water Commission has established water quality standards that designate
beneficial uses for individual watercourses. The defined benaficial use for the Missouri River is
"Aquatic Habitat.” Section 303(d} of the Clean Water Act of 1977 (CWA) provides for states to
prepare a list of waters that do not meet the state’s water quality standards. The state of
Missouri lists the Missouri River as not meeting their water quality standards. The impairment of
this stretch of the Missouri River is caused by habitat loss due to channelization.

As mentioned previously in Section 3.0, portions of the project area are within the Missouri River
Section of the Ozark Border Natural Division and caves and sinkholes are features of this
section. In late fall of 2001, Dr. Kenneth C. Thomson of Southwest Missouri State University's
Department of Geology, Geography and Planning was contacted regarding locations of known
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caves or other significant karst features in the project area. Dr. Thomson indicated in a
subsequent phone conversation that his sources did not indicate any known caves in the area.

Water quality impacts would be similar for all build alternatives. Shori-term impacts to surface
water quality arise primarily during the construction phase of a project. Impacts such as erosion,
siltation, an increase in nutrient levels or the discharge of fuels, lubricants, or other harmful
contaminants during construction could occur with any of the build aitematives; but would not
under the No Action Alternative.

No significant impacts to the identified public water supply wells or to the water quality of the
Missouri River are expected fo occur as a result of the construction of and subsequent operation
of the proposed Route 40/61 bridge. Best management and construction practices will minimize
erosion and sedimentation. Any fill material used will be clean and will meet the specifications of
MoDOT.

MoDOT must comply with the provisions of the MDNR storm water regulations found at 10 CSR
20-6.010 to protect water quality during highway construction. In accordance with the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) requirements of the CWA, MoDOT also
operates under the provisions of NPDES Permit No. MO-R 100007, a 5-year, general permit
issued for road construction projects statewide. This permit limits the amount of pollutants that
can leave a job site and requires the implementation of erosion controls (Appendix F).

All construction activities will comply with the existing rules and regulations of govemmental
agencies having jurisdiction over streams and water supplies in the area. To prevent or
minimize adverse impacts to streams, water courses, lakes, ponds, or other water
impoundments within and adjacent to the project area, MoDOT's Pollution Prevention Plan will
be implemented. This plan was approved by the MDNR on July 3, 1997, and is a component of
MoDOT's stormwater permit issued by MDNR under the provisions of the NPDES. The plan was
designed to reduce suspended solids, turbidity, and downstream sedimentation that may
degrade water quality and adversely impact aquatic life. The ptan provides for temporary
erosion and sediment control measures that will be included within construction contract
specifications.

Under the MoDOT program, the control of water pollution will be accomplished through the use
of berms, slope drains, ditch checks, sediment basins, silt fences, and rapid seeding and
mulching, as well as other erosion controi devices or methods. These temporary measures to
be employed during construction will be coordinated with planned permanent erosion control
features to assure effective and continuous erosion control.

The program also provides for limiting the exposed surface area of erodible earth material by
selective clearing and grubbing, excavation, and borrow and fill operations. Clearing of trees
and other vegstation will be confined to that which is absolutely necessary for construction of
the project, to preserve as much existing natural growth as possible.

In addition, contract specifications will require implementation of Best Management Practices
(BMPs) to prevent petroleum products, other toxic substances, and construction debris from
entering waler or otherwise contaminating the riparian or stream environment. Disturbed areas
will be seeded and muiched or sodded as quickly as possible after completion of construction.
All construction activities will comply with the existing rules and regulations of governmental
agencies having jurisdiction over streams and water supplies in the area. These measures will
diminish possible impacts to water quality.
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4.10 Permits

The proposed improvement will require a USCG Section 9 Bridge Permit, a USACE Section 10
permit, a floodplain development permit from the SEMA, and a Depariment of the Army Section
404 permit, issued contingent on water quality certification under Section 401 of the CWA.

4.11 Wetlands/Waters of the U.S. Impacts

Woetlands are defined (Federal Register, 1982) as “Those areas that are inundated or saturated
by surface or groundwater at a frequency and duration to support, and that under normal
circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil
condition.” Recognizing the variety of beneficial functions performed by wetlands, Executive
Order 11990 (Wetlands Protection) mandates consideration of wetland impacts, as does
Missouri's Executive Order 96-03. Furthermore, a no-net-loss of national wetlands policy is
mandated under Executive Order 11990. Section 404 of the CWA authorizes the USACE to
regulate the discharge of dredged or fill material in all waters of the United States, including
watlands,

NWI maps [prepared by the Department of the Interior {DOI), USFWS] and NRCS Food
Security Act (FSA) wetland maps were used to identify potential wetland impacts for each of the
proposed alternatives. The NWI mapping was visually analyzed with ArcView® (Figure 4-4).

None of the final alternatives would impact of palustrine unconsolidated bottom (PUB), which is
synonymous with open water habitat. None of the palustrine emergent wetlands (PEM) on the
east end of the project area are affected by any of the final alternatives. This includes all
changes to roadway approaches and connections to the new bridge.

Alternatives B3 and B5 would potentially impact approximately 0.28 ac {0.11 ha) of palustrine
forested wetland {PFO) each. These wetlands are considered jurisdictional at this time. Field
delineation will be conducted to confirm jurisdiction of mapped wetlands.

Table 4-23. Potential Impacts to Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. Associated with Improvements
to U.S. Route 40/61, St. Charles and St. Louis Counties, Job No. J6P1436

Palustrine Palustrine Patustrine Farmed
Emeargent Forested Serub-Shrub Wetland Open Water Stream
Alternative ac (ha) ac {ha) ac (ha) ac {ha) ac (ha) Crossings

Allernative A None None None None None Missouri River
Alternative A2 None None _ None None None Missouri River
-Alternative A2' None ‘Nong -~~~ “None - None None - “Missotiri:River -
Alternative B3 None 0.28 (0.11) None None Nons Missouri River
Alternative B5 None 0.28 (0.11) None None None Missouri River

Section 404 Permitting/Wetland Mitigation Requirements

Streams and wetlands in the project area are considered waters of the United States, regulated
by the USACE. A Department of the Army permit is usually required for crossing of waters of the
United States. The USACE is required to assess impacts to waters of the U.S. in their analysis
of permit applications. All build alternatives would cross the Missouri River. At this time, blue line
streams within the study corridor on the topographic map (Figure 1-2) are considered
jurisdictional. Any of the alternatives should be permittable under Nationwide Permits; however,
an individual permit may be required. This determination will be made when an exact route is
chosen. The exact route will help determine the exact impacts and the jurisdiction thereof.
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FHWA Only Practicable Alternative Finding -— Wetlands

In accordance with Executive Order 11990, the FHWA ensures that this project avoids to the
extent possible the long- and short-term adverse impacts associated with the destruction or
modification of wetlands.

Alternative A2’, the Preferred Alternative, would affect 0ac (0 ha) of wetlands. Any
unanticipated permanent wetland impacts would most likely occur on the river side of the levee
and could only be associated with the new pier placements. Such impacts would be mitigated in
the manner prescribed by the associated Section 404 Clean Water Act Permit.

4.12 Fioodplain Impacts

Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain Management) and subsequent federal floodplain
management guidelines as well as Missouri's Executive Order 82-19 mandate an evaluation of
floodplain impacts. When available, National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) fiood hazard
boundary maps and flood insurance studies for the project area are used to determine the limits
of the base (100-year) floodplain and the extent of encroachment for each project alternative.

The FEMA and FHWA guidelines 23 CFR 650 have identified the base (100-year} flood as the
flood having a 1 percent probability of being equaled or exceeded in any given year. The base
floodplain is the area of 100-year flood hazard within a county or community. The regulatory
floodway comprises the channel of a stream plus any adjacent floodplain areas that must be
kept free of encroachment so that the 100-year flood discharge can be conveyed without
increasing the base flood elevation more than a specified amount. FEMA has mandated that
projects can cause no rise in the regulatory floodway and no more than a 1-ft (0.3-m) cumulative
rise for all projects in the base (100-year) floodplain. For projects that involve the state of
Missouri, the SEMA issues floodplain development permits. In the case of projects proposed
within regulatory floodways, a "no-rise” cettificate, if applicable, should be obtained prior to
issuance of a permit.

Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) are available for St. Charles and St. Louis counties. A
floodplain development permit and “no-rise” certificate from SEMA will be required. Hydraulic
studies and analyses will be performed as part of the design process. There is approximately
100 ft (30 m) of Zone AE base (100-year) floodplain at Weldon Spring, on the St. Charles
County side. Base flood elevations have been determined. The project spans about 1,500 ft
(4860 m) of regulatory floodway over the Missouri River, then traverses approximately 2,500 ft
{760 m) of 100-year floodplain in St. Louis County.

Design procedures will minimize Impacts to the floodplain to ensure that any increase of
floodplain elevation shall be less than 1ft (3m), or no rise at all in the case of regulatory
floodway, in accordance with FEMA standards. Natural and beneficial floodplain values shall be
preserved to the extent possible. These include sediment storage and flood conveyance, water
quality maintenance, groundwater recharge, biological productivity, fish and wildlife habitat,
recreational opportunities, and areas for scientific study and outdoor education. Where impacts
are unavoidable, alf practicable measures shall be taken to restore lost floodplain values.

Alternates A1, A2, and A2’ (Preferred) would each potentially impact approximately 7.2 ac
(2.9 ha) of 100-year floodplain, while Alternates B3 and B5 would each potentially impact 9.0 ac
(3.6 ha) of 100-year fioodplain. Current plans for the replacement bridge incorporate pier
placement and span lengths that match the existing bridge; therefore, there should be no rise in
either the regulatory floodway or the 100-year floodpiain. Should design changes later in the
process make mitigation measures necessary, they may include a Leiter of Map Revision
(LOMR) and Physical Map Revision (PMR), in consultation with SEMA.
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4.121 Hydrologic Analysis

The Route 40/61 bridges are twin existing truss bridges located at RM 43.9 (westbound) and
RM 44.0 (eastbound) on the Monarch Bend of the Missouri River. The north abutments are
located in St. Charles County and the south abutments are located in St. Louis County.

The eastbound bridge is the upstream of the two bridges. The substructure of the bridge is
perpendicular to the bridge and slightly skewed to the direction of flow. This bridge has eight
spans and totals 2,613 ft (796 m} in length. The two main river spans are 513 ft {156 m) in
length each. The current bridge clearance is 447 ft (136 m) horizontal, 66 ft (20 m) vertical for
normal navigation flow, and 54 ft (16 m) vertical during flood stage. According to the record
drawings, the 2 percent flow line elevation is 455 ft (139), and the low chord elevation is 508 ft
(155 m).

The westbound bridge is approximately 40 ft (12 m) downstream of the eastbound bridge. The
bridge substructure is perpendicular to the bridge and slightly skewed to the direction of flow.
This bridge has spans matching the locations of the newer bridge, but offset slightly to the north
to allow for the skew of the river channel to the bridge. The current biidge clearance is also
447.0 ft (136 m) horizontal, 66 ft (20 m) vertical for normal navigation flow, and 54 ft (17 m)
vertical during flood stage.

Review of the FEMA FIRMs indicates that the 100-year floodplain on the Missouri River at this
location is bounded by a levee on the right bank and by high ground just north of the abandoned
Missouri Kansas Texas (MKT) Railroad embankment on the left bank. The floodway limit is the
abandoned MKT Railroad embankment on the left bank; upstream of the bridge, the floodway
extends into the floodplain of the right bank to the Monarch Levee, then narrows gradually at the
bridge opening before widening out again. It does not extend completely to the Monarch Levee
in the reach downstream of the bridge. The top of levee elevation in this location is
approximately 470 ft (143 m) and the top of the bluff elevation is approximately 530 ft (162 m).
The width of the floodway is approximately 2,400 ft (732 m) at the bridge locations and is
confined between the existing bridge abutment on the right bank and the abandoned railroad
embankment on the left bank. The 100-year flood elevation (Zone AE) is 467 ft (142 m) on the
upstream side of the bridge. The map states that the levees protect the area from the 100-year
flood.

The existing FEMA model is likely in HEC-2 format, but is probably a translation from the KC
Backwater computer program developed by the USACE-Kansas City District. The Kansas City
District prepared a new hydraulic model using UNET, a one-dimensional, unsteady flow model.
The Kansas City District recently revised the predicted flood discharges for the Missouri River,
based upon a flow frequency analysis performed for the upper Mississippi River. The revised
discharges have not officially been submitied to nor accepted by FEMA; the magnitude of
change Is probably less than 10 percent of the existing flood discharges. The new UNET model
is currently being reviewed within the USACE. However, UNET does not forecast flood heights
at bridges, and the USACE will need to run a revised HEC-RAS model based on the newer
UNET flow data. FEMA Flood Insurance Studies and FIRMS are not presently scheduled to be
updated, although discussions are ongoing between FEMA and the USACE. Such updates
would probably not be complete until 2008 to 2010.

The Preferred Alternative, A2’, must match the spans and pier locations of the existing two
bridges. Additionally, the horizontal and vertical clearances in the navigation span must be at
least the same as the existing bridges. This is a requirement per communication with the USCG
(letter dated November 18, 2002). The Preferred Alternative meets these requirements.
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Additionally, the Preferred Alternative crosses the Missouri River fioodplain a distance of
4,100 ft (1,250 m). This impact is the same for all alternatives. Approximately 2,800 {t (853 m) of
this total is levee-protected by the Monarch Levee system (a 500-year levee) leaving
approximately 1,300 ft (396 m) that is not levee-protected, much of it being the river iiself. The
Preferred Alternative impacts approximately 7.2 ac (2.9 ha) of Missouri River floodplain. This
impact occurs on levee-protected land in St. Louis County west of the existing highway. The
impact consists of a narrow strip of impact no more than approximately 175 ft (53 m) wide
adjacent to the existing highway. Since the impact occurs on the levee-protected side of the
500-year Monarch-Chesterfield levee, there are no impacts to floodplain in terms of flood
storage or conveyance, as the levee already controls the river flow in this area.

MoDOT has recently improved Route 40/61 to six lanes in each direction through the
Chesterfield Valley. These improvements occurred while matching the existing roadway profile
through the valley given the presence of the Monarch-Chesterfield Levee. Should future flooding
cause a breach in the levee, similar to what occurred in 1993, much of Chesterfield Valley would
be at risk of inundation. This would result in flooding of the entire stretch of Route 40/61 through
Chesterfleld Valley. To mitigate this condition, MoDOT would have had to construct
approximately 5 miles (8 km) of Route 40/61 at a much higher elevation [approximately 8 ft
(2.4 m})] in order to remain above flood levels. This cost proved to be prohibitive given the
investment being made in the Monarch-Chesterfield Levee.

4,12.2 Permits

A floodplain development permit will be required; SEMA issues floodplain development permits
for projects that involve the state of Missouri. For projects that involve regulatory floodways,
MoDOT shouid issue a "no-rise" certificate prior to the permit application.

4.12.3 FHWA Only Practicable Alternative Finding — Floodplain

The crossings of all regulated floodplains will be designed and constructed in compliance with
applicable floodplain regulations, including Executive Order 11988, There will be no increases in
base flood elevations attributable to the implementation of the proposed roadway improve-
ments. During the design process, a detailed hydraulic analysis of the flows and water surface
elevations will be made in accordance with the requirements of the FEMA and the USACE to
ensure the absence of any encroachments upon regulatory floodways as well as to avoid any
adverse impacts.

The proposed action conforms to applicable state of Missouri and local floodplain protection
standards.

Based on the above considerations, and for the reasons stated in this EIS, the FHWA
determines that the Preferred Alternative is the only practicable alternative.

4,13 Wild and Scenic Rivers

There are no streams or rivers within the project area that are either part of the National Wild
and Scenic Rivers System or under study for designation to that system. Therefore, the
proposed project will not impact any part of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System or
potential candidates to the system.
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4.14 Threatened or Endangered Species/Impacts to Flora and Fauna in
General

4.14.1 Resources in the Project Area

Overall, the wildlife in the area is typical of urban and residentially developed areas. The birds,
mammals, reptiles, and amphibians present are species that have adapted to living in close
proximity to activities of humans. Common mammals in the area include white-tailed deer,
squirrels, cottontail rabbits, opossums, moles, gophers, raccoons, skunks, and other species
that have adapted to urban residential and commaercial areas. Common birds are the starling,
grackle, robin, blue jay, cardinal, and house sparrow. There is also a great blue heron rookery
located a short distance upstream from the project area. Agriculiural fields and woody border
areas offer food, breeding, and wintering areas for species that are less tolerant of human
disturbance.

As part of MoDOT's early coordination process, letiers requesting comments on the project
were sent (December 4, 2001) to the Columbia Field Office of the USFWS and MDC. The
agencies were also invited to attend a January 9, 2002, agency ceoordination meeting on the
project at the Federal Building in St. Louis. An MDC representative attended the scoping
meeting and stated an MDC preference of a downstream location for the new bridge.

The USFWS did not attend the agency coordination meeting but provided comments on the
project in a letter dated March 12, 2002. The USFWS identified three federally listed threatened
or endangered species that may occur in the project area — the pallid sturgeon (Scaphirhynchus
albus), bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), and Indiana bat (Myolis sodalis). The USFWS
recommended designing the project to avoid loss of trees favored by bald eagles (discussed
below). The letter cited section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) as requiring
preparation of a biological assessment to determine effects of proposed work on the three
federally protected species.

Federally Listed Species
The endangered pallid sturgeon is widely distributed in the Missouri River. Limited data is

available concerning preferred habitats, but the species has been captured in tributary mouths,
over sandbars, along main channel borders, side channels, and in deep holes., Small sturgeon
have been captured in off-channel backwaters. Recent research indicates that they use deep
hotles for overwintering habitat,

The threatened bald eagle is a common migrant and winter resident throughout the state and an
uncommon breeder along some of the major rivers and larger reservoirs in the state. During
winter, they congregate near rivers and reservoirs with open water and often near large
concentrations of waterfowl. Wintering eagles usually occupy river habitats between
November 15 and March 1 and use large-diameter riparian tree species as daytime perches
and night roosts. During the daytime, they usually perch within a riparian corridor or along
lakeshores and prefer areas with limited human activity. At night, wintering bald eagles may
congregate at communal roosts and will travel as much as 12 mi (19 km} from feeding areas fo
a roost site. The period from January 1 to March 1 is important for initiating nesting activity;
March 1 to May 15 is the most critical time for incubation and rearing of young.

Bald eagles are known to prefer trees greater than 11 inches [28 centimeters (cm)] in diameter
at breast height (dbh) and within 100 to 600 ft (30 to 183 m) of water for perching sites, Eagles
aiso tend to roost on the tallest trees [greater than 63 ft (19 m) above ground level]. Cottonwood
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(Populus deltoides) and sycamore (Platanus occidentalis) are often selected over other trees for
perching and roosting.

From late fall through winter, Indiana bats in Missouri hibernate in caves in the Ozarks and
Ozark Borders Natural Divisions. During spring and summer, Indiana bats utilize living, injured
(e.g., split trunks and broken limbs), dead, or dying trees throughout the state for
roosting/maternity colonies. Indiana bat roost trees tend to be greater than 9 inches (23 cm) dbh
[optimally greater than 20 inches (51 cm) dbh], with loose or exfoliating bark. Structural
characteristics that provide adequate space for bats to roost are most important. Preferred roost
sites are located in forest openings, at the forest edge, or where the overstory canopy allows
some sunlight exposure to the roost tree, which is usuaily within 0.6 mi {1 km) of water. Indiana
bats forage for flying insects in and around the tree canopy of floodplain, riparian, and upland
forests.

State Listed Species

The pallid sturgeon, lake sturgeon (Acipenser fulvescens), bald eagle, and Indiana bat are all
listed as state endangered in Missouri. The MDC Heritage Database indicates that several state
rare species have been observed in this area; these species include the paddlefish (Polyodon
spathula), sturgeon chub (Macrhybopsis gelida), and sicklefin chub (Macrhybopsis meeki).
These are all big river species that could be found throughout the Missouri River. Any projects
that modify big river habitat should consider possible impacts to these species.

4.14.2 Environmental Consequences

Construction of any transporiation facility may temporarily affect flora and fauna within the
project limits. However, this region of Missouri has a long history of disturbance by man.

Conversion of the floodplain to agricultural use and residential and commercial development
has largely eliminated the floodplain forests of the area. Residential development has also
encroached upon upland forests. Today the Missouri River bears little resemblance to the wide,
braided channel it was prior to 1900. Since 1879, about 50 percent of the original surface area
of the Missouri River has been lost. The surface area of the islands was reduced by more than
90 percent during this time. Backwater habitat was eliminated and the main channel was
deepened and widened. Most of the original vegetation has been replaced by buildings or
agriculture. Only those species of plants and animals that have adapted to those changes have
remained.

Although there may be some initial stress on the carrying capacity of the ecosystem, this project
should have minimal impacts to the fish and wildlife of the area because nearby areas of similar
habitat are expected to support the majority of indigenous wildlife potentially displaced by the
project. With the exception of some tree clearing for right of way, there wouid only be minor
impacts to plant life in the area. MoDOT's tree planting policy of planting more trees (generally 2
to 1) than are removed could actually result in a long-term benefit because of the overall
increase in the total number of trees.

Federally Listed Species
According to the USFWS, three federally fisted threatened or endangered species, the bald

eagle, Indiana bat, and the pallid sturgeon, could occur in the project area.

Bald eagles frequently winter in forested habitats along the Missouri River where they feed
primarily on fish and waterfowl. They generally use larger trees [12 inches (30 cm) dbh] along
the banks of the river for perching and roosting. Despite the occurrence of some wooded areas
within the corridor for all of the altematives, the MDC’s Heritage Database does not list any
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known locations of eagle roost sites within the corridor. Once an alternative is selected, avoiding
individual trees to protect the larger individuals will not be possible. As noted however, eagles
have not been documented to use this area and the number of trees that would be removed for
this project is an extremely small percentage of the total number of trees aiong the Missouri
River. Therefore, this should not have a negative impact on this species. As mentioned earlier in
Section 4.14.1, bald eagles prefer areas with limited human activity. Since all of the proposed
alternatives are adjacent to an existing highway in a rapidly developing area, there may be too
much human disturbance for this species to tolerate.

The number of bald eagle nests in the state of Missouri has been rapidly increasing in recent
years. However, most of these nests are in and around the farge reservoirs in the state. There
are no known bald eagle nest locations within 1 mi (1.6 km) of the corridor for any of the
proposed alternatives. Should a pair of bald eagles begin construction of a new nest
(January 1-May 15) within 1 mi {1.6 km) of the proposed bridge construction site prior to or
during construction, activities that may disturb the eagles will be halted uniil additional
consultation with USFWS is completed.

The pallid sturgeon is widely distributed in the Missouri River but has not been reported to occur
in the project area. However, USFWS personnel have indicated that potentially suitable
overwintering habitat for the species may be present upstream from the existing bridge. During
the overwintering period, the species is vulnerable to disturbance and habital destruction.
Restricting construction aclivities below the ordinary high water elevation during the
overwintering period (November t—May 31) will help avoid or significantly minimize potential
impacts of this project. Placement of temporary structures should also be completed outside this
time period to avoid disturbance to the sturgeon. Construction activities for this project are
temporary and will not significantly alter the flow of the Missouri River, and the bridge piers will
occupy only a small portion of the river crossing.

MoDOT’s Pollution Prevention Plan will be implemented during construction activities. This plan,
approved by MDNR, was designed to reduce suspended solids, turbidity, and downstream
sedimentation that may degrade water quality and adversely impact aquatic life.

The USFWS considers the entire state of Missouri to be within the breeding range of the Indiana
bat. However, during the summer months, the species has been more commonly found north of
the Missouri River and most of the winter hibernaculum are found south of the Missouri River.
Impacts to this species during summer months result from destruction or disturbance of their
roost trees. Trees that are greater than 9 inches (23 cm) dbh [optimally, greater than 20 inches
(61 cm}) dbh], with loose or peeling bark or cracks or cavities present, are considered suitable
roost trees. The USFWS previously recommended not cutting suitable Indiana bat roost trees
during the breeding season (April 1 through September 30) to avoid negative impacts to this
species. This guidance applied to ali actions.

However, after reviewing new information on summer Indiana bat use and roost tree availability
in Missouti, the USFWS determined that the best scientific and commercial information did not
support seasonal tree cutting as a generai measure to avoid impacts and formal consultation.
The USFWS now requests that impacts of proposed actions be evaluated on a case-by-case
basis, taking into consideration the value of the site for Indiana bats and all relevant factors
pertaining to the action that could impact the species. This evaluation must consider summer
habitat as well as winter habitat. Examples of such factors are: (1) whether the action occurs in
a county or generai patt of the state that Indiana bats are known or expected to occupy during
summer (i.e., Knox, Macon, or Shelby counties); (2) proximity of the action to known
hibernaculum, maternity, or male roosts, and/or important foraging areas; (3) the composition
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and extent of trees to be cut; {4) land use of the action area after project completion; and
(5) consideration of the magnitude, scope, frequency, duration, and other perinent
environmental changes associated with the action in reference to the importance of the area to
the Indiana bat. Based on these factors, at the present time this project is not likely to have an
adverse impact on the Indiana bat. However, things could change between now and the
beginning of project construction. For example, new information about the species may become
available or the species status could change.

Since project construction is not scheduled to begin for at least 10 years and designs for the
project have not been completed, it cannot be determined now how the project may impact any
of these three species. Therefore, after completing the design phase of this project and prior to
construction, MoDOT will reinitiate informal consultation with the USFWS to discuss potential
construction impacts to any threatened or endangered species and the best ways to minimize
those impacts. ldeally this consultation will occur 2 to 3 years prior to construction, allowing
ample time to complete the consultation and implement any modifications needed to avoid or
minimize impacts. If impacts to federally listed species cannot be avoided, FHWA and MoDOT
will initiate format consultation with the USFWS. Conducting consultation at that time should be
more productive for all the participants and will facilitate consideration of the latest information
on listed species and construction technologies that will have developed during the interim.

State Listed Species
The MDC lists the pallid sturgeon, lake sturgeon, baid eagle, and indiana bat as endangered in

Missouri. The pallid sturgeon, bald eagle, and Indiana bat are also federally listed and are
discussed above under “Federally Listed Species.” MoDOT will implement the two reasonable
and prudent construction restrictions detailed in those earlier discussions of the bald eagle and
the pallid sturgeon. Activities that modify big river habitat, such as channelization, dam
construction, gravel dredging, and sedimentation, can be detrimental to the lake sturgeon. The
proposed project should not create any major modifications to the Missouri River. Piers will be
placed in the river but will only modify a very small portion of the river. Therefore, MoDOT does
not befieve that construction of the Preferred Alternative will adversely affect these species.

Several state rare species have been observed in this area; these species include the
paddlefish, sturgeon chub, and sicklefin chub. These are all big river species that could be
found throughout the Missouri River. Any projects that modify big river habitat couid impact
these species. Since construction activities for this project are temporary and will not alter the
flow of the Missouri River and the bridge piers will occupy only a small portion of the river
crossing, MoDOT does not believe that construction of the Preferred Alternative will adversely
affect these species.

4.15 Historical and Archaeological Resources

In accordance with NEPA and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (as
amended), the MoDOT Cultural Resources Section conducted a background search to identify
known and potential cultural resources within a 1,000-ft (3056-m) wide corridor under
consideration for construction of a new bridge on Route 40/61 across the Missouri River
between Chesterfield in St. Louis County and Weldon Spring in St. Charles County. A
preliminary reconnaissance of the corridor was also conducted to provide an assessment of
potential effects the project may have on architectural resources.

A literature review was conducted at the cultural resources library of the MDNR State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO) to determine the extent of previous cultural resources surveys in
the vicinity of the Daniel Boone bridge project area.
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Background research identified three archaeological sites (23SC89, 235C219, and 23SC886)
and two historic properties (the circa 1935 Daniel Boone Bridge and the MKT Railroad Corridor)
within the study corridor. The preferred alternate (A2’) would affect archaeological site 23SC89
and may affect site 235C219 but would not affect site 23SC886, the historic Daniel Boone
Bridge, or the MKT railroad corridor.

The FHWA, the Missouri SHPO, and MoDOT developed a project-specific Programmatic
Agreement (PA) to comply with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. The PA
provides for an archaeological survey of the preferred alternative, evaluation of any sites that
may be present, and provides a framework for mitigation of impacts to any NRHP-eligible
resources that cannot be avoided. A signed copy of the PA appears in Appendix G.

As specified in the PA, a systematic cultural resources survey will be conducted for the
Preferred Alternative, Any archaeological sites that may be affected by the project will be
evaluated and addressed in accordance with the regulations (36 CFR 800) implementing
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act [16 United States Code (USC) 470}
Identified cultural resources will be evaluated according to the DOI's "Standards and Guidelines
for Archaeology and Historic Preservation," in consultation with the Missouri State Historic
Preservation Officer.

4.15.1 Previous Archaeological Investigations

Three previous archaeological surveys (Hass, 1978; Shopland, 1979; and Piazza, 1995)
included portions of the study area in St. Charles County. Three archaeological sites (235C89,
235C219, and 235C886) have been identified within the St. Charles County portion of the
project area.

The St. Louis County portion of the study area was partially examined during two archaeological
surveys (Shopland, 1979 and Harl et al, 1994). There are no previously recorded
archaeological sites within the St. Louis County portion of the study area, although it is possibie
that historic or prehistoric sites in the Missouri River bottom may be buried and obscured by
modern flood deposits.

4.15.2 Previously Recorded Archaeological Sites

St. Charles County

University of Missouri-Columbia graduate students Daniel Haas and Roger Boyd surveyed
portions of the Weldon Spring CA in St. Charles County as part of Haas’ thesis research (Haas,
1878). The 1977 survey recorded 151 archaeological sites in the ‘River Hills’ area between
Route 40/61 and Femme Osage Creek. Two of the sites Haas and Boyd recorded (23SC89,
235C219) are located within the Daniel Boone bridge study area; constructing the preferred
alternative would affect site 23SC89 and may affect site 235C219.

MoDOT archaeologists Russell Miiler, John Shopland, and Mark Kross revisited and tested site
235C89 in 1979 before construction of a new Route 40/61 bridge (Job No. 6-P-40-298, bridge
A4017). Site 233C89 is located about 400 ft (122 m} north of the bluff edge along a narrow
ridge west of the southbound lanes of Route 40/61. MoDOT archaeologists defined the site
limits {450 ft (137 m) N-S, 200 ft (67 m) E-W] and made a controlled, surface collection in a
10-ft by 10-ft (3-m by 3-m) square raked clean at Station 651+00/240" right. Artifact recovery in
the controlled collection area consisted of 377 pieces of culturally modified stone, including a
stemmed projectile point base, a distal biface fragment, 333 flakes and flake fragments, one
utilized flake, 40 core or shatter fragments, and a piece of fire-cracked rock. The chipped stone
was described as high quality Burlington Chert. At Station 652+10/235' right, 356 pieces of
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cultural material were recovered from excavation of a 3-ft by 3-ft (0.9-m by 0.9-m) test unit.
Artifacts were confined to the upper 6 inches (15 cm) of soil in that test unit. The few diagnostic
artifacts recovered from this site suggest that it dates from the middie-late Archaic Period.

Although site 238C89 had been disturbed by previous highway consiruction, utility corridors, a
two-track road, and a fence along the boundary of the CA, in 1979 it appeared to include
undisturbed areas where important information may still be recoverable. MoDOT archaeologists
recommended avoiding the site during construction of bridge A4017 and suggested covering the
site with a blanket of rock fill to limit potential impacts from construction and later erosion that
may result from runoff associated with the adjacent highway improvements,

Since an upstream alignment, Alternative A2', has been designated as the Preferred Alternative,
Phase ! testing will be necessary to evaluate the significance and integrity of site 235C89.

Site 238C219 is a nineteenth-century historic site recorded by Haas and Boyd in 1977. Site
235C219 is located on a tidge spur on the west side of Route 40/61, west of the Shell pipeline
near the northern end of the study area. The survey identified two stone building foundations,
two cisterns, and two circular areas of stone rubble that may represent chimney fall. The current
condition of this site is not known. Site 238C219 could potentially be affected, since an
upstream alignment, Alternative A2', has been designated as the Preferred Alternative;
however, conceptual plans for both the upstream and downstream alignments suggest that
potential impacts to this site could be avoided. If site 238C219 cannot be excluded from the
area of potential effect, archival research and additional field work would be necessary to
evaluate its significance and integrity.

Site 23SC886 is an extensive prehistoric lithic scatter located north of the bluff edge on the east
side of Route 40/61. MoDOT archaeologists recorded this site (Piazza, 1995) during a 1992
survey before planned improvements to Route 40/61 between the Missouri River and 1-70 under
Job No. J6P0672. During the 1992 MoDOT survey, chert flakes were noted between Stations
645+00 and 650+00 left of the centerline. Although this site was initially described as being
902 ft {275 m) north of the Missouri River, it is actually located between 902 and 1,640 it (275
and 500 m) north of the bluff line and is larger than originally recorded. The site was thought to
be completely outside the impact area for the J6P0672 job and consequently was not
recommended for any additional work. A vertical profile of the site was exposed along the edge
of the right of way during the winter of 2001-2002 when utilities were adjusted and a retaining
wall was built in association with the JBP0672 job. MoDOT archaeologist Rusty Weisman
examined the site and found a few exposed chert flakes in the upper 10 inches (25 cm) of the
soil profile but observed no diagnostic artifacts or evidence of intact deposits or cultural
features. It does not appear that any information of importance to prehistory was lost or
destroyed at site 23SC886 as a result of the recent construction activity along Route 40/61.
Other recent activity in the site area includes construction of a large public water supply tank,
which appears not to have had any associated archaeological investigation. Selection of either
of the downstream alternatives (B3 or B5) could affect site 23SC886 and limited Phase Il testing
would then be necessary to evaluate the integrity and significance of affected portions of the
site.

The three previously recorded sites in the study area are not known to include graves nor are
they known to have sacred or religious significance to Native American tribes. These three sites
do not appear to have important interpretive value that would merit preservation in place nor are
they considered to be Section 4(f) resources.
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Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C.§470 et seq.) provides for
consultation between federal agencies and Native American tribes with respect to federai
undertakings. Pursuant to NHPA Section 101({d)(6)(B) (36 CFR 800.2(c)(2)(ii}(A)), the FHWA
initiated consultation with eleven Indian Tribes (the Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma, lowa Tribe of
Kansas and Nebraska, lowa Tribe of Oklahoma, Kaw Nation of Oklahoma, Osage Tribe of
Oklahoma, Peoria Tribe of Indians in Oklahoma, Quapaw Tribe of indians of Oklahoma, Sac
and Fox Nation of Oklahoma, Sac and Fox Nation of Missouri in Kansas and Nebraska, Sac
and Fox Tribe of the Mississippi in lowa, and the United Band of Cherokee indians in
Oklahoma} that have historic ties to the area or may aitach traditional religious or cultural
significance to archaeological sites in the project area. Letters describing the Daniel Boone
Bridge project and its potential to impact both previously identified and unknown archaeological
sites were sent to each tribe along with an electronic copy of the Draft EIS (a copy of the letter
sent to the Sac and Fox Tribe of the Mississippi in lowa is included in Appendix C. All ietters to
other tribes were identical). The Peoria Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma were the only
respondents. The Peoria are unaware of any religious sites in the project area and have no
objection to the proposed construction. However, the Peoria asked to be contacted immediately
in the event that ancestral human remains, sacred objects, or objects of cultural patrimony are
discovered during planned archaeological investigations or during construction.

St. Louis County
There are no previously recorded archaeoiogical sites within the St. Louis County poition of the

study area. The Missouri River floodplain is a dynamic landscape shaped by periodic floods as
well as the continuous cut-and-ill processes associated with meandetring of the river channel.
Some studies have suggested that few sites are present in the floodplain (Harl et al., 1989; Harl
et al,, 1994; Harl, 1995; Levy, 1978; Songer et al., 1993). However, where survey methods have
included deep testing and geomorphological studies, intact archaeological sites have been
found in bottomland floodplain settings along the Missouri River. Although there is a potential for
both historic and prehistoric archaeological sites to be preserved in the floodplain portions of the
study area, it is likely that any sites that are present are buried beneath modern sediments and
unlikety that they will be detected unless deep testing methods are utilized.

Comparison of maps of the Missouri River channel in 1868, 1879, 1954, and 1996 shows little
change in the channel position in the immediate vicinity of the Daniel Boone bridge. The stability
of the channel near the bridges suggests that historic and prehistoric sites and steamboat
wrecks could be preserved there.

4,156.3 Steamboat Wrecks

in 1897, USACE Captain H.M. Chittenden compiled a comprehensive list of Missouri River
steamboat wrecks and maps showing the approximate locations of the wreck sites (Chittenden,
1897). The USACE Kansas City District recently published (2000) a set of maps showing the
location of Missouri River wrecks, based in part on Chittenden’s research (Figure 4-5). The
wrecks are plotted with respect to the 1897 channel, which is overlaid on a modern (1954) map
of the river. The resulting composite map illustrates the wreck sites and historic shifts in the
Missouri River channel. These maps also include a separate analysis of the shipwreck data
compiled from published sources (prior to 1962) by Dr. E.B. Trail.

Steamboat wrecks recorded by Chittenden near the Daniel Boone bridge include the Osage, a
side-wheeler that sank in 1848, and the Fearless, a deep draft stern-wheel towboat that sank in
1882, Chittenden placed the Osage wreck site near Howell’s Landing on the south bank, just
west of the Route 40/61 bridges. However, Trail's analysis placed the Osage wreck site farther
downstream, in Green’s Chute on the noith side of Bonhomme Island (USACE, 2000;
Chittenden, 1897). Chittenden recorded the wreck of the Fearless near the south bank of the
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river just east of the existing bridges, while Trail located the Fearless on the north bank about 1
mi (1.6 km) farther east. Variance in the reported locations may be due in part to changes in
river mile distances over time because of the shifting channel and meandering of the river.
Captain Chittenden’s locations of the steamboat wrecks are considered to be the most accurate.
Other steamboat wrecks that may be iocated near the bridges include the A.C. Goddin, a
sidewheeler sunk in 1857, the James Lyons, a stern-wheeler sunk in 1882, the Helena, a
sternwheeler sunk in 1887, and the Warsaw, sunk in 1846.

Although no steamboat wreck sites have been verified in the study area, the published locations
for the historically documented wrecks are imprecise and the possibility that a steamboat wreck
could be present within the study area cannot be ruled out. MoDOT will conduct additional
archival research on historic wrecks in the area prior to further project development. If that
research is inconclusive, a magnetometer survey could be conducted to rule out the presence of
buried steamboat wrecks in the areas of deep impacts.

4.15.4 Bridges

Three bridges are located within the study area. Bridge A2168, completed in 1991, is a ramp
carrying westbound old Route 40 over Route 40/61 (Chesterfieid Airport Road on-ramp) and is
considered to be non-eligible for the NRHP. Eastbound bridge A4017, completed in 1990,
carries Route 40/61 over the Missouri River and is considered to be non-eligible for the NRHP.

The companion westbound bridge (J1000R) carrying Route 40/61 over the Missouri River was
originally evaluated as possibly NRHP-eligible in Clayton Fraser's 1996 draft Missouri Historic
Bridge Inventory and was later determined to be NRHP-efigible at a Historic Bridge Advisory

‘Committee meeting held in July 1996. The bridge was designed by the Missouri State Highway

Department, was fabricated and constructed by the Kansas City Bridge Company, and
completed in 1935; it consists of a steel riveted cantilever through truss, with steel deck fruss
approach spans. The substructure consists of concrete abutments, wingwalls, and spill-through
piers with Art Moderne detailing. The bridge is 2,614 ft (797 m) in total length with a roadway
width of 32 ft (9.8 m}.

The bridge was named for pioneer woodsman, surveyor, and trailblazer, Daniel Boone, who
died a few miles west of the bridge site. Missouri Governor Lloyd C. Stark performed the ribbon
cutting ceremony, which was attended by a 2-year-old direct descendant of Boone. The Daniel
Boone bridge is considered historically significant because it . . . played an integral role in the
development and expansion of the St. Louis/St. Charles area by facilitating traffic to
metropolitan St. Louis. The state’s 17th Missouri River bridge, the Daniel Boone bridge stands
as a symbol of mid-western urban expansion in the 1930s” (Fraser, 1996).

Table 4-24.  Bridges within the Proposed Alternatives for Improvements to U.S. Route 40/61,
St. Charles and St. Louis Counties, Job No. J6P1436

NRHP
Bridge Location Built Evaluation Effect
A2168 Old Route 40 over Route 40/61 1991 Non-sligible  No effect

Ad017 Route 40/61 over Missouri River 1991 Non-gligible  No effect

Adverse effect for Allernatives
JI00OR  Route 40/61 over Missouri River 1935 Eligible At, B3 (and possibly A2, BS),
No effect for A2' (Preferred)
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A study of the useful_life. /of -the - Daniel Boone bridge (J1000R) determined that, with

rehabilitation, the brldge would prowde another 30+ years of service at a cost savings over.,

options that would totally replace it.” Sifice the 7935 bfidge is an NRHP- -eligible Section 4(f)
resource, a Section 4(f) evaluation and development of avoidance alternatives would be
required if the selected alternative would result in harm to the bridge or changes that would
significantly alter its historic character. Alternatives A2, A2' (Preferred) and B5 would leave the
existing historic bridge, J1000R, in place. Howsver, the A2 and B5 alternatives would each
require an undesirable split of the mainline traffic and would carry mainline {future interstate)
traffic on the historic bridge, possibly leading to premature (before 30+ years of potential
service) removal of the historic bridge. Construction of Alternatives A1 and B3 would lead to
removal of bridge J-1000R. Demolition or substantial alteration of any of the bridges in the
project area would require formal Section 106 clearance through the State Historic Preservation
Office.

4,15.5 Architecture

A review of records on file at the SHPO indicales that there are no architectural resources within
the project area listed in the NRHP.

MoDOT architectural historian Karen Daniels examined maps of the area, conducted a cursory
reconnaissance of the study area, and determined that there are no buildings within the study
area greater than 50 years old. The only buildings in the corridor are associated with the sand
mining operation located on the St. Louis County side of the river downstream from the 1935
bridge. Buildings and structures associated with this business are not considered historic
properties. Conceptual plans suggest that the downstream alternatives, B3 and B5, may have
some impact on plant operations and one building. The upstream alternatives, A1, A2, and A2’
(Preferred), would not affect the sand plant.

4.15.6 Cemeteries

No public cemeteries are indicated on the USGS Weldon Spring quadrangle map within the
study area. It is always possible that unmarked cemeteries could be present. Any marked or
unmarked cemeteries discovered during the archaeological survey of the preferred alignment
will be treated in accordance with state law (Missouri Revised Statutes Chapter 194 or
Chapter 214).

4.15.7 Other Historic Properties

The proposed bridge would span the Katy Trail State Park, which is developed on the
abandoned MKT Railroad corridor on the St. Charles side of the river. The rail company that
would later become the MKT organized under another name in 1865 and was renamed the
Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway (M. K. & T) in 1870. M. K. & T was eventually changed to
MKT Railway, nicknamed the Katy Railroad. In July 1893 the St. Louis division of the MKT
railroad opened for traffic as far east as St. Charles. The railroad was a financial success until
after the Second World War. in 1986, following a long period of post-war decline, the financially
struggling MKT railroad ceased running between St. Charles and Sedalia and was absorbed by
the Union Pacific Railroad in 1988.

With disuse and reversion causing extensive losses in the U.S. rail system, Congress enacted
the Railroad Revitalization and Regulatory Reform Act of 1976, which prescribed preservation of
abandoned rails for public use. In 1983, faced with rapidly dismantling railroad systems,
Congress passed the "railbanking" statute, which called for keeping rail corridors intact for future
transportation use by allowing their interim use as public trails. The National Trails System Act
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[16 USC 1247 (d)] defines railbanking as a voluntary agreement between a railroad company
and a trail agency to use an out-of-service rail corridor as a trail until some railroad mat need the
corridor again for rail service. The railbanking provisions of the National Trails System Act
enabled the state of Missouri {through MDNR) to acquire the old MKT rail corridor for interim
use as a recreational trail. Two pifot sections of the MKT recreational trail were constructed in
the early 1990s but were damaged extensively by the 1993 flood and additional flooding in
1995. In 1996, the Katy Trail State Park was officially dedicated.

The Missouri SHPO considers alf major railroad corridors including the MKT corridor to be
historic properties. In consuitation with SHPO staff, it has been determined that the proposed
bridge, which will span the historic railroad corridor, would not be considered an adverse effect.

4,15.8 Summary

The Daniel Boone bridge study area includes five alternatives, three on the upstream side of the
existing bridges [A1, A2, and A2' (Preferred)] and two (B3 and B5) on the downstream side.
There are no historic buildings or known cemeteries within the study area. Three previously
recorded archaeological sites, a historic bridge, and a historic railroad corridor are present
within the study area. Alternatives A1, A2, and A2' could potentially affect two previously
recorded archasological sites, 23SC89 and 235C219, while Altermnatives B3 and B5 could affect
one known site, 235C886. The known sites are not considered to be Section 4(f) resources and
any unavoidable impacts to those sites could be mitigated through data recovery excavation.
Additional archaeological sites could be present.

The number of archaeological sites estimated to exist within each of the alternative corridors
can be calculated based on the acreage of the alignment and a site density value derived from
similar areas that have been systematically surveyed for archaeological sites. Using a site
density value of 0.05 sites per acre {the recorded site density in the adjoining portion of the
‘River Hills’ area surveyed by Haas and Boyd), each of the alternatives would be predicted to
affect about one site. It should be noted that the study area includes three known sites, a higher
than predicted number. Although the number of archaeological sites can be estimated, the
significance and integrity of the resources within the different alignments cannot be readily
predicted or compared. Archaeological field work will be required to detect and evaluate the
actual sites.

Historic records suggest the possibility that the study area could include nineteenth-century
steamboat wrecks on the St Louis County side of the river. Four of the five alternatives, -
Alternatives A1 and B3 {and possibly A2 and B5 (refer to earlier discussion of bridges}], woulid
directly or indirectly result in an impact to a Section 4(f) resource (removal of the historic 1935
Daniel Boone bridge). None of the studied alternates would adversely affect the MKT Railroad
corridor. Table 4-25 summarizes and compares the impacts to known archaeological resources,
historic buildings, and bridges within the alternatives proposed for improvements to the Route
40/61 Missouri River bridges.

Table 4-25.  Cultural Resource Potential for the Proposed Alternatives for Improvements to
Route 40/61, St. Charles and St, Louis Counties, Job No. J6P1436

Upstream Downstream

At A2 L A2 ' B3 B5
Area of Potential Effect. ac (ha) 19.3 (7.8} 19.3 (7.8} 19.3(7.8) ~ 13.7(85) 13.7(5.5)
Architectural Resources 0 0 T 0 0 0
Archasological Resources 2 2 2 1 1
4{f} Properties i ¢ 0 1 0
Total Impacts 3 3 e 2 2
Rank Order 1 1 3 2 2
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Rank order comparison of the alternatives is based on the sum of the architectural resources
(0), the known and estimated archaeological site potential {two sites upstream and one
downstreamy}, and the effects on known Section 4(f) resources (the 1935 Daniel Boone bridge,
J1000R). The highest ranked alternative (i=highest}) has the greatest effect on historic
resources, while the lowest ranked alternative would have the least effect.

Alternatives A1 and B3 (and possibly A2 and B5) have relatively greater impacts because they
affect the Daniel Boone bridge, a Section 4(f) resource. Alternatives A1 and B3 include removal
of the historic 1935 bridge {(J1000R). Although Alternatives A2 and B5 do not specify removal of
the historic bridge, those aiternatives would not allow the most practical long-term use (local
traffic) of the historic bridge and would likely result in its premature removal. The Preferred
Aliernative, A2, has the least impact to known cultural resources.

4.16 Impacts to Public Lands and Potential Section 4(f} Properties

Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT)} Act of 1966 (now codified at
49 USC 303 and 23 USC 138) was designed to help preserve the natural beauty of the
countryside and public parks and recreation lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic
sites. A Section 4{f} property is any publicly owned park, public land, or any historic site eligible
for inclusion on the NRHP that falls under the purview of Section 4{(f} of the USDOT Act of 19686.
Relevant passages state that:

(a) it is the policy of the United States Government that special effort be made to
preserve the natural beauty of the countryside and public park and recreation lands, wildlife
and waterfowl refuges, and historic sites.

{b} The Secretary of Transportation shall cooperate and consuit with the Secretaries of
the Interior, Housing and Urban Development, and Agriculture, and with the states, in
developing transportation plans and programs that include measures to maintain or enhance
the natural beauty of lands crossed by transportation activities or facilities.

{c) The Secretary may approve a transportation program or project requiring the use of
publicly owned land of a public park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or
tand of an historic site of national, state, or local significance {as determined by the federal,
state, or {ocal officials having jurisdiction over the park, recreation area, refuge, or site) only
if —

(1) there is no feasible and prudent alternative to using that land; and

(2) the program or project includes all possibie planning to minimize harm to the park,

recreation area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic site resulting from the use.

Section 4(f) mandates that all USDOT-funded transportation projects must avoid impacts to
public parkiand and cultural resources deemed eligible for the NRHP, unless it is successfully
demonstrated that no feasible and prudent alternative exists that avoids “use” or impacts to the
resource and that the project includes all possible planning to minimize harm from such use.
FHWA regulation governing application of Section 4(f} is found at 23 CFR 771. if an impacted
resource is deemed by FHWA to be protected by Section 4{f), a Section 4(f} evaluation is
prepared to address these issues.

Section 6(f) is part of the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) Act, which was
implemented to provide restrictions on the conversion of public recreation facilities funded with
LWCF federal grants. The LWCF Act provides funds for the acquisition and development of
public outdoor recreation facilities that could include community, county, and state parks, trails,
fairgrounds, conservation areas, boat ramps, shooting ranges, etc. If impacted, LWCF-assisted
facilities require mitigation that includes replacement land of at least equal monetary value and
recreational utility.
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Pittman-Robertson Act funding {(known more formally as the Federal Aid in Wildlife Restoration
Act, as amended) provides grants to states for the purpose of restoring and managing wildlife.
An excise tax on the sale of firearms and ammunition funds the program. The USFWS
administers the grant program, in cooperation with state conservation departments such as the
MDC.

The Dingell-Johnson Act (Federal Aid in Fish Restoration Act, as amended) is similar to the
Pittman-Robertson Act, providing federal grants to support and maintain sport fish populations.
An excise tax on the sale of fishing gear funds this program of state assistance, which is also
administered by the USFWS.

4.16.1 Public Parks, Recreation, and Wildlife Management

Public lands used for recreation and/or wildlife management in the study area include lands
owned by MDC, MDNR, and the city of Chesterfield.

August A. Busch Memorial Conservation Area

The MDC manages three large tracts of {and within the area. The August A. Busch Memorial CA
(Busch Memorial CA), consists of a 6,987-ac (2,828-ha) parcel, roughly bounded by Route DD
to the west and north, Route 40/81 to the east, and Route D to the south. This area is
accessible from Route D, and is located northwest of the study area. This area is noted for the
32 lakes and many small ponds totaling 526 ac (213 ha). This area also has five viewing blinds,
seven hiking trails, picnic areas, a staffed firearms range, fishing jetties, and floating docks. Two
areas within this CA have been developed as wildlife refuges. Major recreational aciivities
include fishing, hunting, picnicking, hiking, auto touring, bicycling, and wildiife watching.

Weldon Spring Site
The Weldon Spring Site is a Department of Energy environmental restoration site located west

of the study area, south of Busch Memorial CA, and north of Weldon Spring CA. The site
consists of two noncontiguous areas: a 220-ac (89-ha) former chemical plant (former uranium
processing facility) and a 9-ac (3.6 ha) quarry. The Weldon Spring Site Remediai Action Project
(WSSRAP) focuses on the cleanup and sforage of chemical and radioactive contaminants
remaining from the operation of the former Weldon Spring Uranium Feeds Materials Plant. The
site now consists of the 45-ac {18-ha} disposal cell with a viewing platform and information
signs, the Weldon Spring Site Interpretive Center, and the Hamburg Trail that connects the cell,
interpretive center and surrounding area to the Katy Trail State Park.

Weldon Spring CA

The MDC owns and manages iwo large tracts of land in the study area. The Weldon Spring CA
consists of about 8,100 ac (3,278 ha) in St. Charles County and is located adjacent to and west
of existing Route 40/61. It encompasses an area roughly bounded by the Missouri River on the
south, Route 40/61 and the Missouri Research Park on the east, Routes 94 and D on the notth,
and Routes DD and 94 on the west. Several locations along Route 94 have public access; there
is no formal access to the area from Route 40/61.

MDC’s brochure for the Weldon Spring CA describes the area as once being part of a 17,000-ac
(6,880-ha) munitions plant operated by the federal government during and after World War Il
Most of the property, except the munitions plant, was later given to the University of Missouri. In
the late 1970s, the MDC purchased 7,230 ac (2,926 ha) from the university to establish Weldon
Spring CA.
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Management of the area includes extensive provision for public use, including hunting, hiking,
fishing, bicycling, and nature study. Three established trails, totaling over 21 mi (34 km), wind
throughout the area. Fishing opportunities include several lakes and ponds and the Missouri
River, Little Femme Osage Creek, and Femme Osage Creek. The Katy Trail extends for 6.3 mi
(8.5 km) through the area. The 385-ac {156-ha) Weldon Spring Holtow Natural Area, located in
the southeastern portion of the Weldon Spring CA, contains upland and bottomiand forest and
rugged “river breaks" topography.

Howell Island CA

The MDC owns and manages the Howell Island CA. Howell Island CA is located southwest of
the study area. Howell Island CA consists of about 2,548 ac (1,031 ha) of mostly bottomland
forest on an island within the Missouri River. MDC purchased the area in 1978. The Howaell
Island area brochure indicates that activities on the island include fishing access to the Missouri
River and Gentaur Chute, hunting, picnicking, and bird watching. Land access is only possible
from the St. Louis County side over Centaur Chute, via Eatherton Road.

Katy Trail State Park

The Katy Trail State Park (Katy Trail) is a cross-state hiking and biking trail managed by the
MDNR. The trail follows the route of an abandoned railroad and currently extends approximately
225 mi (362 km) from St. Charles to Clinton. The park is still being developed from St. Charles
to Machens. The trail was established through provisions of the National Trail Systems Act
(Rails to Trails), which provides that railroad corridors no longer needed for active rail service
can be reserved for future transportation and used on an interim basis for recreational trails
(MDNR Katy Trail internet website, August 2002). The trail roughly paraliels the north bank of
the Missouri River through the study area and passes beneath the existing Route 40/61 bridges.

In 1995, the NPS designated a 165-mi (266 km) portion of Katy Trail State Park as an official
segment of the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail, making this section a part of the National
Trails System. This section corresponds to the segment from Boonville to Machens.

Chesterfield Athletic Complex

The Chesterfield Athletic Complex is located on the north side of existing Route 40/61, adjacent
to the Spirit of St. Louis Boulevard bridge over Route 40/61. The city of Chesterfield owns this
approximately 128-ac (52-ha) public recreational facility.

There are no other known city parks, public school grounds, deed-restricted public lands, or
wildlife refuges located within the study area.

Gateway Golf Center
The Gateway Golf Center is a privately-owned, recreational facility located adjacent to

Route 40/61 in the study area. This area consists of a driving range and putting greens.

4.16.2 Other Public Lands

Missouri Research Park

The University of Missouri owns and manages the Missouri Research Park, opened in 1985.
The research park is located south of Route 94 and west of Route 40/61, adjacent to the
Weldon Spring Heights area. The area comprises about 750 ac (304 ha), bounded on two sides
by the Weldon Spring CA and on one side by existing Route 40/61. The research park currently
hosts 13 high-tech and research facility tenant companies and two federal agencies, occupying
about 130 ac (53 ha) of land (Missouri Research Park internet website, August 2002). The
research park also contains a 235-ac {95-ha) golf course and wooded recreational trails.
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4,16.3 Planned Facilities

Missouri Department of Conservation
MDC staff has indicated that no changes are anticipated in the management of areas of the

Weldon Spring CA that are adjacent to Route 40/61. MDC staff recognizes that the area
adjacent to the Missouri River (riverward of the Katy Trail) provides desirable wetland and
backwater slough habitat. Management of this area inciudes the goal of preservation in its
current undeveloped state.

City of Chesterfield
The city’s Chesterfield 2002 Comprehensive Plan, Draft Plan Policies and Recommendations,

April 2002 (comprehensive pian), and City of Chesterfield Parks Master Plan, 1999 (park master
plan), both refer to planned recreational facilities in the project area.

Both planning documents indicate that additional acreage is planned for the Chesterfieid Valley
Athletic Complex. The prospective acreage is located adjacent to the existing athletic complex
on the riverward side of the Chesterfield-Monarch Levee. The proposed project will not impact
this area.

The planning documents also refer to future development of a trail system, possibly utiiizing
11 mi (17.7 km) of the Chesterfield-Monarch Levee. No other specific information was found in
the document with regard to the location of trailheads or timetable for development of such a
trail.

The comprehensive plan’s Conceptual Land Use Plan illustration {page 31, Chesterfield 2002
Comprehensive Plan, Draft Plan Policies and Recommendations, 2002) indicates that all of the
land within the city’'s boundary that lies riverward of the levee is proposed for
“agricultural/floodplain/conservation” use. The plan’s glossary defines this conceptual land use
category as “Land unprotected from Missouri River floodwaters fo the northeast of the Monarch-
Chesterfield Levee. This area should be retained for open space, agricullure, or
recreation/education activities.” Alternatives B3 and B4 would require approximately 9.9 ac
(4.0 ha) of land within this area. Alternatives A1, A2, and A2’ would not require this property for
right of way.

Specifically, the park master plan indicates the location of Missouri River Park, a potential future
city park consisting of about 43 ac (17 ha), located southwest of Chesterfield Airport Road and
Route 40/61, with frontage along Olive Street Road and the Missouri River. No timetable is
indicated for public acquisition of Missouri River Park.

Missouri Research Park

A recent faciliies map of the Missouri Research Park (Loomis Associates, 2002) indicates
possible future trails located on the research park property connecting to the Katy Trail. One
possible trail is near Route 40/61 and the other is located near the western extremity of the
property, near the Duckett Creek Piant No. 2.

There are no other known plans for future acquisition of additional public recreation or wildlife
refuge lands or recreational improvements on existing public lands within the study area.
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4.16.4 Environmental Consequences

Busch Memorial CA, Weldon Spring Site, and Howell island CA
Busch Memorial CA, Weldon Spring Site, and Howell Island CA are located outside of the study
area and will not be impacted by the proposed project.

Weldon Spring CA
Approximately 32 ac (13 ha) of the MDC owned and managed 8,100-ac (3,278-ha) Weldon

Spring CA are within the study area for the proposed improvements. All of the build alternatives
considered in the vicinity of the Weldon Spring CA lie adjacent to existing Route 40/61, on either
side of the roadway. Alternatives located on the west side of the roadway [Alternatives A1, A2,
and A2' (Preferred)] are identical with respect to the size of the project footprint and resulting
impacts within the Weldon Spring CA. Alternatives located on the opposite side of Route 40/61
from Weldon Spring CA (Alternatives B3 and B5) would not impact the area.

The right of way needs for Alternatives A1, A2, and A2' (Preferred) are estimated to encompass
approximately 1.5 ac (0.6 ha) along the eastern boundary of the Weldon Spring CA. An
abandoned, partially water-filled quarry is located within this area; the Katy Trail is also iocated
adjacent to this quarry site. MDC discourages public access to the old quarry and has erected a
perimeter fence around the area on two sides to help deter pedestrians from falling from the
quarry's high headwalls. One of the quarry headwalls is located adjacent to the existing
Route 40/61 right of way. Both main quarry headwalls are estimated to be about 100 ft (30 m)
high. The Weldon Spring CA brochure map also shows the quarry site as being a restricted
area, where public access is not allowed. There are no other such notable features in the area,
as the balance of the 1.6 ac (0.6 ha) exhibits forest cover. Alternatives A1, A2, and A2'
(Preferred) would span the portion of the Weldon Spring CA that lies riverward of the Katy Trail
by a bridge.

From a recreational standpoint, there are no features or facilities within the Weldon Spring CA
that could be impacted by the proposed project that would qualify the area as a Section 4(f)
resource. The Weldon Spring CA is primarily managed for dispersed, multiuse and non-wildlife
refuge purposes. There are no LWCF grants or Pittman-Robertson funds in the Weldon Spring
CA. Records do indicate that Dingell-Johnson Sport Fish Restoration funds have been
expended in Weldon Spring CA (Federal Aid Grant No. FW-9-D); however, MDC’s October 17,
2003 letter of comment on the Draft EIS noted that Dingell-dohnson funds were used to
purchase a river access site that is not located near the project location and should not be
impacted by the project.

Katy Trail State Park
The Katy Trail will be spanned by the bridge structures associated with all of the build

alternatives. The trail will not experience long-term impact to trail use or management from the
proposed project, See the discussion below under “Section 4{f) Considerations.”

There are no LWCF grants for the Katy Trail State Park.

Chesterfield Valley Athletic Complex
A portion of the Chesterfield Valley Athletic Complex is located within the study area. However,

no additional right of way will be required in this area for any of the build alternatives. Therefore,
this recreational complex will not be impacted.
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Gateway Golf Center
The Gateway Golf Center is located within the study area. However, no additional right of way

will be required in this area for any of the build alternatives, and the Gateway Golf Center will
not be impacted.

Missouri Research Park

Alternatives A1, A2, and A2' (Preferred} would impact a portion of the far eastern limits
(adjacent to existing Route 40/61) of the Missouri Research Park properiy to provide an
additional bridge across the Missouri River. Although publicly owned, the research park in this
area is posted no trespassing. Furthermore, a high chain-link fence surrounds the potential
impact area within the research park. Since public access to the property in the project area is
prohibited and there are no recreational attributes present there, this portion of the Missouri
Research Park property is not subject to the provisions of Section 4(f).

Planned Facilities
As discussed previously in this section, there are planned future public recreational facilities
within the study area.

Missouri Research Park — Recent maps of the research park show two future recreational
trail connections to the Katy Trail. The proposed project could impact the location of the trail
connection nearest to Route 40/61. However, research park staff (Loomis Associates) indicate
that, although matching federa!l funding was in place to plan and construct this trail connection, it
was decided not to proceed with the trall in this location because of steep topography and the
high cost of providing standard trail grades. The trail connector planned near the western edge
of the research park would not be affected by the proposed improvements to Route 40/61.

City of Chesterfield — The city's planning documents indicate consideration of a future trail
along the Chesterfield-Monarch Levee. The levee embankment ties into the existing roadway
embankment of Route 40/61 near the Chesterfield Airport Road interchange. The planning
documents do not elaborate on whether or not the planned trail will cross Route 40/61. The
proposed improvements to Route 40/61 will affect the area of the existing levee tie-in,
regardless of the alternative selected. However, the planned roadway improvements are not
expected 10 improve or worsen the situation with regard to a future recreational trail on the
Chesterfield-Monarch Levee,

A portion of the area identified as Missouri River Park, a proposed future park within the city of
Chesterfield, is located within the study area for the proposed Route 40/61 improvements.
Howaever, the area will not be impacted by the proposed improvements.

4.16.5 Section 4(f) Considerations

Katy Trail State Park
The Katy Trail State Park is an extensive linear recreational resource that cannot be avoided by

the proposed project. However, all of the bridge alternatives considered would span the Katy
Trail in much the same manner as the existing Route 40/61 highway bridges. The aggregate-
surfaced trail is located within the former railroad right of way, which generally averages about
60 to 100 ft (18 to 30 m) in width. No bridge piers or other bridge components will be located on
land dedicated to the trail. Clearances between the former railroad bed and the bridge will be
maintained so that any future ability to reestablish rail service will not be impaired, as required
by the National Trails System Act (Rails to Trails). Also, both vertical and horizontal clearances
related to recreational use and mainienance aspects of the trail will be established and
maintained according to the direction of MDNR.
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Since the Katy Trail is a publicly owned recreational facility, it is considered a Section 4(f)
resource [detailed discussion of Section 4(f) at the beginning of this section]. However,
preparation of a separate Section 4(f) evaluation is not considered necessary, because all the
project alternatives will span the trail, resulting in no permanent taking or use of the trail. Also,
aside from the possibility of brief disruptions of trail use during construction, public access and
use of the trail will not be disrupted to any large extent or duration.

Trail use may be temporarily disrupted at times during construction. Trall traffic could be haited
during different times of the day, when necessary, for safety reasons. Mitigating measures will
include detouring trail users by providing a temporary alternate route in close proximity to the
existing trail around the construction area (if practicable}, timing trail closures to occur during
periods of off-peak use, and using public outreach to provide advance notification of extended
trall closure dates and times (if those become necessary), as well as appropriate informational
signing on the trail itself and at nearby trailheads.

Any temporary impacts to the Katy Trail are anticipated to only include activities related to
constructing a bridge over the trail, such as access and egress across the trail and along the
trail to facilitate ease of construction. Section 4(f) does not apply to temporary actions that may
result from construction of a new Missouri River bridge spanning the trail, because such
temporary occupancy will be of short duration and less than the time needed for construction of
the project; will result in no change of ownership or retention of long-term interests in the land
for transportation purposes; will not result in any temporary or adverse change to the activities,
features or attributes that are important to the purposes or functions that could qualify the
resource for protection under Section 4(f); and will include only a minor amount of land.

Further coordination with MDNR will result in an intergovernmental agency agreement between
MoDOT and MDNR that addresses project construction over the Katy Trail and details
mitigation measures to be followed to minimize any disruptions in use of the trail.

4.17 Hazardous Waste Sites

MoDOT staff conducted a records review for potential hazardous and solid waste concerns in
the project area that included a search of the following sources: Federal Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Information System (CERCLIS}); National
Response Center Hotline database; MDNR Confirmed Abandoned or Uncontrolled Hazardous
Waste Disposal Sites in Missouri, Fiscal Year 2001; MDNR Missouri Hazardous Waste
Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Facilities List; MDNR Solid Waste Facilities List; MDNR
Underground Storage Tank database; and Center for Agricultural, Resource and Environmental
Systems.

Based on the sources reviewed, the only site identified within the project area is associated with
petroleum spills and/or releases into the Missouri River. Oll spills and/or releases have occuired
on the Missouri River upstream of the Daniel Boone bridge, at approximately mile marker 44.
This information was compiled from four incident reporis (National Response Center Hotline
database) that involved only three separate release dates (May 20, 1995; September 30, 1998;
and November 30, 2001). Reports do not indicate the volume of the releases. Three of the four
reports identify Shell pipeline as the point of release. Based on information from MoDOT
District 6, Shell Pipeline Corporation and Texas Pipeline Company have a joint agreement with
the Missouri Highway and Transportation Commission for a 22-inch (56-cm) oil transportation
line. This line is located upstream of the Daniel Boone bridge.

Some limited information from MoDOT District 6 dated around 1970 also mentions a possible
24-inch (61-cm) pipeline by Explorer Pipeline Company. Sketches show the proposed 24-inch
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(61-cm) pipeline on the east side of the Daniel Boone bridge. No other information was
provided. The reported historical releases should not present a significant problem for the
project unless the footprint of the planned construction encompasses the pipeline(s). In that
case, relocation of the pipeline(s) may be necessary and a potential to encounter sediments
impacted by past pipsline spills and/or releases would also exist.

The possibility of encountering wastes from sites unknown to MoDOT should always be a
consideration. MoDOT personnel have found no other potential hazardous waste sites in the
project area. Any unknown sites that are found during project construction will be handled in
accordance with federal and state laws and regutations.

if regulated solid or hazardous wastes are found unexpectedly during construction activities, the
MoDOT construction inspector will direct the contractor to cease work at the suspect site. The
construction inspector will contact the appropriate environmental specialist to discuss options for
remediation. The environmental specialist, the construction office, and the contractor will
develop a plan for sampling, remediation if necessary, and continuing project construction.
Independent consulting, analytical, and remediation services will be contracted if necessary.
MoDOT has the capability to collect samples and analyze for volatile organics and heavy
metals. If necessary, the MDNR will be contacted for coordination and approval of required
activities. In excavations where hazardous atmospheres could reasonably be expected to exist,
such as in areas where hazardous substances are stored nearby, the contractor is responsible
for appropriate worker safety precautions, as required by the Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA).

4.18 Visual Impacts

4.18.1 Existing Visual Quality

The project area has high visual interest and diversity; rolling, wooded upland topography, and
bluffs north of the Missouri River contrast with the relatively flat, low-lying floodplain south of the
river. The Missourl River provides scenes typical of a big river and is the most visually
impressive natural feature of the project area. The Route 40/61 bridges over the river are visible
from the east and south and are visually interesting because of their truss design.

in Gt. Louis County, the river valley has developed rapidly in the past 10 years, although the
fand nearest the bridges is mostly agricultural land. A sand plant for dredging sand from the
river is on the east side of the bridge. Athletic fields lie on the north side of Route 40/61. The
developing commercial area with strip malls is to the south. Spirit of St. Louis Airport is fo the
south of the bridge. Light industrial and commercial building lie between the airport and
Route 40/61. This area provides broad vistas, although much of the river is not easily seen due
to levies.

The St. Charles County side is sparsely developed because of the bluffs along the river, The
Katy Trail State Park, a 200-mi (322-km) long Rail-to-Trail pedestrian and bicycle path, runs
between the river and the biuff. To the south of Route 40/61 are the Busch Wildlife Area and the
University of Missouri Research Park. The research park is an office park with a golf course. On
the north is Weldon Spring, a small city that is developing with mostly residential subdivisions
and commercial properties along Route 40/61 and Route 94. The biuffs limit the distance from
which the bridges are visible.
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4,18.2 Visual Impacts

Views of and from the facility are considered in evaluating aesthetic or visual impacts. The
impacts of the proposed improvements on the view of the road would be judged by the
“intactness" of the affected areas. Intactness refers to the degree to which the landscape has
retained natural conditions. Generally, segments located on new right of way would create
greater visual changes than segments using existing road right of way.

This study will not determine the bridge structure type. Originally, it was assumed that all of the
build alternatives include building a new bridge of the same structure type immediately adjacent
to the existing bridges; the visual impacts on the project-area landscape would be minimized.
However, it is recognized that other structure types such as plate girder or box girder would
allow for widening 1o adapt to transportation demands in the fulure. Since these bridge types will
look vastly different than the existing structure, the visual view of the bridges will be impacted.
However, they will provide a better view of the river. Although some of the biuff may be removed
and vegetation lost, disturbed areas will be blended with the existing terrain.

The major variables of the build alternatives are whether the existing westbound bridge will be
removed or retained to carry either mainline travel lanes or as an outer road and whether the
new bridge will be located upstream or downstream from the existing bridges. If the existing
westbound bridge remains, the three bridges become a more prominent feature in the river view
for Route 40/61 users and Katy Trail users. if the bridge is removed, then the new structure and
existing eastbound bridge will be less prominent than the three but somewhat more so than the
existing bridges. The visual impact is dependent on the bridge type, which will not bhe
determined by this study.

All of the alternatives would be immediately adjacent to the existing bridges. The downstream
alternatives (Alternatives B3 and B5) would require the relocation of the sand plant and removal
of a section of bluff. The upstream alternatives [Alternatives A1, A2, and A2' (Preferred)] would
impact a small abandoned quarry adjacent to the Katy Trail but hidden from Route 40/61 by the
bluff. The bridge may have to be extended past the quarry. These impacts will not adversely
affect the views to or from the bridges.

4.19 Energy Impacts

Energy considerations to be taken into account when evaluating the various alternatives include
the energy consumed during normal operations and maintenance. Transportation-related
energy consumption has two main categories: direct consumption is the energy consumed by
vehicles using the facility, and indirect consumption includes construction energy and such
items as the effects of any changes in automobile usage due to the construction of the facility.
Since these facility-related factors have a minor effect on direct energy consumption, they are
generally considered insignificant and are omitted from the analysis.

Indirect energy consumption is generally divided into central energy use and peripheral energy
change. Central energy use encompasses all the energy resources used indirectly in building
and operating the transporiation system. This includes energy for construction including energy
consumed off-site for the production of materials and equipment and maintenance of the facility
and manufacturing and maintenance of the vehicles. Energy consumed during construction also
includes energy expenditures caused by vehicle delay due to construction activities, such as
lane closures. Peripheral energy change recognizes energy resources other than those used in
any manner by the system itself. Rather it addresses the potential effects that a transportation
system may have on energy use and availability in the area it serves. For example, a project
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may foster or induce a shift in population density, land use, or transportation patterns.
Peripheral energy consumption is considered negligible because development may take place

anyway.

Change in Fuel Consumption
An energy expenditure would be necessary for the construction of any of the build aiternatives

for processing materials, construction activities, and maintenance of the additional bridge lanes
constructed. The amount of construction energy used is not appreciably different for any of the
build alternatives. Alternatives that use the existing westbound bridge [A2, A2' (Preferred), and
B5] would use less energy for bridge construction because the width of the new bridge would be
less than for the other alternatives. However, these options would have slighily more roadway
constructed for the three bridges.

The amount of fuel consumed by vehicles in the region is a function of the total vehicle miles
traveled (VMT), the average speed the vehicles are traveling, and the ratio of automaobiles,
gasoline trucks, and diesel trucks. The build alternatives increase the capacity of the corridor by
removing the bottleneck caused by the substandard widths and shoulders on the bridges.
Although the capacity of the corridor would not be increased, the throughput would be higher
than with the No Action Alternative, and travel time would be reduced. Thus more trips will be
attracted to the corridor, increasing the daily and annual amount of VMT in the region. The
reduction in delay should more than offset the increase in energy used for the increase in VMT.

The commitment of these resources is based on the judgment that highway users will benefit
from the highway improvement. As such, improved operating costs, access, safety, and travel
time are expected to offset the initial energy expenditure. The No Action Alternative would not
require any additional energy expenditures for construction, but the fuel energy consumed by
traffic congestion would continue to increase.

Vehicular energy consumption in the study area would increase during construction because of
probable short-term traffic delays; however, this would be minimal. implementation of any of the
alignments would reduce congestion within the study area. The substandard lane and shoulder
widths would be eliminated, thus reducing vehicular stopping and slowing conditions. These
collectively would result in less direct and indirect vehicular operational energy consumption for
the proposed action. In the long-term, post-construction operational energy usage would offset
construction and maintenance energy usage, resuiting in a net energy savings. There would be
diminishing returns, however, as vehicular usage catches up with capacity over the life of a
project.

4.20 Construction Impacts

There would be some short-term, temporary adverse impacts near the proposed action,
including noise, dust, and pollutants discharged by construction equipment. Although it would be
virtually impossible to totally avoid the kinds of shori-term impacts typically associated with the
construction phase of a highway project, generally these are among the most readily mitigated
impacts.

To minimize impacts associated with the construction of any alternative, pollution control
measures outlined in the Missouri Standard Specifications for Highway Construction will be
used; these measures pertain to air, noise, and water pollution as well as traffic control (e.g.,
detours) and safety measures. All practicable measures will be employed to minimize or
mitigate any potentia! impacts. Implementing these measures will ensure as little impact as can
be realistically achieved with a highway construction project of this magnitude.
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Emissions from consiruction equipment will be controlled in accordance with emission
standards prescribed under state and federal regulations. Examples of emission controls could
be engine retrofits or alternative fuels, such as bio-diesel, in both on-rocad and off-road diesel
engine construction equipment. Materials resulting from clearing and grubbing, demolition, or
other operations {except materiais to be retained) will be removed from the project, burned, or
otherwise disposed of by the contractor. Any burning, when permitted, will be conducted in
accordance with applicable local laws and state regulations.

To reduce the impacts of construction noise, MoDOT has special provisions in the construction
contract 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 will be required to have mufflers constructed in
accordance with the equipment manufacturer's specifications. Further, MoDOT will monitor
project construction noise and require noise abatement in cases where the criterion is
exceeded.

As discussed in detail in the eatrlier section on water quality, MoDOT's Poliution Prevention Plan
provides for temporary erosion and sediment conirol measures that will be included within
construction contract specifications. Erosion will be reduced by limiting the suiface area of
erodible material exposed during clearing and grubbing, excavation, and borrow and fill
operations., Careful refueling practices will limit spills of gasoline and diesel fuels. Qil spills can
be minimized by frequent checks of construction equipment.

Removal of vegetation, for construction purposes, upslope from wetland areas can cause
erosion and result in sedimentation in wetlands downslope and downstream from the
construction site. Steps to prevent sedimentation in wetlands adjacent to construction sites shall
be taken in accordance with MoDOT's BMPs for roadway construction.

Traffic will be handled during consiruction by maintaining through-traffic flow on mainline
Route 40/61 at all times. Temporary lane closures {several hours at a time) may be necessary
to handle traffic lane shiits or to allow for a construction procedure that is best done without
traffic present {e.g., the removal of a bridge). A detailed traffic control plan will be included as
part of the detailed design plans. The Preferred Alternative, A2', is not expected to result in any
adverse impacts {o traffic during construction.

Utility Corridors
There are two utility corridors within the study area: (1) an auxiliary gas pipeline managed by

Shell Oil Company, and (2) a 42-inch (107 cm) water main managed by St. Charles County
Water, District #2.

The auxiliary gas pipeline is a branch of a main gas pipeline that crosses beneath the river
several hundred feet upstream of the study area. The auxiliary pipeline enters ithe study area
from the west near the Weldon Spring CA in St. Charles County. It passes under the eastbound
lanes of Route 40/61 and becomes exposed under the westbound bridge. It is supported by the
westbound bridge across the river and then passes back beneath the eastbound lanes of
Route 40/61 and rejoins the main pipsline several hundred feet west of the study area in
St. Louis County.

Alternatives A1 and B3 involve the removal of the westbound bridge, which has an impact on
the auxiliary gas pipeline. The other final alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative, A2',
retain the westbound bridge and would have no impact on the auxiliary gas pipeline.
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The 42-inch (107 cm) water main runs from the 2 million gallon water tank and pumping station
in St. Charles County, crosses beneath the river, and passes east of the St. Charles Sand
Company property in St. Louis County. This water main is not impacted by any of the final
alternatives.

4.21 Secondary and Cumulative Impacts

The Council on Environmental Quality defines cumulative impacts (40 CFR 1508.7) as "The
impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added
to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardiess of what agency
(Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions." Direct effects are caused by
project implementation and occur at the same time and place as the causative action. Indirect
{secondary) effects are caused by project impiementation and occur later in time or are beyond
the immediate geographical boundaries. Cumulative effect analysis focuses on resource
sustainability within expanded temporal and geographic boundaries.

The proposed action is a bridge improvement project intended to provide three through lanes
and an auxiliary lane in each direction to carry Route 40/61 traffic across the Missouri River; it
does not introduce a new transportation facility or corridor into the region. Although research
and empirical evidence support the theory that economic development follows significant
transportation and access improvements, the proposed project will not provide any substantial
new access. In all likelihood, the recent past, current, and foreseeable population and economic
development trends will continue in this rapidly developing part of the greater St. Louis area.
This project will assist with accommodating these economic development trends and couid
foster economic development within the area.

The master plans for the city of Weldon Spring or St. Charles County include goals for future
land use, transportation and economic growth. A corridor from Route 40/61 from just north of
the Daniel Boone bridge to north of the interchange with I-70 has been designated a “High-
Technology Corridor District” to preserve areas for commercial and industiial activities.
Establishing a high technology corridor is anticipated to increase the number of jobs while
preserving open space, greenways, scenic areas, etc. The proposed project is consistent with
these land use plans and would provide better access to the designated high technology
corridor. The proposed project in conjunction with upgrading Route 40/61 to interstate standards
(-64) in St. Charles County could promote additional economic development in St. Chatles
County, which would be consistent with the St. Charles County Master Plan (1996). Shouid this
take place, other higher developments may occur {i.e., housing).

Likewise, the proposed project in conjunction with upgrading Route 40/61 to interstate
standards (I-64) in St. Charles County could promote additional economic development in the
city of Chesterfield. The master plan for the city of Chesterfield includes goals for future land
use and transportation. Future land use for Chesterfield Valley would preserve floodplain areas
adjacent to the Missouri River while accommodating commercialflight industrial growth south of
the levee. The proposed project was identified in city of Chesterfield master plan as well as the
region’s 20-year Long-Range Transportation Plan.

Local planning authorities have been involved in the project development and they support the
proposed Route 40/61 bridge improvement. The comprehensive plan and any future planning
and zoning ordinances are the appropriate mechanisms to guide land use and development,
induced or otherwise.

There would be both immediate and long-term potential economic impacts (discussed in greater
detail in the section titled "Socioeconomic Impacts') to the area around the study area.
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Immediate, positive economic impacts would occur during the time required for property
acquisition and design and construction of the roadway. These would be generated by the work
and incomes provided by the construction. In addition to the jobs supported by the direct
infusion of construction dollars into the local economy, there would be the secondary effect of
those dollars in the economy and the increase in tax monies received.

This project could contribute to the cumulative impacts or effects arising from other past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future activities on the natural environment of the area.
The extent of this project's contribution to the cumulative impacts, although difficult to
determine, is not likely to be significant. For example, despite MoDOT's efforts to contro! erosion
{(MoDOT has an approved Pollution Prevention Plan, which describes erosion control practices
that will be implemented on all projects), this project will still contribute some sedimentation to
the Missouri River during the construction phase. Because existing sedimentation contributions
from development, agricuiture, efc. in the area have not been quantified, it is difficult to
determine the extent of this project’s contributions to the overall, cumulative impacts. MoDOT
will implement BMPs to minimize off-site transport of sediment. The implementation of these
practices should afford adequate protection to sensitive aquatic resources in the Missouri River
and minimize this project’s contribution to any potentially negative cumulative impacts
associated with sedimentation. The use of cofferdams during pier construction will further
minimize sedimentation from this project.

Placing new bridge piers in the river could contribute to cumulative negative impacts on the
habitat of some species of fish that live in the Missouri River. Wing dikes are rock structures in
the Missouri River that were originally constructed around the turn of the century to control the
flow of the river and stabilize the channel. Wing dikes were built from just south of Sioux City,
lowa, to the Missouri River's confluence with the Mississippi River. Numerous species of fish
use the habitat behind these wing dikes. In an effort to improve this habitat for the fish, the
USACE implemented the Missouri River Mitigation Project in 1991. This project included dike
notching, which involves breaking the wing dikes and thus changing the velocity and direction of
water flowing behind the dike.

Placement of the new bridge piers in the river could damage or destroy at least one of these
wing dikes. Because there are hundreds of these structures within the Missouri River, it does
not appear that this project’s potential removai of one structure would have a significant impact
on the availability of habitat they provide. However, water velocities, depth, and other
characteristics of the habitat behind these wing dikes vary amongst different dikes, and
therefore, at some point, the impacts of destroying even just one additional wing dike could
become significant. MoDOT has provided funding for the USFWS to conduct research to
determine habitat characteristics behind Missouri River wing dikes. The federally endangered
pallid sturgeon was known to use the habitat behind one of the dikes studied. The studies failed
to produce any conclusive data on habitat characteristics.

Bridge piers also change the flow of the river and create scouring where water switls behind the
pier; these scour areas are potentiai habitat for pallid sturgeon. Although scouring would also
add suspended solids to the water flowing past the new pier, this would be a temporary impact
and should be minimal.

Potential cumulative impacts may be associated with the numerous ongoing and proposed
development projects on the floodplain of St. Charles and St. Louis counties. Significant flood
control projects in the area include the Howard Bend Levee District's construction of a 500-year
levee, the Monarch Chesterfield Levee District’s levee upgrade to 500+3 flood protection, the
investigation of a 500-year levee on the downstream side of Route 370, and the investigation of
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upgrading portions of the North County Consolidated Levee District in St. Charles County.
However, the proposed bridge improvement project evaluated herein would be expected to
have a minimal contribution to cumulative impacts associated with these flood control projects.

4.22 The Relationship Between Local Short-Term Uses of Man’s
Environment and the Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-Term
Productivity

The local, short-term impacts of the proposed action and the expenditure of resources it would
require are consistent with the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity for the
locatl area and the state. The proposed improvement is based on state and local comprehensive
planning that considers how best to meet present and future transportation requirements.

Construction of any buiid alternative will provide short-term employment for local residents.
Suppliers will also benefit as materials are required for construction. The complefion of the
proposed action will enhance the potential for economic development as transportation facilities
and access are improved. Short-term use of the human environment for construction of a
highway facility better suited to serve the changing needs of this region and the state as a whole
is necessary for the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity.

4.23 Any lrreversible or Irretrievable Commitments of Resources Which
Would Be Involved in the Proposed Action

The proposed action would require the expenditure of natural, physical, human, and fiscal
resources. The commitment of such resources would differ slightly between the different build
alternatives. Personnel and fiscal expenditures for the construction of the Route 40/61
improvement are considered an irreversible commitment, as is the land used for the
improvement for as long a period as the land is used for a highway.

Considerable amounts of fossil fuels, labor, and highway construction materials such as
cement, aggregate, bituminous material, and steel would be expended by construction of the
facility. In addition, large amounts of labor and natural resources that are generally not
retrievable are used in the fabrication and preparation of construction materials. These items
are not currently in short supply, however, and their use will not have an adverse eftect upon the
continued avallability of these resources. Construction of any of the alternatives would also
require a substantial and irretrievable expenditure of state and federal funds.

The commitment of these resources for Route 40/61 can be weighed against the benefit to
residents of the immediate area and the St. Louis metropolitan area, in general, as well as other
travelers in this region of Missouri. The benefits to be gained from improving the quality of the
transportation system include increased accessibility and public safety, savings in time, and
greater avaitability of quality services; these benefits are anticipated to outweigh the irretrievable
commitment of resources.
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5.0 Coordination

5.1 Public Involvement

The location of the study area, a heavily traveled suburban highway, presented a unique
situation with regard to public involvement. Engaging the public in the study area and soliciting
their input was a key component of the location study process for the Route 40/61 project over
the Missouri River. A Public Involvement Plan was prepared for the study that outlined the
proposed methods of communication and use of outreach tools. A variety of methods and
techniques were used to solicit input from and inform the public of the project including public
meetings, small group meetings, presentations to local officials, informational handouts,
comment forms, utilization of MoDOT’s website, and reports in the local media. These {ools
were designed to engage and involve the public sarly and frequently in the project’s decision-
making process.

The Public Involvement Plan was formulated to meet the needs of citizens of St. Charles and
St. Louis counties and other potentially affected interests in the corridor by tailoring outreach
methods, meeting styles and locations, and frequency of interaction.

5.1.1 Summary of Public Concerns

As a resuilt of public ouireach efforts, a number of universal issues were identified by the public
to be of concern:

o Traffic volume and congestion. There was a general sentiment that recent commercial
and residential growth in St. Charles County is responsible for the current traffic
situation.

» Safety of the traveling motorist. It was noted that commuters and other drivers faced
stressful conditions on the bridges, especially during periods of peak travel and heavy
congestion.

» Environmental impacts. Effects on the Chesterfield Valley and state-owned land at
Weldon Spring were mentioned as areas of potential impact that should be investigated.

» Condition of existing bridge structures, Many citizens were in agreement that the current
westbound bridge was capable of fulfilling a role in the corridor well into the future.

» Mass transit and bike/pedestrian improvements. The point was raised that resources
should be devoted to developing mass transit infrastructure and a pedestrian/bike
pathway.

¢ (Costs associated with construction.

General agreement that improvemenits to the existing river crossing are necessary.

5.1.2 Public Outreach

An integral component of public communication in this study included outreach to the pubiic
throughout the duration of the project. To facilitate the information-sharing and decision-making
process between the study team and the public, a public meeting and several study updates in
the form of small group meetings were held. The meetings offered public officials, residents, and
other potentially affected interests an opportunity to discuss components of the study with the
study team and to have their voices heard.
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Public Meeting
A public meeting was held on June 26, 2002 from 6:00 to 8:00 pm at the Busch Wildlife Center

in Weldon Spring, Missouri. Forty-nine people attended. The purpose of this meeting was to
introduce the study to the public and provide an opportunity for citizens to examine and
comment on the bridge crossing aiternatives under consideration, traffic data, and condition of
the existing bridge structures.

The meeting was announced to the public through a press release issued to local media outlets.
Newspaper articles were printed prior to and following the meeting, and a local television station
televised a repont following the meeting. In addition, letters of invitation were sent to area
legisiators, county and municipal officials, and other potentially affected interests in the study
area.

The meeting was held in an open-house format. No formal presentations were made. Meeting
participants were asked to sign an attendance sheet and were given a handout which outlined
the study’s Purpose and Need, alternatives under consideration, and project milestones. The
handout also included a not-to-scale diagram of the five river crossing options being evaluated.
Comment forms, which could be filled out at the meeting or mailed back to the study team, were
provided to attendees to register their opinions or concerns.

Individuals were free to examine a variety of exhibit stations that represented key components
of the study, and study team members from MoDOT and the constiltant were on hand to provide
information, answer gquestions, and address concerns. Exhibits available for inspection included
the following:
* Purpose and Need,;
Study timeline;
Alternatives;
River crossing diagrams;
Environmental constraints;
Existing bridges; and
Traffic projections.

A MoDOT representative from the Gateway Guide program was also in attendance to answer
questions and provide information about the intelligent transportation system (ITS) in the
St. Louis area.

A project mailing list was developed from the attendance sheets in order to provide the public
with future project updates and information.

Twenty-five comment forms were returned. The following illustrates a breakdown of those
expressing a preference for the alternatives presented.

Alternative 1
Alternative 2
Alternative 3
Alternative 4
Aliernative 5
Multiple preference: Alternatives 4 and 5

-0 G e O
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Written comments included the following:

o Many individuals were in agreement that congestion and safety were concerns.

» People preferring Alternatives 2, 4, or 5 {(which would leave the 1935 structure in place)
acknowledged the viability of the westbound bridge and its continued role in the corridor.

¢ The economics involved in the rehabilitation (or replacement) of the 1935 bridge were,
addressed.

+ Several respondents recommended that provisions for mass transit and blcyclel
pedestrian travel should be investigated and implemented.

Small Group Meetings

Small group meetings were an important component to the project’s overall public outreach
efforts, and served to facilitate an exchange of information, ideas, and dialogue between the
study team and interested groups from the region. The study team met several times with these
groups as follows:

At the onset of the project, meetings were held to discuss the goals of the study, schedule,
Public Involvement Plan, and to introduce the study team members. Issues that were discussed
included the existing traffic model, condition of the existing bridges, and other potential
stakeholders.

St. Charles County Officials October 30, 2001
Chesterfield City Officials October 30, 2001
EWGCC November 21, 2001

Prior to the public meeting, updates were given to the following groups to brief them on the
progress of the study, present the five alternatives developed for evaluation, and gather
feedback. Issues discussed included current and projected fraffic volumes, funding and cost of
construction, and condition of the existing structures.

EWGCC April 17, 2002
St. Charles County officials May 14, 2002
Chesterfield City Officials June 19, 2002

On June 20, 2002 (one week before the public meeting), the study team made a presentation to
St. Charles County media representatives at the St. Charles County Exscutive's office.
Reporters from the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, St. Charles Journal, and St. Charles Business
Record were in attendance. A project overview and St. Charles County's role in the study were
presented, and the reporters asked the study team a variety of questions. Subsequent
newspaper articles were printed.

Prior to the issuance of the Preliminary Draft EIS, the study team met once again with the small
groups to provide an update of the project status. Issues discussed included the evaluation of
the final study alternatives, the Preferred Alternative, traffic flow, and costs.

St. Charles County Officials December 20, 2002
Chesterfield City Officials January 30, 2003
St. Louis County Officials January 30, 2003
EWGCC January 31, 2003
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Public Hearing

A public hearing was held Thursday,September 4, 2003 from 4:00 to 7:00 p.m. at the August A.
Busch Memorial Conservation Area in Weldon Spring. Seventy-four people attended the
hearing. The purpose of the hearing was to present the study’s Preferred Alternative (A2'} and
the Draft EIS for public review and comment.

The hearing was announced to the public through a press release issued to local media outlets.
At MoDOT's request, on August 7, 2003 Steve Coates of MACTEC was interviewed by
reporters from the St. Louis Post-Dispatch and KWMU radio; subsequent news reports provided
details about the upcoming hearing and the study in general. In addition, letters of invitation
were sent to area legislators, local elected officials, county and municipal representatives, and
other potentially affected interests.

On September 3, 2003, the study team attended a press briefing hosted by St. Charles County
Executive Joe Ortwerth. Media representatives included reporters from the St. Louis
Post-Dispatch and St. Charles Journal newspapers.

The public hearing was held in an open-house format. No formal presentations were made.
After signing in, meeting altendees were given an information packet that included the following:
» Overview handout, which provided general information about the study and featured a
diagram of the Preferred Alternative (A2');
A handout of Frequently Asked Questions;
+ Schematic diagram of all study alternatives; and
Comment form.

Other information and displays available for public inspection included: the project purpose and
need; status of existing bridges; right of way, land use, and natural/cultural resource information;
and diagrams of the other roadway alternatives that were developed and evaluated in the study.

Meeting attendees were encouraged to provide their feedback and input on the comment form,
which could be left at the meeting or returned by mail. A court reporter was available to take
oral comments. Study team members from MoDOT, MACTEC Engineering and Consulting,
Inc., and Crawford, Bunte, Brammelier were in attendance to provide information, answer
questions, and address concerns. Reporters from the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, St. Charles
Journal, KSDK-TV, and KMOX radio attended the hearing.

Sixteen comment forms were received at the hearing. Twelve comment forms were recsived in
- the mail (two from the same person), as were four individual letters of correspondence.
Comments were submitted by area residents, business owners, and chamber of commerce,
development agency, and St. Charles County representatives. Elected officials submitting
comments included St. Charles County Executive Joe Ortwerth; Missouri State Senator Chuck
Gross; and U.S. Congressman Todd Akin. One attendee submitted an oral comment,

Comments expressed overwhelmingly support for the study, the Preferred Alternative, and the
DEIS; the general sentiment was that a new bridge crossing is necessary and overdue.
Respondents cited the tremendous residential and commercial growth in St. Charles and
St. Louis counties, and consistently heavy traffic volumes as reasons why an additional bridge
crossing is needed. Safety, partlcularly on the existing westbound bridge, was also a concern.
Many respondents felt that the Preferred Alternative and associated improvements will provide
significant regional benefits; not improving the river crossing would as a result be detrimental to
St. Charles and St. Louis counties and the entire St. Louis region.
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One individual expressed opposition to the proposed improvements. This respondent felt that
existing roadway facilities and bridges (including the Page Avenue Extension) are sufficient to
handle future fraffic needs, a new crossing on Route 40 will induce additional traffic volume, and
the estimated cost of the improvements should be spent on maintenance and repair.

Other general comments included:
» Access for pedestrianfbicycle traffic should be provided,
+  Westbound merge from Chesterfield Airport Road should be as long as possible;
s  Westbound merge from Chesterfield Airport Road should have two lanes; and
s Construction staging and existing bridge rehabilitation should be carefully phased and
coordinated.

5.1.3 Other Public Outreach

A toll-free number, 1-888-ASK-MODOT (1-888-275-6636), was available throughout the study
for public questions and comments. Information pertinent to the study and diagrams of the
bridge crossing alternatives were posted on MoDOT’s website for examination and download by
the public, and interested citizens could register their comments electronically submit comments
through the email link on the website. Telephone numbers of MoDOT study team members
were printed on handouts, informational literature, and the project website. MoDOT project
members provided study information to the media throughout the duration of the project, which
resulted in subsequent news reports.

5.2 Agency Coordination (Prior to the Draft EIS)

As part of MoDOT's early coordination process, letters requesting comments on the project
were sent to the USACE, USCG, USEPA, FTA, USFWS, NPS, MDC, MDNR, and SEMA (see
example letter dated December 4, 2001 in Appendix C). The agencies were also invited to
attend an initial agency coordination meeting on the project.

The agency scoping meetling was held on January 9, 2002, at the Robert Young Federal
Building in St. Louis. The meeting was used to introduce the proposed U.S. Route 40/61 bridge
improvement project to participating regulatory and resource agencies and to hear agency
concerns and gather information for the location study. The USACE, USCG, MDC, MDNR,
MoDOT, and FHWA attended the meeting. Agency comments or issues that were discussed at
the meeting were:

« The USCG prefers a design in which there are no piers in the river. Additionally, the
USCG would like 1o supply MoDOT an example write-up of how they have handled
navigation issues between the bridge abutments.

e The FAA should be included in the planning process due to the close proximity of Spirit
Airport to the project study area.

¢ MDC prefers a downstream location for the new bridge.

In Sections 5.2 and 5.3, all correspondence with a date reference is included in Appendix C.

5.2.1 Federal Transit Administration

The FTA did not attend the agency coordination meeting but responded to the request for
comments with a letter of January 2, 2002. The letter commended efforis to include the MPO
and transit agencies in the early coordination process. In a letter dated March 10, 2003, the FTA
determined that all projects in the St. Louis Region’s 2025 Transportation Plan, Legacy 2025, as
developed by the EWGCC, conform with the requirements of the CAAA and the relevant
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sections of the Final Conformity Rule 40 CFR Part 93. The Route 40/61 bridge over the Missouri
River is part of the Legacy 2025 Plan.

5.2.2 U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service

The USFWS did not attend the agency coordination meeting but provided comments on the
project in a letter of March 12, 2002. The letter indicated that three federally listed threatened or
endangered species (the bald eagle, Indiana bat, and the pallid sturgeon) could occur in the
project area. The USFWS stated that bridge design should incorporate appropriate
environmental features and avoid contributing to flooding problems in this portion of the Missouri
River floodplain. The USFWS also voiced concern about cumulative impacts of numerous
development projects on the floodplain of St. Charles and St. Louis counties, citing the Howard
Bend Levee District's construction of a 500-year levee, the Monarch Chesterfield Levee
District’s levee upgrade to 500+3 flood protection, the investigation of a 500-year levee on the
downstream side of Route 370, and the investigation of upgrading portions of the North County
Consolidated Levee District in St. Charles County, and recommended that FHWA and MoDOT
thoroughly evaluate the cumulative impacts of these flood contro! projects.

5.2.3 Missouri Department of Conservation

The MDC attended the agency scoping meeting and also offered comments in a letter of
July 12, 2002. After attending the project public information meeting held on June 26, 2002,
MDC staff members reviewed and discussed plans and issues from the meeting with other MDC
personnel. The MDC stated a preference for Alternatives 4 and 5, citing that their location
downsfream from Weldon Spring CA would avoid direct impact to that property. These
alternatives also retain the existing bridge, avoiding potential disturbance to the river that could
result from demolition of the bridge.

5.2.4 U.S. Coast Guard

Several faxes and emails were sent to Mr. Roger Wiebusch of the USCG from March 2002 to
November 2002 to keep the USCG aware of the project and to obtain navigation information. No
face-to-face meetings were conducted with the USCG other than the agency scoping meeting
on January 9, 2002. The USCG agreed to act as a cooperating agency in a letter dated
March 18, 2002. The USCG completed their review of and approved the Draft EIS in a letter
dated May 2, 2003.

5.2.5 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

In a letter dated March 20, 2003, the USACE agreed to participate as a cooperating agency on
the project. In a follow up letter on July 1, 2003, the USACE provided their comments on the
review of the Draft EIS. The primary comment was that the document should reference Section
10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899, This was addressed in the Draft EIS,

5.2.6 Municipal and Public Coordination

A letter dated December 30, 2002, was received from Joe Ortwerth, St. Charles County
Executive. Mr. Ortwerth expressed thanks for a recent project briefing and appreciation to
MoDOT and the project team for advancing the study effort. He requested continued
communication with St. Charles County on scheduling a public hearing in the spring, and
requested fo be advised on the progress of the EIS and securing a Record of Decision (ROD).

A letter dated February 7, 2003 was received from Mayor John Nations, ¢ity of Chesterfield.
Mayor Nations expressed thanks for the project briefing held on January 30, 2003. The Mayor
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emphasized in his letter the appeal of using the westbound bridge as a possible bicycle trail
connection between planned bike trails in Chesterfield and the Katy Trail. He requested to be
notified of the scheduling of the public hearing and the completion of the EIS.

5.3 Agency Coordination (After the Draft EIS and Prior to the Final EIS)

5.3.1 Native American Tribal Consultation

On November 17, 2003, copies of the Draft EIS were sent fo the following Indian Tribes:
o Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma;

lowa Tribe of Kansas and Nebraska;

lowa Tribe of Oklahoma;

Kaw Nation of Oklahoma;

Osage Tribe of Oklahoma;

Peoria Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma;

Quapaw Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma,

Sac and Fox Nation of Cklahoma;

Sac and Fox Nation of Missouri in Kansas and Nebraska;

Sac and Fox Tribe of the Mississippi in lowa; and

United Band of Cherokee Indians in Oklahoma.

® & & & & & 2 & * »

These tribes have historic connections to the area or may attach traditional religious or cultural
significance to archaeological sites in the project area. Along with the Draft EIS, these Indian
Tribes were also provided with a summary description of the known archaeological resources in
the study area.

The Peoria Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma submitted a December 5, 2003, letter of response
stating that they are unaware of any religious sites in the study area and had no objections to
the proposed construction. The Peoria commented that if any skeletal remains or objects falling
under the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) are uncovered
during construction, the work should stop immediately and appropriate state and fribal
representatives should be contacted.

5.3.2 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

The USACE submitted a letter dated September 25, 2003, requesting a change in the USACE'’s
address as listed in the Draft EIS; the change has been made. The USACE had no further
comments on the Draft EIS,

5.3.3 U.S. Department of the Interior

The DOI offered comments on the Draft EIS in a September 26, 2003, letier. The DOI letter
indicated a tendency to agree with the FHWA and MoDOT that impacts to Weldon Spring CA
would not constitute a use as defined under Section 4(f) but reserved a determination until the
agency reviews resuits of consuliation with MDC. The DOl agreed with FHWA that temporary
disturbance to the recreational use of the Katy Trail State Park during project construction is not
a 4(f) use of the trail. The agency also indicated general support for the location of the preferred
alternate.

The Draft EIS noted a need for future consultation with the MDC regarding the Dingell-Johnson
monies expended within the Weldon Spring CA. As indicated later in this section, the MDC
commented on the Draft EIS, noting that Dingell-Johnson funds were used io purchase a river
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access site that is not located near the project location and should not be impacted by the
project. MDC also stated that the preferred alternative is acceptable and that the agency
understands discussions on mitigating this impact will occur later.

DOI expressed concern about the cumulative impacts of numerous development projects on the
Missouri River floodplain in St. Charles and St. Louis counties. The agency also stated that the
Final EIS should provide a more thorough evaluation of the project's: contribution to induced
development in the floodplain and the secondary and cumulative impacts to fish and wildlife
resources from such development. As discussed in Section 4.21, the project area is protected
by a 500-year levee and similar protection is under construction or proposed downstream. Thus,
the natural and beneficial values normally provided by floodplains have already been lost to this
area and the proposed bridge improvement project evaluated herein is expected to contribute
minimally to cumulative floodplain development impacts in the project area.

Other entities (e.g., USACE, city of Chesterfield, city of Maryland Heights, Spirit Airport) have
conducted various studies of the induced development in the floodplain and its impact on area
resources such as weflands, fish and wildlife, etc. This project, which will provide a river
crossing commensurate with the mainline, is expected to contribute minimally if at all to further
induced development in the area,

The DOI commented on the incompleteness of the effects analysis on the bald eagle, Indiana
bat, and pallid sturgeon, recommending completion of a biological assessment for the listed
species. Section 4.14 has been revised to address DOlI's comments regarding endangered
species.

5.3.4 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

The USEPA provided comments on the Draft EIS in a letter of September 23, 2003. The
USEPA rated the Draft EIS as EC-2 (Environmental Concerns-insufficient Information) and
indicated that the agency’s concerns are based on the expected design year LOS D. USEPA
stated concern that an additional re-upgrade of the river crossing would be required that would
create secondary disturbance with accompanying environmental impacts. The lefter also
indicated that the Draft EIS presents insufficient information regarding the bridge approaches
and roadway modifications needed to connect the existing roadway to the new bridge
configuration and the extent of floodplain impacts. The detailed comments requested including a
discussion of the extent of roadway modification and ensuing effect on PEM wetlands shown in
Figure 3-1 near the eastern project terminus. An attachment to the letter contained several
additional comments generally requesting clarification on discussions of several topics,
including hazardous waste sites, farmland protection, wetlands, air quality, and threatened or
endangered species.

Section 3.0 has been modified in response to the recommendation for further information on
four potential hazardous waste sites depicted in Figure 3-1.

Section 4.3.8 (Environmental Justice) has been moved to Section 4.5 to provide more clarity to
the reader. Section 4.3.9 (Community Cohesion) has been renumbered Sections 4.3.8.

Section 4.6.2 has been updated with a concluding paragraph discussing the issue of level of
service. This project is in an urban/suburban area and in the design year during peak periods,
the level of service on the facility is expected to be an LOS D. This is considered acceptable in
an urban/suburban environment as it reflects the realities of highly populated areas and the
infeasibility of over-building the infrastructure system to achieve a better LOS.
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Section 4.12 has been modified in response to the comment on insufficient information
regarding the extent of floodplain impacts. The comment also questioned whether the floodplain
impacts include wetland impacts. It is assumed that the preferred alternative, Alternative A2', will
be approved. Any unanticipated permanent wetland impacts would most likely occur on the river
side of the levee and, therefore, could only be associated with the new pier placements. Such
impacts, if any, would be extremely minimal and would be quantified when the exact alignment
is staked. Any such impacts would be mitigated in the manner prescribed by the associated
Section 404 Clean Water Act Permit.

Section 4.12.1 has been updated with two new paragraphs at the end of the section to further
address impacts to floodplain and the relationship of the project with the Monarch-Chesterfield
levee.

Section 4.14.2 has been modified to address the question regarding trees used by bald eagles.

5.3.5 Missouri Legislature

A letter dated September 23, 2003, was received from Senators Jon Dolan and Chuck Gross,
and Representatives Sherman Parker, Scott T. Rupp, Joe Smith, Thomas S. Green, Carl
Bearden, Vicki Schneider, Tom Dempsey, Cynthia Davis, and Kevin Threlkeid. The signatory
legislators expressed staunch support for upgrading the major highway and bridge system in
and around St. Charles County. The letter requested the FHWA to approve the EIS and ROD at
the earliest possible date, indicating that priority consideration must be given to the bridge
crossing to address safety and congestion and accommodate the explosive growth on
Route 40.

5.3.6 Missouri Department of Conservation

The MDC offered comments on the Draft EIS in a letter of October 17, 2003. The MDC letter
iterated the preference for Alternatives B4 and BS that was previously expressed in July 2002,
during preliminary project planning. Although the preferred aiternative, A2’, will impact about
1.6 ac (0.6 ha) of the MDC's Weldon Spring CA, the agency indicated that this alternative is
acceptable and that it is understood discussions on compensating the MDC for this impact will
occur later. The Draft EIS indicated a need for future consultation with the MDC regarding
Dingell-dohnson monies expended in the Weldon Spring CA. MDC’s letler noted that
Dingell-Johnson funds were used to purchase a river access site that is not located near the
project location and should not be impacted by the project.

5.3.7 Missouri Department of Natural Resources

The MDNR commented on the Draft EIS in a September 25, 2003, letter, stating support for
retaining the existing westbound bridge. MDNR’s Division of State Parks commended MoDOT
for considering a bicycle/pedestrian lane on the westbound bridge and for continued
coordination with stakeholders regarding the incorporation of existing and proposed
bicycle/pedestrian trails and corridors. The Division indicated concern about inconvenience io
Katy Trail users during temporary closure of the trail and potential physical impacts to trait users
during construction and further noted that it is vital the trail be kept open during the Lewis and
Clark Bicentennial Commemoration. An additional comment confirmed that the project does not
impact LWCF-funded lands.

Anticipated impacts to the Katy Trail resulting from construction of this project will be
cooperatively addressed through a two-party agreement between MoDOT and MDNR. The
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agreement will address impacts such as frail closure, user inconvenience, and user safety within
project construction limits. Impacts to the frail from other transportation projects have been
successfully mitigated or lessened by implementing provisions contained in similar agreements
between the agencies. The Katy Trail will not incur trail closures or other construction impacts
from this project during the Lewis and Clark Bicentennial Celebration, since further project
development and commencement of construction activities will not occur within that timeframe.

MDNR's letter mentioned the potential for karst features in the project area and stated that this
issue should be addressed. Section 3.0 indicates that portions of the project arsa lie within the
Missouri River Section of the Ozark Border Natural Division and caves and sinkholes are
features of this section. Section 4.9 has been revised to address this topic further.

MDNR suggested MoDOT and FHWA may consider giving additional thought to future rapid
transit needs and potential flooding of the eastern approach to the bridge. Considering future
rapid transit needs between St. Louis and St. Charles counties is outside the scope of this EIS.

Two additional paragraphs have been added to Section 4.12.1 that pertains to the Missouri
River floodplain. Basically, it would not be feasible to reconstruct the eastern approach of the
Route 40/61 Bridge as it would result in the complete reconstruction of Route 40/61 through
Chesterfield Valley.

5.3.8 State of Missouri Emergency Management Agency

The SEMA submitted comments on the Draft EIS in a September 9, 2003, letter. The letter
indicated the need to comply with Missouri Executive Order 98-03 by acquiring a floodplain
development permit from SEMA before construction. SEMA also pointed out that development
within a regulatory floodway requires a “no-rise” certificate/statement before the development
can be permitted.

5.3.9 Municipal and Public Coordination

The mayor of the city of O'Fallon sent an October 22, 2003 letter supporting approval of the EIS
and ROD for the project. He cited the documented need for a new bridge and discussed job
growth in the St. Charles portion of the Route 40/61 corridor and the importance of a safe river
crossing to accommodate local commuters.

A letter dated September 30, 2003, was received from the St. Charles Chamber of Commerce.
The letter expressed a crucial need for this project and urged FHWA approval of the EIS and
ROD for a new U.S. Route 40/61 bridge over the Missouri River.

The O’Fallon Chamber of Commerce provided comments in a September 19, 2003, letter. The
lefter cited explosive increases in population and traffic in St. Charles County and the city of
O'Fallon. The Chamber stated the need for additional bridge lanes to accommodate increased
traffic and provide safer conditions for area commuters and the traveling public. The Chamber's
Board of Directors urged FHWA to expedite approval of the EIS and issue a favorable RQOD for
the project.

A letter of September 17, 2003, from the St. Peters Chamber of Commerce cited support for
Route 40/61 corridor improvements, including a new river crossing. The letter points out the
importance of adequate transportation for economic development activities and states that this
project is vital to St. Charles County's continued growth. The letter urged the FHWA to grant
expedited approval of the EIS and encouraged issuance of a favorable ROD.
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Joe Oriwerth, St. Charles County Executive, submiited a letter dated September 9, 2003.
Mr. Ortwerth cited his long-time advocacy for a new river crossing along the Route 40/61
corridor and noted both the need and benefits of the project. He urged the FHWA to grant
expedited approval of the EIS and encouraged issuance of a favorable ROD.

The Chesterfield Community Development Corporation provided comments in a letter dated
September 22, 2003. The letter expressed their support of the project and the rapid growth
occurring in St. Charles County. They also cite Chesterfield Commons as one of the nations
largest retail power centers.

On September 29, 2003, the Missouri Research Park provided a letter of support for the project
citing increasing traffic volumes.

The Chesterfield Chamber of Commerce sent a letter dated November 10, 2003 citing support
for the Preferred Alternative. They also stated their excitement of a possible bicycle/pedestrian
connection from Chesterfield to the Katy Trail.
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6.0 List of Preparers

Name Qualifications

Primary Responsibilities

Federal Highway Administration Reviewers/Preparers

Peqggy Casey BS Civil Engineering; 28 years of
professional experience with FHWA,

Don Neumann  BS Civil Engineering, 33 years experience
with FHWA

Missouri Department of Transportation

Matt Burcham BS Agriculture; 10 years of professional
- experience with MoDOT, Central Office

Randall Dawdy  MA History, BA Anthropology; 20 years
professional experience with MoDOT,
Central Office

Bill Graham BS Environmental Science; 25 years
experience with MoDOT, Central Office

Carole Hopkins  MS Agricultural Chemistry, BS Chemistry;
9 years experience with MoDOT, Central
Office

Macey Jett MBA Management, BS Business and
Econcmics; 19 years experience with
MoDOT, Central Office

Mark Kross MA Social Sciences, BA Interdisciplinary
Archaeology; 25 years of professional
experience with MoDOT, Central Office

Alan Leary MS Biology, BS Wildiife Management;
2 years experience with MoDOT, Central
Office

Jeff Lefiwich BS Civil Engineering; 17 years experience

with MoDOT, Central Office

Lance Livesay  BS Wildlife Conservation and
Management; 3 years experience with
MoDQT, Central Office

Kevin Mchugh MA Architectural History, BGS Art History,
8 years experience with MoDQOT, Central
Office

Environmental Coordinator
Engineer

Programs Engineer

Senior Environmental
Specialist

Historic Bridge Coordinator

Senior Environmental
Specialist (Public Lands)

Senior Environmental
Specialist

Senior Environmental
Specialist (Air Quality and
Noise)

Environmental Process and
Policy Assistant

Intermediate Environmental
Specialist {(Sensitive
Species and Wildlife

Liaison Engineer

Intermediate Environmental
Specialist (Hazardous
Waste)

Intermediate Environmental
Specialist (Agricultural/lLand
Use and Floodplain)
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Name Qualiifications Primary Responsibilities

Rob Meade MS Avian Ecology, BS Biology and Public  Senior Environmental
Relations; 4 ysars experience with Specialist (Wetland, Water
MoDOT, Central Office Quality)

Bob Reeder PhD Anthropology, MA Anthropology, BS  Cultural Resources
Biotogy; 12 years of professional Coordinator
experience with MoDOT, Central Office

Gayle Uniuh BA Environmental Science, MS Biology; Wetland Coordinator

Rusty Weisman

Larry Weity
Terry Wren

10 years experience with MoDOT, Central
Oifice

MA Anthropology, BA Anthropology;
4 years experience with MoDOT, Central
Office

BS Civil Engineering;

BS Soil and Atmospheric Science; 7 years
experience with MoDOT, Central Office

MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, Inc.
Stephen Coates BS Givil Engineering; 16 years of

Kathy Conley

Chyistine
DuMey

Lois DuMey

Scott George

Linda Hart

professional experience in the field of
roadway design and transportation
planning, and 9 years of experience in
NEPA and EIS documentation.

BS Biology; 10 years of professional
experience in ecology, GIS and impact
analysis.

BS Biology; 4 years of professional
experience in aquatic ecology, GIS, and
socioeconomics.

MS Environmental Science; 6 years of
professional experience in NEPA, 4(f)
evaluations, socioeconomics, EIS

documentation, and document review.

BS Geology; 23 years of professional
experience in environmental investigations
including wetland delineation and
geological assessments.

BS Business/Biclogy; 18 years of
professional experience with professional
responsibility in technical writing, editing,
document production, and sociceconomics
for environmental documents.

Archaeologist

MoDOT Project Manager

Senior Cartographer

Location Study and
Engineering Manager, Lead
Document Coordinator

GIS Specialist, Document
Support

Environmental Specialist
{Socioceconomics)

Environmental Task
Manager (Sociceconomics),
Document Coordination

Wetlands, Water Quality
and Geology

Technical Editor and Lead
Document Coordinator
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Name

Qualifications

Primary Responsibilities

Richard Hart

Brian Mueller

Raymond
Steege

Jeff Strickland

Eric Westhus

AAS Drafting and Design; 9 years of
professional experience in civil
engineering and land development
applications and noise analysis.

BS Fisheries/Limnology; 16 years of
professional experience in fisheries, GIS,
and impact analysis.

MBA Business Administration, BS Civil
Engineering; 21 years of professional
experience managing engineering
investigations, flood plain studies,
hydrologic analyses, roadway design, and
commercial development.

BA Communications; 19 years of
professional experience in
communications with responsibility for
managing public participation programs
and coordinating stakeholder involvement
activities for major transportation studies.

MS Biology, BS Biclogy; 2 years of
professional experience in Ecology and
GlS.

Crawford Bunte Brammeier

Doug Shatto

HNTB
Brian Carlson

Mark
Grossenbacher

Pete Jarchow

Robert Lyon

BS Civil Engineering; 18 years of
professional experience in the field of traffic
engineering and transportation planning.

MS Civit Engineering, BS Civil Engineering;
17 years of professional experience as
bridge designer

BS Civil Engineering; 15 years of
professional experience in project
management of bridge analysis.

BS Civil Engineering; 25 years of
professional experience in hydraulic
assessment

MS Civil Engineering, BS Civil Engineering;
25 years of professional experience in
bridge design

CAD Manager/System
Administrator, Noise Impact

.Assessment

GIS Coordinator

Project Manager

Public Involvement
Coordinator

GIS Support

Task Manager, Traffic and
Transportation Planning
Studies

Existing Bridge Condition
Report

Project Manager, Bridge
Analysis

Manager — Water
Resources

Senior Bridge Designer —
Existing Bridge Condition
Report

P\510233\dpiFEIS\Roule 4061 FEIS.doc

6-3



Final EIS U.S. Route 40/61 Bridge Over Missouri River

MoDOT Job No. J6P1436 8t Charles and St Louis Counties, Missouri
Name Quualifications Primary Responsibilities
Valerie McCaw  MS Civil Engineering, BS Civit Engineering;  Section Manager -
21 years professional experience in Municipal Infrastructure

hydraulic assessment

Dan VanPetton = MUP Urban Planning, BS Forestry; 28 years  Navigation Impact
professional experience as an Analysis
urban/environmental planner

Steve Steib BS Civil Engineering; 28 years professional  Existing Bridge Condition
experience in bridge design Report

Martinez Corporation

Rigo Cisneros - Aerial Photography,
Digital Elevation Modeling
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7.0 Agencies, Organizations, and Persons Who Received the
Final EIS

Federal

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Attn: Office of Federal Activities

NEPA Compliance Div, EIS Filing Section
Areil Rios Building {South Oval Lobby)
Mail Code 2252-A, Room 7241

1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, D.C. 20044

Dr. Willie R. Taylor, Director

Department of Interior

Ofiice of Environmental Policy and Compliance
Main Interior Building, MS 2340

1845 C Strest N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20240

Mr. Joe Cothern, NEPA Program Manager
Environmental Review Branch

U.8. Environmental Protection Agency
901 North 5" Street, ENSV-10

Kansas City, Kansas 66101

Mr. Nick Chevances
Environmental Review

Great Plains Support Office
National Park Service

1709 Jackson Street

Omaha, Nebraska 68102-2571

Mr. Danny McClendon

ATTN: Craig Litteken, Regulatory Project
Manager

Regulatory Branch DA

St. Louis District, USACE

ATTN: CEMVS-CO-F

1222 Spruce Street

St. Louis, Missouri 63103-2833

Mr. Roger Weibusch

U.8. Coast Guard

Eighth Coast Guard District
1222 Spruce Strest

St. Louis, Missouri 63103

Mr. Ken Sessa

Regional Environmental Specialist
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Region Vil

2323 Grand Boulevard, Suite 900
Kansas City, Missouri 64108-2670

Mr. Charles Scott

Field Supervisor

U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service

608 East Cherry Strest, Room 200
Columbia, Missouri 65201

Mr. Raymond Homer
Environmental Coordinator
U.S. Department of Agriculture
Rural Development

601 Business Loop 70 West
Parkade Center, Suite 235
Columbia, Missouri 65203

Ms. Sandy Freeman

Environmental Officer

U.S. Depart. of Housing and Urban Dev.
St. Louis Field Office, Region VII

1222 Spruce Strest

St. Louis, Missouri 63103-2836

Mr. Paul Mohr, Field Environmental Officer
U.8. Dept. of Housing and Urban Dev.
Kansas City Regional Office, Region VIi
400 State Avenue

Kansas City, Kansas 66101

Senator Jim Talent
1031 Executive Parkway, Suite 100
St. Louis, Missouri 83141

Senator Christopher S. Bond
7700 Bonhomme #6156
Si. Louis, Missouri 63105

Representative Todd Akin
301 Sovereign Court, Suite 201
St. Louis, Missouri 63011
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State

Ms. Jane Epperson, Policy Supervisor
Policy and Coordination

Missouri Department of Conservation

P.O. Box 180, 2901 West Truman Boulevard

Jetferson City, Missouri 65102

Mr. Dennis Potter, Soil Scientist, Liaison
Natural Resources Conservation Service
Parkade Center, Suite 250

801 Business Loop 70 West

Columbia, Missouri 65203

Ms. Jane Beetem, Transportation Coordinator

Missouri Depariment of Natural Resources
P.O. Box 176, 205 Jefferson Sirest
Jefferson City, Missouri 65102

Mr. George Reidsl,

Floodplain Management Manager
State Emergency Management Agency
P.O. Box 118

Jefferson City, Missouri 65102

Ms. Erica Dobreff

Missouri Housing and Davelopment Comm.
3435 Broadway

Kansas Clty, Missouri 64111

Missouri Federal Assistance Clearinghouse
Office of Administration

P.O. Box 809, Truman Building, Room 840
Jefferson City, Missouri 65102

Governor Bob Holden

Missouri Capitol Building, Room 216
P.O. Box 720

Jefferson City, Missouri 65102-0720

Senator Jon Dolan

District 2

State Capitol Building, Room 428
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101

Senator John Griesheimer
District 26

State Capitol Building, Room 226
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101

Representative Jack Jackson

District 89

Missouri House of Representatives

201 West Capitol Avenue, Room 201CA
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101

Representative Scolt T. Rupp
District 13

Missouri House of Representatives
201 West Capitol Avenue

Room 3048

Jefferson City, Missouri 65101

L.ocal

The Honorable Joe Ortworth
County Executive

St. Charles County

Historic Courthotise

100 North Third Strest

St. Charles, Missouri 63301

The Honorable George “Buzz” Westfall
County Executive

St. Louis County

41 South Central Avenue

Clayton, Missouri 63105

Mayor John Nations
Chesterfield City Hall

690 Chesterfield Parkway West
Chesterfield, Missouri 63017

Mayor Donald Licklider
Wetldon Spring City Hall

5401 Independence Road
Weldon Spring, Missouri 63304

Pat Oldcroft, City Administrative Assistant
Weldon Spring City Hall

5401 Independence Road

Weldon spring, Missouri 63304

Mr. Les Sterman

Executive Director

East-West Gateway Coordinating Gouncil
10 Stadium Plaza

St. Louis, Missouri 63102

Ms. Marsha Ramey, Branch Manager
St. Louis County Library

Sachs Branch

16400 Burkhardt Place

Chesterfield, Missouri 63017
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Tort Liability Statement
Traffic Accident and Safety Data

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 42 United States Code (USC) §§ 4321-4370f,
requires that this analysis of the proposed project must consider and discuss its effects and
impacts on mankind, and its effects and impacts on plants, animals, resources, and the natural
world in general. One of the key elements to be discussed in any NEPA analysis of a proposed
highway project is its effects and impacts on the safety of those who use those highways.
However, Congress has recognized that even while this document summarizes and presents
traffic accident and safety information for the general information and benefit of the public,
pursuant to federal law, some people may attempt {o use the information to establish federal,
state or local liability in lawsuits arising from highway accidents. Congress has enacted a law,
23 USC Section 409, which prohibits the discovery or use of highway accident and safety data,
developed under federal law to make highway safety improvements, in litigation seeking
damages for accidents and occurrences on these highways. Congress's rationale is obvious —
the safety data was compiled and collected at their request, to help prevent future accidents,
injuries and death on our nation's highways. If that information can be used in expensive
damage suits, then the millions of dollars that litigation may cost the Missouri Department of
Transportation (MoDOT) and local governments will not be available for their use to make
Missouri's highways safer.

Traffic accident statistics and safety data are compiled, presented and summarized in portions
of this Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS). Where noted in this document, the
discussion, reports, lists, tables, diagrams and data presented throughout that chapter, unit,
section or subsection was compiled or collected for the purpose of identifying, evaluating or
planning the safety enhancement of potential accident sites or hazardous roadway conditions
pursuant to federal l[aw. Thus, that information and its supporting reports, schedules, lists,
tables, diagrams and data are not subject to discovery, and they are prohibited by federal law
(23 USC § 409) from being admitted into evidence in a federal or state court proceeding, or from
being considered for other purposes, in any action for damages arising from an occurrence on
the highways, intersections or interchanges discussed in this document.
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B1 introduction

This section documents the studies conducted to evaluate both bridge rehabilitation and
replacement options for the Route 40/61 Missouri River bridges connecting St. Louis and
St. Charles counties. '

B2 Existing Structures

B2.1 Description

B2.1.1 Route 40 Eastbound Over the Missouri - Bridge A4017

Superstructure

The eastbound, Route 40/61 structure over the Missouri River was opened to traffic in 1990 and
is made up of four units, totaling approximately 2,600 feet. The 51’-4" deck has a 48’-0" roadway
with 1’-4" barrier curbs on each side.

Both the west and east approach span units are made up of two-span continuous composite
plate girders with an 82" cast-in-place concrete deck including, as stated in the plans, a 134"
latex overlay. Field inspections dispufe the depth of the latex overiay. Refer to the “Current
Condition of the Existing Structures” section following. The west approach span unit consists of
two 161-foot spans, utilizing six girders, with 72" web depth, on 9-0" spacing. The east
approach span unit consists of a 130°-6" and a 101’-9" span also utilizing six girders on 9-0"
spacing. However, the girders of the east approach have a 60" web depth.

The two main river crossing units are each made up of a ftwo span continuous, variable depth,
Warren through truss. Each span is made up of sixteen 32'-0" panels, resulting in 512'-0” span
lengths. The trusses are 54’-0” center to center, with a height varying from 40'-0* to 750",
Similar to the approach spans, the deck is an 8%" cast-in-place concrete slab. The floor framing
of the truss is made up of four, 4 panel continuous stringer units. The stringers themselves are
W27x94 beams. Similar to the approach span units, there are six stringers on 9'-0" spacing.

Substructure

The substructure of the main river crossing truss units (Piers 4 through 6) can be divided into
two types. Piers 5 and 6 are two-column piers whose columns extend down to solid shafts that
start at approximately the Standard High Water elevation {Elevation 452.20) and extend down to
footings. The footings are founded on either a solid rectangular shaft, or two circular shafts that
extend down to rock. Pler 4 is also a two-column pier whose columns extend down fo a solid
shaft that starts at the Standard High Water elevation. However, this shaft extends down to a
footing that is founded directly on rock,

The transition pier, between the west approach spans and the main truss spans (Pier 3), is a
simple two column pier. The columns extend down to a spread footing on rock. The transition
pier, between the east approach spans and the main fruss spans (Pier 7), is also a simple two-
column pier. However, the columns of Pier 7 extend down to a pile-supported footing. The steel
H-piles extend down to rock.

The substructure of the west approach unit consisis of a non-integral concrete stub bent (End
Bent 1) founded directly on rock. Rock at this location is very shallow, approximately 13 feet
from the roadway surface, Bent 2 is similar to Pier 3 in that it is a simple two-column bent whose
columns extend down to a spread footing on rock.
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The substructure of the east approach unit consists of a non-integral open concrete end bent
{End Bent 9) with two columns founded on pile-supported footings. The steel H-piles of the
footings extend to rock. Bent 8 is similar to Pier 7 in that it is a simple fwo-column bent whose
columns extend down to a pile supported footing. The steel H-piles of Bent 8 also extend down
to rock.,

B2.1.2 Route 40 Westbound Over the Missouri River — Bridge J1000R

Superstructure

The westbound, Route 40/61 structure over the Missouri River was opened to traffic in 1935 and
is made up of four units, totaling approximately 2,600 feet. The overall deck width is 33'-0" with
a 32'-0" roadway and 6” wide tubular steel rails on each side. The tubular steel rails are boited
to W8x24 rail posts that are bolted to the exterior sfringers and the deck.

Both the west and east approach spans are made up of two simple span Warren deck truss
spans. The west approach span trusses are made up of six 24"-2" panels, resulting in 145'-0"
span lengths. The trusses are 20°-0” center to center, with a centerline to centerline chord height
of 18’-0". The east approach span trusses are made up of six 21’-8" panels, resulting in 130'-0"
span lengths. As with the west approach, the east approach trusses are 20'-0" center to center,
however they have a centerline to centerline chord height of 15'-0", The deck of both of the
approaches is a 4%4” thick concrete filled steel grid with a %" polymer concrete wearing surface.
The floor framing of the approach trusses is made up of a series of simply-supported stringers
spanning between truss panels. The stringers of the west approaches are W16x45 and
W21x59, exterior and interior, respectively. The stringers of the east approaches are W16x40
and W18x45, exterior and interior, respectively. In each case there are eight stringers on 4'-7"
spacing supporting the deck.

The two main river crossing units are each made up of a two span continuous, variable depth,
Warren through truss. Each span is made up of sixteen 32'-0” panels, resulting in a 512'-0” span
length. The trusses are 36°-9” center to center, with a height varying from 40-0" to 75-0".
Similar to the approach spans, the deck is a 4%" thick concrete filled steel grid with a
%" polymer concrete wearing surface. The floor framing of the truss is made up of a series of
simply supported stringers spanning between truss panels. The stringers are W21x59 and
W24x74, exterior and interior, respectively. Similar to the approach span framing, there are
eight stringers on 4’-7” spacing.

Substructure

The substructure of the main river crossing truss units (Piers 4 through 6) can be divided into
two types. Pier 5 is a two column pier whose columns extend down to a footing whose top
elevation is approximately the Standard High Water elevation and is 15'-0" thick. This footing is
founded on two 22°-0" circular shafts which extend down to rock. Piers 4 and 6 are also two
column piers whose columns extend down to a footing whose top elevation is approximately the
Standard High Water elevation. However, this footing is founded on a rectangular shaft that
extends down fo rock.

The ftransition pier, between the west approach spans and the main truss spans (Pier 3) is
nearly identical to Piers 4 and 6. The only differences being the dimensions of the individual
piers. Likewise the transition pier, between the east approach spans and the main truss spans
(Pier 7) is nearly identical to Pier 5. Again, the only differences being the dimensions of the
individual piers.
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The substructure of the west approach unit consists of a non-integral concrete stub bent (End
Bent 1) founded directly on rock. Rock at this location is very shallow, approximately 15 feet
from the roadway surface. Pier 2 is a simple two-column bent whose columns extend down to
two individual spread footings that are founded on rock.

The substructure of the east approach unit consists of a non-integral open concrete end bent
(End Bent 9) with two columns founded on pile supported footings. The steel H-piles of the
footings exiend to rock. Pier 8 is unique in that it has a footing founded on steel H-piles. Above
the H-pile fooling, it is similar to the other piers in that it is a simple two-column pier.

B2.2 Current Condition

B2.2.1 Route 40 Eastbound over the Missouri River — Bridge A4017

This structure was opened to traffic in 1990. This bridge is not eligible for the National Register
of Historic Places (NRHP). It was designed for an HS20 modified live load. It is currently open
with no restrictions or posting, Posting is not required since the maximum legal load does not
exceed the operating rating capacity. The operating gross load rating was reported in the most
recent in-depth bridge inspection report (refer to inspection dates addressed in the next
paragraph) to be 73 tons, based on an HS load type. The inventory gross load rating, also
based on an HS load type was reported to be 49 tons. The 1999 average daily traffic (ADT),
also listed in the most recent in-depth inspection report, was 39,969. Of this total, it was
estimated that 10 percent of the ADT was truck traffic, making the average daily truck traffic
(ADTT) approximately 4,000.

From available information, the date of the most recent routine maintenance inspection of the
Route 40/61 Eastbound Bridge over the Missouri River was August 19, 2003. A MoDOT
inspection crew performed this inspection. MoDOT recently issued a directive to inspect all of
the major river crossings (Missouri and Mississippi Rivers) effective February 5, 2003. FHWA
requires maintenance inspections every 24 months. A MoDOT inspection crew did an in-depth
and fracture critical inspection of the bridge on March 19, 2003. The last underwater inspection
was done in June 1999. The next underwater inspection should take place in June 2004 since
the designated interval for underwater inspections is noted to be 60 months.

The following information is based on both the in-depth inspection performed on March 19, 2003
and the routine maintenance inspection performed on August 19, 2003 by MoDOT crews. For
this and all following text, the MoDOT, “Bridge Inspection Rating Manual” will be referred to as
the “Bridge Inspection Manual.” The in-depth inspection noted that no future improvements are
proposed at this time.

Superstructure
The deck was most recently rated a “7”, which, according to the Bridge Inspection Manual,
denotes “GOOD CONDITION — some minor problems”, The latex overlay wearing surface which
is noted as being 2'4” thick, conflicting with the 134" noted on the plans, has wheel line wear and
minimal random cracking. Other minor problems noted include:

* afew of the metal SIP deck forms are missing;

e there is cracking/efflorescence under the deck cantilevers;

¢ a deck haunch is spalled near Pier 7; and

» there is minor spalling along the edges of the armor at compression seals within the

fruss spans.
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The superstructure was most recently rated an “8", which, according to the Bridge Inspection
Manual, denotes "VERY GOOD CONDITION — no probiems noted”. Despite the “no problems
noted” rating there were some minor defects noted with the diaphragm stiffeners. There are
small cracks in the bottom welds of those diaphragm stiffeners. Otherwise there is no significant
deterioration evident within the superstructure.

It was also noted in the routine maintenance inspection that the Ironmaster modular expansion
devices at bent 3 and pier 6 were replaced in 2001 with finger devices. This work consists of
replacing the Ironmaster modular expansion devices that were installed during the original
construction.

Some of the bearings were noted as having some light rust. The overall paint condition on the
bridge superstructure is rated “good”, but there is minor peeling in many areas.

It was noted in the most recent in-depth inspection report that the approach guardrail ends as
well as the transitions from the approach guardrail to the bridge railing do not meet currently
acceptable standards or a safety feature is required and none is provided. In the case of the
guardrail ends, they should be flared, buried, made breakaway, or shielded. In the case of the
transitions, the approach guardrail should be gradually stiffened as it comes closer to the bridge
railing and should be firmly attached to the bridge railing.

Substructure
The substructure was most recently rated a “7”, denoting “GOOD CONDITION - some minor
problems”. The “minor problems” noted in the most recent inspection were very few. Specifically
they were:

e minor cracking occurring in the step cap at Pier 6; and

¢ minor scrapes on the side of Pier 5,

it was also noted that the abutment cap bearings and river pier bearing seats were resealed.

Channel and Waterway

The channel and channel protection were most recently rated a “6”, denoting “Bank is beginning
fo slump. River control devices and embankment protection have widespread minor damage.
There is minor streambed movement evident. Debris is restricting the waterway slightly.”

The waterway was most recently rated an “8°, denoting "Bridge deck above roadway
approaches. Slight chance of overtopping roadway approaches.”

The bridge's vulnerability to scour was most recently rated a “6", denoting “Scour
calculation/evaluation has not been made”. Therefore this structure has not yet been evaluated
for scour potential,

B2.2,.2 Route 40 Westbound over the Missouri River — Bridge J1000R

This structure was originally opened to traffic in 1935. This bridge is eligible for the NRHP. It
was originally designed for an H20 live load in accordance with the American Association of
State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO), 1931. It is currently open with no
restrictions or posting. Posting is not required since the maximum legal load does not exceed
the operating rating capacity. The operating gross load rating was reported in the most recent
in-depth bridge inspection report (refer to inspection dates addressed in the next paragraph) {o
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be 37 tons, based on an HS load type. The inventory gross load rating, also based on an HS
load type was reported to be 23 tons. The 1999 ADT, also listed in the most recent in-depth
inspection report, was 39,463. Of this total, it was estimated that 10 percent of the ADT was
truck traffic, making the ADTT approximately 3,950.

From avallable information, the date of the most recent routine maintenance inspection of the
Route 40 Westbound Bridge over the Missouri River was August 19, 2003. A MoDOT inspection
crew performed this inspection. MoDOT recentily issued a directive to inspect all of the major
river crossings (Missouri and Mississippi Rivers} effective February 5, 2003. FHWA requires
maintenance inspections every 24 months. A MoDOT inspection crew did an in-depth and
fracture critical inspection of the bridge on March 17 and 18, 2003. The bridge is currently on a
24-month inspection cycle to check for cracks found in a fracture critical member. The last
underwater inspection was performed in June of 1999, The next underwater inspection should
take place in June of 2004 since the designated interval for underwater inspections is noted to
be 60 months,

The structure was rehabilitated in 1990. This rehabilitation included:

sandblasting and repainting of the superstructure;

removal and replacement of the concrete filled steel grid deck;

placement of a %" polymer concrete wearing surface;

replacement of the barrier rail post and rail;

repair of cracks in floor system stringers;

misceltaneous floor beam repairs;

placement of a preformed compression joint seal at Bents 2 and 8,

replacement of the finger joint expansion devices at Benis 3, 5, and 7;

replacement of navigation lighting system; and

miscellaneous substruciure concrete repairs including formed concrete repair, unformed
concrete repair, pressure epoxy grouting, and placement of a vertical drain systems
behind the end bents.

® & & » » & ° 8 *

The following information regarding the condition of the superstructure, substructure, and the
channel and waterway of this structure is based on the inspection performed in August 2001,
That inspection noted that at this time a proposed improvement includes “Replacement of
bridge... because of substandard load carrying capacity or substandard bridge roadway
geometry.” This work considers the replacement of the entire structure including the main river
crossing spans as well as the approach spans on either side. The estimated 1997 project cost
includes $30.60 million for the bridge replacement and $3.06 million for the roadway
improvements, The 1997 estimate for the total project cost is $45.2 million.

Superstructure
The deck was most recently rated a “7”, which, according to the Bridge Inspection Manual,
denotes “GOOD CONDITION — some minor problems”. The polymer overlay wearing surface is
showing signs of wear. Other minor problems noted include:

» rustis bleeding through the overiay along the grid lines;

» cover aggregate is worn off sporadically throughout the deck;

« spalling of the epoxy is widespread, especially on the west approach; and

¢ random cracking of the overlay.
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It was noted in the text of the report that “An evaluation of the existing overlay, combined with
the life expectancy of the bridge, was made by the district, and it was determined to leave the
wearing surface in place as is and not repair it, since it presents no traffic problems”.

The superstructure was most recently rated a "6", which, according to the Bridge Inspection
Manual, denotes “SATISFACTORY CONDITION - structural elements show some minor
deterioration”. ltems that were noted in the last inspection report were:

* small cracks in the floor beams of deck truss members on both the west and east sides

at the abutment areas;

+ the rocker at Pier 7 for the deck truss is tipped to the maximum with the most likely
cause being shoving of the abutment;
the north bearing at the east abutment is bouncing under fraffic loads;
generally the pins of the rockers are beginning to rust;
there is general rusting of the truss overall;
there is rusting along the chord lattice of the truss; and
there is pack rusting in gusset areas of the truss.

Although the truss is noted as having general rusting, and specific locations are noted as having
more significant rusting, the paint condition is noted as being rated fair’ overall.

Substructure

The substructure was most recently rated a “6", denoting “SATISFACTORY CONDITION ~
structural elements show some minor deferioration”. The substructure units generally exhibit
cracking and leaching. More specific problems noted are:

minor spalling at the north side of the End Bent 9 backwall;

* cracking and delamination of the End Bent 1 cap;

+ the cap seals are in poor shape; and

* some isolated deterioration around a few of the truss bearing areas.

L ]

The approach joints on each side of the bridge have been sealed with Dow Corning 902-RCS,

Channel and Waterway

The channel and channel protection was most recently rated a “6”, denoting “Bank is beginning
fo slump. River control devices and embankment protection have widespread minor damage.
There is minor streambed movement evident. Debris is restricting the waterway slightly.”

The waterway was most recently rated an “8°, denoting “Bridge deck above roadway
approaches. Slight chance of overtopping roadway approaches.”

The bridge’s vulnerability to scour was most recently rated a “6", denoting “Scour
calculation/evaluation has not been made.” Therefore this structure has not yet been evaluated
for scour potential.

B2.3 Estimate of Remaining Structure Life

B2.3.1 Route 40 Eastbound over the Missouri River —~ Bridge A4017

Structure life is greatly affected by many things including, but not limited to, frequency and level
of maintenance; past, current and future fraffic; changes (typically increases) in the magnitude
of live loads, etc. Estimates of future structure life are more difficult early in a structure’s life
since these variables are unknown. As a structure gets older, its frequency and level of
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maintenance, traffic counts, live loads, elc., can be better quantified and considered. However,
in a relatively new structure, one can only estimate these factors.

AASHTO typically considers the life of a new structure to be 75 years. This value is used in the
AASHTO Load Resistance Factor Design {(LRFD) Manual fo compute Fatigue Resistance. If a
design life other than 75 years is sought, it must be accounted for in the Fatigue Resistance
equation. Considering this, a best estimate for a new structure’s life is approximately 75 years,
Consequently a structure that was opened in 1990, as is the case here, could be expected to
have approximately 65 years of service life remaining.

B2.3.2 Route 40 Westbound Over the Missouri River — Bridge J1060R

Fatigue considerations are important in the estimate of the remaining life of a relatively old
structure. Although “fatigue” has only been a design consideration since the early 1960s, fatigue
maintenance problems in older struciures are often a determining factor in a structure’'s
remaining life. While some repairs are ceriainly economically viable to keep a structure in
service, others are of too large a magnitude to be economically feasible. In addition, the
functionality of a structure (i.e., its width, position, alignment, etc.) must all be considered in the
decision of whether any major retrofit scheme is economical.

In the case of this structure, the 1990 rehabilitation had already identified and repaired apparent
fatigue problems in the sfringers in spans 1-2, 2-3, 7-8, and 8-9. Additionally, the August 2001
routine maintenance inspection noted other possible fatigue related problems with small cracks
noted in the floor beams of the deck truss members on both the west and east sides. Several
elements of this structure are apparently approaching the end of their useful fatigue life. When
these fatigue considerations are combined with the age of the bridge, approximately 65 years,
and the relatively narrow deck width, only 32 feet, it could be assumed that another major
retrofit would not be economically prudent. Although structural elements could be replaced and
the structure’s service life extended, there is no feasible way to widen the structure and increase
its functional utility. The use of three ftraffic lanes on the structure may or may not have a
significant effect on its remaining fatigue life. Considering a typical deck life of approximately
30 years, and considering the fact that the existing deck was replaced in the 1990 retrofit, it
would be reasonable fo assume that this structure has approximately 20 years of remaining
service life,

For purposes of developing a lower first-cost alternative, however, consideration was given to
an extensive rehabilitation of the westbound bridge in Year 2020, which could feasibly extend
the service life of the structure an additional 30 years. The following section details the
assumptions made with regards to this rehabilitation, and the associated costs.

B2.4 Rehabilitation Options

One consideration of this study included the evaluation of both the existing bridges being
utilized indefinitely for the Route 40/61 corridor. Consideration was given to what repairs would
need to be made fo the bridges to ensure their viability as functional structures. The following is
a summary of that review.

Few options exist for widening truss-type bridges. Because the main structural steel supporting
members of a through truss are located immediately adjacent to, and above the roadway, this
type of bridge cannot be easily widened to provide additional traffic lanes or shoulders.
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B2.4.1 Route 40 Eastbound Over the Missouri River — Bridge A4017

The useful life of a bridge deck is dependent on many things. Among these are the type of deck,
the original construction materials and techniques, the frequency and type of de-icing chemicals
used, the use and maintenance of a wearing surface, and the environmental conditions to which
it is exposed. While some of these variables may be known, others are difficult or impossible to
predict, A typical general estimate of the life of a bridge deck varies from 25 to 35 years.

For the purpose of this study, it is assumed that the deck of this structure will need replacement
when it reaches the age of 30 years. Since the deck on the structure was originally constructed
in 1988, the next projected deck replacement will be in the year 2018.

Due to the relative young age of the structure, it is assumed that the rehabilitation will consist of
only a deck replacement. Along with the replacement of the deck, the safety barrier curbs and
the expansion joints wili also be replaced. Using MoDOT's ESTIMATE 2000 program for unit
prices, and the appropriate quantities from the original construction plans for the bridge, the
following cost for a deck replacement was computed.

ltem Quantity Units Unit Price ltem Cost

Removal of Existing Bridge Deck 135,000 lin. ft. $16.00 $2,160,000
Safety Barrier Curb 5,300 lin. ft, $80.00 $424,000
Concrete Wearing Surface 14,000  sq.yd $50.00 $700,000
Preformed Compression Jt. Seal (2.5") 50  lin. fi. $200.00 $10,000
Preformed Compression Jt. Seal (3") 700 lin. ft. $200.00 $140,000
Preformed Compression Jt. Seal (4") 50 lin. ft. $200.00 $10,000
Expansion Device (Finger Plate) 150  lin, it. $700.00 $105,000
Slab on Steel 15,000 sq.yd.  $250.00 $3,750,000
Total Project Cost $7,299,000

The fotal project cost shown above shows the present-day cost of the project. To project it to the
assumed date of the rehabilitation, that is, 2018, an annual inflation factor of 4 percent is
assumed.

B2.4.2 Route 40 Westbound Over the Missouri River — Bridge J1000R

It is estimated that the rehabilitation of the westbound bridge performed in 1990 will
economically extend the structure’s service life an additional 30 years, to the year 2020.
Extending the service life much beyond this point couid require significant expenditures
involving redecking, structural steel painting, and anticipated structural steel and substructure
concrete repairs. At best, the structure would still be functionally obsolete and would not rate at
HS20 loading.

In addition, the westbound bridge was built during a time when little or no consideration of the
effect of a seismic event was included in the design. Neither has the structure been refrofitted to
accommodate for this lack of design. Retrofitting a bridge of this type and age would require
significant expenditures and would add no additional service life to the structure.

It is estimated that the following items and costs would be minimally required to extend the life
of the westbound structure an additional 30 years beyond the Year 2020.
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ltem Quantity Units Unit Price ltem Cost
Removal of Existing Bridge Deck 88,000 sq.ft $16.00 $1,424,000
Concrete Wearing Surface 8,250  sq. yd. $50.00 $462,500
Preformed Compression Jt. Seal 2,050 lin. ft. $200.00 $410,000
Expansion Device (Finger Plate) 100 in. ft. $700.00 $70,000
Slab on Steel 9,900  sq.yd. $250.00 $2,475,000
Structural Steel Painting 4,200 tons $1,000.00 $4,200,000
Structural Steel Repair 1,500,000  lbs $6.00 $9,000,000
Pier Repair and Strengthening Lump Sum $1,000,000
Miscellaneous Lump Sum $1,000,000
Total Project Cost $20,041,500

The total project cost shown above shows the present-day cost of the project. To project it io the
assumed date of the rehabilitation, that is, 2020, an annual inflation factor of 4 percent is
assumed.

B2.5 Light Rail Transit Option

The potential use of the Route 40 westbound bridge for light rail transit is dependent on several
things. First, assuming dual tracks for the light rail service, the bridge would have to be used
exclusively for light rail. Shared light rail/roadway use is not feasible due to the relatively narrow
roadway width. Even a single light rail track would leave only adequate room for one roadway
traffic lane. Widening the truss for shared light rail and roadway traffic would also not be feasible
economically since it would essentially require replacement of the entire truss and its flooring
system. A new structure for westbound roadway traffic would have to be constructed. Second,
extensive deck framing modifications may be required. While it is likely that the truss itself and
the floor beams could adequately carry the light rail loading, it is unlikely that the floor system
stringers could safely carry a light rail maintenance vehicle load. Third, extensive approach
roadway work would be required to either direct westbound roadway traffic to a new structure,
or eastbound roadway traffic to the new structure and westbound roadway traffic to the existing
eastbound bridge.

fn summary, the Route 40 westbound bridge has the potential, with modifications, to carry light
rail traffic. However, it would require extensive structural and approach roadway modifications to
make it possible, and would not appear to be economically justifiable.

B3 Build Alternatives

A replacement bridge over the Missouri River must meet the navigational clearance
requirements of the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG). Early in the location study phase, the study
team requested information from the USCG seeking preliminary clearance requirements for a
new bridge. The USCG responded that the horizontal and vertical clearance in the navigation
span must meet or exceed the existing clearance. In addition, the navigation span piers must
align with the existing piers.

The navigation clearance for the existing bridges is listed at 447 feet in the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) Missouri River Navigation Charts. According to the USCG Bridge
Clearance Guide, bridges in this reach of the Missouri River must have 52 feet of vertical
clearance above the 2 percent flow line elevation (Elevation 455.20).
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The five final study alternatives consist of either a four- or six-lane new structure constructed

-immediately upstream or downstream of the existing bridges. The four-lane structure is coupled
with a rehabilitation of the existing westbound bridge, and the six-lane structure is coupled with
the removal of the existing westbound bridge.

The Coast Guard has stipulated that existing clearances over the Missouri River be maintained
and hydraulic considerations dictate matching the alignment of the piers in the floodway. The
new structure is anticipated to consist of four 512-foot spans over the Missouri River.

For purposes of alternative evaluation, the new structure is assumed to be either a four- or
six-lane matching through truss structure. Whereas alternative structure types may be
considered in a later preliminary design phase, architectural conformity and river span
requirements result in a through truss structure as the anticipated structure type. Square foot
costs and preliminary bridge layouts are developed on the basis of a through truss structure.

B3.1 Alternative A1

Alternative A1 consists of the construction of a new six-lane bridge immediately upstream of the
existing eastbound bridge. This assumes a matching through truss structure with four 512-foot
spans across the Missouri River. The new bridge would carry four lanes of eastbound traffic and
two lanes of westbound traffic. The existing eastbound bridge would become the westbound
bridge and carry three lanes of traffic. The existing westbound bridge would be removed.

B3.2 Alternative A2

Alternative A2 consists of the construction of a new four-lane bridge immediately upstream of
the existing eastbound bridge. This assumes a matching through truss structure with four
512-foot spans across the Missouri River. The new bridge would carry four lanes of eastbound
traffic. The existing eastbound bridge would become the westbound bridge and carry three
lanes of traffic. The existing westbound bridge would remain and carry two lanes of westbound
traffic.

B3.3 Alternative A2’

Aiternative A2’ consists in the construction of a new four-lane bridge immediately upstream of
the existing eastbound bridge. This assumes a matching through truss structure with four
512-foot spans across the Missouri River. The new bridge would carry four lanes of eastbound
traffic. The existing eastbound bridge would become the westbound bridge and carry three
lanes of traffic. The existing westbound bridge would remain and carry two lanes of westbound
traffic.

B3.4 Aiternative B3

Alternative B3 consists in the construction of a new six-lane bridge immediately downstream of
the existing westbound bridge. This assumes a matching through truss structure with four
512-foot spans across the Missouri River. The new bridge would carry four lanes of westbound
traffic and two lanes of eastbound traffic. The existing eastbound bridge would remain and carry
three lanes of eastbound traffic. The existing westbound bridge would be removed.

B3.5 Alternative B5

Alternative B5 consists in the construction of a new four-lane bridge immediately downstream of
the existing westbound bridge. This assumes a matching through truss structure with four
512-foot spans across the Missouri River. The new bridge would carry four lanes of westbound
traffic. The existing eastbound bridge would remain as eastbound and carry three lanes of
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traffic. The existing westbound bridge would remain, become eastbound, and carry two lanes of
traffic.

B4 Hydraulic Considerations

B4.1 Existing Bridges

The Route 40/61 bridges are twin existing truss bridges located at River Mile 43.9 (westbound)
and Mile 44.0 (eastbound) on the Monarch Bend of the Missouri River. The bridges are located
generally west of St. Louis, Missouri. The north abutments are located in St. Charles County
and the south abutments are located in St. Louis County.

The eastbound bridge is the upstream bridge. The bridge substructure is perpendicular to the
bridge and slightly skewed to the direction of flow. This bridge has eight spans ranging from 104
to 513 feet with a total length of 2,613 feet. The current bridge clearance is 447.0 feet
horizontal, 66 feet vertical for normal navigation flow, and 54 feet vertical during fiood stage.
According to the record drawings, the 2 percent flow line is Elevation 455.20, and the low chord
elevation is 508.3.

The westbound bridge is approximately 40 feet downstream of the eastbound bridge. The
bridge substructure is perpendicular to the bridge and slightly skewed to the direction of flow.
This bridge has spans matching the locations of the newer bridge, but offset slightly to the north
to allow for the skew of the river channel to the bridge. The current bridge clearance is also
447.0 feet horizontal, 66 feet vertical for normal navigation flow, and 54 fest vertical during flood
stage.

B4.2 Flood Information

Review of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps
(FIRMs) indicate the 100-year floodplain on the Missouri River at this location is bounded by a
levee on the south side and by high ground just north of the abandoned MKT Railroad
embankment on the north side. The floodway limit is the abandoned MKT Railroad embankment
on the north side; upsfream of the bridge, the floodway extends southward to the levee, then
narrows gradually to the bridge opening before widening out again, although it does not extend
completely to the levee in the reach downstream of the bridge. The top of leves elevation in this
location is approximately Elevation 470 and the top of the bluff is approximately Elevation 530.
The width of the floodway is approximately 2,400 ft (732 m) at the bridge locations and is
confined between the bridge abutment on the south and the abandoned railroad embankment
on the north, The 100-year flood elevation (Zone AE) is 467 on the upsiream side of the bridge.
The map states that the evees protect the area from the 100-year fiood.

B4.3 Missouri River Flood Model

The existing FEMA model is on order from FEMA. The existing model is likely in HEC-2 format,
but is probably a translation from the Kansas City District USACE old KC Backwater computer
program. The Kansas City District is currently preparing a new hydraulic model using UNET, a
one-dimensional, unsteady flow model. The Kansas City District recently revised the predicted
flood discharges for the Missouri River, based upon a flow frequency analysis preformed for the
upper Mississippi River. The revised discharges have not officially been submitted to nor
accepted by FEMA; the magnitude of change is probably less than 10 percent of the existing
flood discharges. The USACE will not complete their UNET analysis until late 2003, FEMA
Flood Insurance Studies and FIRMS are not presently scheduled to be updated, although
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discussions are ongoing between FEMA and the USACE. Such updates would probably not be
complete until 2008 to 2010.

B4.4 New Bridge Locations
Several bridge alternatives are being evaluated. All bridge alternatives have the common traits
listed below.
¢ The new bridge will have the same alignment as the existing bridges; the piers will be
perpendicular to the bridge and located with a slight offset to account for the flow skew,
just upstream or downstream of the existing bridge.
» The new bridge will have the same low chord elevation as the existing bridge.
e The new bridge will span over the abandoned MKT embankment.
» The new south bridge abutment will tie into the levee in the same location as the existing
bridge.

Build alternatives evaluated include:

» Alternative A1 — This includes a new bridge located upstream of the existing bridges and
the removal of the existing WB bridge.

s Alternative A2 and A2~ This includes a new bridge located upstream of the existing
bridges and the existing bridges remain.

s Alternative B3 - This includes a new bridge located downstream of the existing bridges
and the removal of the existing WB bridge.

o Alternative B5 - This includes a new bridge located downstream of the existing bridges
and the existing bridges remain.

B4.5 Discussion

From the data collected and evaluated to date the following observations are drawn. The new
bridge will have the effect of adding bridge length along the river, increasing the length of the
hydraulic constriction. This, and additional pier hydraulic losses, is anticipated to result in a
minor increase in flood profile for both the base flood and the encroached to floodway base
flood conditions. The existing floodway stays narrow for a short distance upstream of the
existing bridges, but expands almost immediately downstream of the existing bridges.
Therefore, a new bridge upstream of the existing should have no impact on the floodway. A
downstream location for a new bridge may require a longer bridge or a change to the mapped
floodway. When the computer model is received and is changed with the proposed new bridge
data, a negligible change in floodway and flood elevation of the Missouri River is anticipated.
Minor increases in flood elevations resuiting from a longer constriction, additional pier losses, or
encroachment {o the floodway can probably be compensated for with grading in the floodplain,
to open up more area for ficod flows under the spans of the bridge away from the channel. [f
this is not feasible, it may be necessary to add one or two short spans to the existing bridge(s)
and size the new bridge accordingly to match.

The 1987 and 1994 hydrographic surveys of the river channel show a significant scour hole
near one of the northern channel piers. This hole extends further downstream in the 1994
surveys. Because the bridge type requires that the substructure be perpendicular to the bridge,
scour potential is significant. If the existing bridge substructures are vulnerable to scour, it may
be desirable to locate the new bridge downstream of the existing, where it is less likely to impact
the existing structure.
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B5 Geotechnical Considerations

The plans from the existing bridge indicate a typical Missouri River alluvial sequence (sand)
above carbonate limestone. Bedrock is very near the surface or exposed on the north biuff of
the river at this location.

The north abutment located in the bluff, is founded in the limestone bedrock very near the
ground surface. At the base of the bluff, approximately 20 ft (6 m) of silty clay overlies the
limestone. The siity clay wedge thickens from the bluff toward the north river bank to nearly 30 ft
(S m). The siity clay is relatively soft (N values of 2 to 5) and reported fo have thin sand lenses.

From the north bank of the river, the subsurface consists mostly of sand overlying limestone
bedrock. The bedrock surface slopes deeper from north fo south. Bedrock is at Elevation 410 at
the north bank, Elevation 370 at midchannel, Elevation 360 at the south bank, and Elevation
350 at the existing south abutment.

Given an average ground surface of Elevation 450, this creates a wedge of alluvial sand from
40 ft (12 m) thick on the north bank to 100 ft (30 m) thick at the south abutment.

The bedrock is likely Mississippian Age, Keokuk-Burlington Formation, a cherty, thin to thick
bedded limestone. As in nearly all carbonate rocks such as limestone, rock discontinuities such
as moderate to severe weathering, voids or cavities, widened joints, fracturing are possible and
should be investigated,

The bridge plans stated allowable bearing values for H-piles of 9 kips per square inch (ksi) times
the cross-sectional area. Spread footings on rock in the bluff were given an allowable bearing
value of 12 tsf. Drilled shafts were given an allowable bearing value of 50 tons per square foot
(isf) end bearing and 5 tsf in side friction. These values may be used to cost the proposed
bridge foundations, although, a comprehensive geotechnical exploration program and analysis
should be undertaken during the design phase.

Seismically, the location is in the Category A area according to the MoDOT Bridge Design
Manual.

B6 Cost Summaries

The bridge construction costs were evaluated using typical square foot costs for structures of
this type. No detailed span studies and foundation analyses were conducted, but similar bridges
were evaiuated for steel weight, concrete volume, reinforcing steel quantity, and substructure
cost. It is recommended that more detailed studies be performed prior fo bridge type selection.

B6.1 Basic Data

Four-Lane Bridge

Truss Spans (2048 x 74.67 x $400) = $61.2 million
Approach Spans (560 x 74.67 x $100) = $4.2 miillion
Total = $ 65.4 million

Six-Lane Bridge

Truss Spans (2048 x 112.67 x $400) = $92.3 million
Approach Spans (660 x 112.67 x $100) = $6.3 million
Total = $ 98.6 million
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Rehabilitation of Existing Eastbound Bridge
Total = $7.3 million

Rehabilitation of Existing Westhound Bridge

Total = $20.0 million

Demolition of Existing Westbound Bridge
Total = $1.5 miliion

B6.2 Present Value Cost Comparison of Alternatives:

B6.2.1 Alternative A1

New Six-Lane Bridge in 10 years
Present Cost:
4% Inflation for 10 years:
Present Cost at 7% Interest;

Rehabilitate Eastbound Bridge in 16 years
Present Cost:
4% Inflation for 16 years:
Present Cost at 7% Interest:

Demolish Existing Westbound Bridge in 10 years:

Present Cost:
4% Inflation for 10 years:
Present Cost at 7% Interest:

Total Present Value Cost:

B6.2.2 Alternative A2 and A2’
New 4-Lane Bridge in 10 years:
Present Cost:
4% Inflation for 10 years:
Present Cost at 7% Interest:

Rehabilitate Eastbound Bridge in 16 years:
Present Cost:
4% Inflation for 16 years:
Present Cost at 7% Interest:

Rehabllitate Westbound Bridge in 18 years:
Present Cost:
4% Inflation for 18 years:
Present Cost at 7% Interest:

Tofal Present Value Cost:

$98.6 million

$145.9 million

$74.2 million

$ 7.3 million

$ 13.7 miliion

$ 4.6 million

$ 1.5 million
$ 2.2 million
%$1.1 million

$79.9 million

$65.4 million
$96.8 million
$48.2 million

$ 7.3 million
$13.7 miltion
$ 4.6 miliion

$20.0 million
$40.5 million
$12.0 million

$65.8 million
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B6.2.3 Alternative B3

New 6-L.ane Bridge in 10 years:
Present Cost:
4% Inflation for 10 years:
Present Cost at 7% Interest:

Rehabilitate Eastbound Bridge in 16 years:
Present Cost:
4% Inflation for 16 years:
Present Cost at 7% Interest:

Demolish Existing Westbound Bridge in 10 years:

Present Cost:
4% Inflation for 10 years:
Present Cost at 7% Interest:

Total Present Value Cost:

B6.2.4 Alternative B5

New 4-Lane Bridge in 10 years:
Present Cost:
4% Inflation for 10 years:
Present Cost at 7% Interest:

Rehabilitate Eastbound Bridge in 16 years:
Present Cost:
4% inflation for 16 years:
Present Cost at 7% Interest:;

Rehabilitate Existing Westbound Bridge in 18 years:

Present Cost:
4% Inflation for 18 years;
Present Cost at 7% Interest:

Total Present Value Cost;

$98.6 million
$145.9 million
$74.2 million

$ 7.3 million
$13.7 million
$ 4.6 million

$ 1.5 million
$ 2.2 million
$ 1.1 million

$79.9 million

$65.4 million
$96.8 million
$49.2 million

$ 7.3 million
$13.7 million
$ 4.6 million

$20.0 million
$40.5 million
$12.0 million

$65.8 million

For the Preferred Alternative, A2, the present value cost of $65.8 million projected to 2007

dollars is $80 million,
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b. an appraisal rating of 2 or less for:
[temn 67, structural condition; or
Item 71, waterway adequacy.

To be functionally obsolete (FO) the bridge must have:

8. an appraisal rating of 3 or less for:
Item 68, deck geometry; or
Irem 69, underclesrances; or
Item 72, approach roadway alignment; or

b. an appraisal rating of 3 for:
Item 67, structural condition; or
Item 71, waterway adequacy,

Any bridge classified as structurally deficient is excluded from the
functionally obsolete category,

After the deficiency status of a bridge is established, a check is made to

determine whether any construction or reconstruction of the.bridge

occurred in the past ten years. If either Item 27, Year Built, or Ttem 106,
Year Reconstructed, indicate 2 date within the past ten years, the bridge is

not eligible for HBRRP fundinp.

After the eligibility of the bridge is established, the sufficiengy rating (SR)
of the bridge is used to determine whether it is eligible for replacement or
rehabilitation, To be eligible for replacement, the SR must be less than 50,
and to be eligible for rehabilitation the SR must be 80 or less. The.SR is only
used to determine eligibility, it should not be vsed to dictate-what the. ,
appropriate cormvective strategy is for a partieular structure, This should be

done with cost analyses that account for the porential life of the bridge
under each alternative. A bridge with a SR batween 50 and 80 could

qualify for replacement, if it is documented that replacement s more cost-

effective than rehabilitation. Likewise, replacement is not always the
appropriate strategy for a bridge with a SR less than 50,

Once the eligibility. and appropriate strategy are determined, the scope of
work must address the deficlencies of the bridge, When the proposed work
does not bring the deficiencies vp to current standards, the bridge work is
not eligible for HBRRP funds. State standards approved by BHWA are to

be used for National Highway System (NHS) projects. For non-NHS

projects, State standards are to be used. A bridge that is defitient due to

its narrow roadway width is not eligible for HBRRP funding unless the.

g only-an overlay
r HBRRP funding, because it does
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i The Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) did make
‘ an exception to this requirement for painting, seismic retrofitting, and
calcium magnesium acetate application. HBRRP funds may be used for
cach of these three items of work on a deficlent bridge withiout addressing
the deficiencies of the bridge. For example, a narrow bridge could ba
painted with HBRRP funds without widening the bridge as ‘pért of the
‘ project. .

S =TT et

The abave criteria should be used for bridges on and off the NHS. For nion-NHS

- projects, which ate now exempt from Federal Highway Administration oversight, the
State is responsible for monitoring the proper use of HBRRP funds. This information
| should be provided to those individuals responsible for project development and for
preparation of estimates, '
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! If there are any qﬁcstidns on the eligibility policy fd!- HBRRP funds, plsase.'»ict us know. % ;
. : ‘:l:k i
L . 3
i ‘ Sincately yours,, ' R 8
| Gerald J, Reihsen, P<E,
o 72 Division Admuusu.'af:gz.'
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105 West Capifol Avenue

Missouri P.0. Box 270
Jefferson Clly, MO 65102

Depariment T a9 1512551

. Fax (573) 751-6555
Of TI’ anSpOFfaflon : www.modol.stale.mo.us

Henry Hungerbeeler, Director
EXAMPLE AGENCY SCOPING LETTER

December 4, 2001
ADDRESS
Dear
Subject: Design, U.S. Routes 40 and 61, St. Charles and St, Louis Counties, 0.5 mile east

of the Route 94 interchange in St. Charles County to 0.6 mile east of the :
Chesterfield Airport Road interchange in St. Louis County, Job No, J6P1436,
Environmental Coordination |

The Missouri Department of Transportation (MoDOT) is initiating the preparation of an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to replace the existing westbound U.S.
Routes 40 and 61 bridge over the Missouri River with a new bridge and appurtenant
roadways/structures in St. Charles and St. Louis Counties, Missouri. The existing westbound
bridge was completed in 1935, Please find enclosed two (2) plates illustrating the study area for
the subject improvement, which would provide a 3- or 4-lane crossing of the Missouri River.
The proposed project begins 0.5 mile east of the Route 94 interchange in‘St, Charles County and
continues easterly to 0.6 mile east of the Chesterfield Airport Road interchange in St. Louis
County, a distance of approximately 1.9 miles.

MoDOT and its consultant, Harding ESE, are soliciting comments from your agency as part of
our early environmental coordination process. Please address your concerns by January 31 to:

Mr. Steve Coates

Harding ESE _

3199 Riverport Tech Center Drive
St. Louis, MO 63043

You are also invited to attend and participate in an agency coordination/scoping meeting to
discuss the proposed improvement. The meeting is scheduled for 10:00 a.m. on Wednesday,
January 9, 2002, in the EOC Conference Room of the Robert A. Young Building (Mart Building)
at the corner of Tucker (12th) Street and Spruce Street, St. Louis, Please advise Matt Burcham,

Our misslon Is to preserve and Improve Missourl's fransportatlon systom (o enhange safety and encourage prosperity.

& Printed on recycled paper




Colonel Morrow
December 4, 2001
Page 2

Senior Environmental Specialist, by fax or E-mail if you plan to attend this meeting. The fax
number is (573) 522-1973 and E-mail is burchm@mail. modot.state.mo.us. We look forward to
seeing you at the meeting,

Sincerely,

Dave Nichols
Director of Project Development

dn/ch
Enclosures

Copies: - Mr. Ed Hassinger -- 6
Mr, Mark Kross -- pd




Bob Holden STATE OF MISSOURI Jerry B. Uhlmann

Governor Dirgctor

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY

' DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY
OFFICE OF THE ADJUTANT GENERAL

P.O. Box 116, fefferson City, Missouri 65102
Phone: 573/526-9100 Fax: 573/634-7966
E-mail: mosema@mail.state.mo.us

December 14, 2001

Mr. Steve Coates

Harding ESE

3199 Riverport Tech Center Drive
S1, Louis, MO 63043

Re:  Comments for the Preparation of the EIS on the Route 40/61 Proposed Missouri River Bridge
Replacement in St, Charles County & St. Louis County, Missouri. MoDOT Job Number J6P1436

Dear Mr. Coates:

We very much appreciate your notice for an opportunity to make comments for the Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) for the proposed Route 40/61 Missouri River bridge replacement projeot in both St. Charles and St. Louis
Counties, Missouri. Please accept this letter as comment for the EIS, as requested in the letter, sent by Mr. Dave
Nichols, Director of Project Development, Missouri Department of Transportation,

The State of Missouri is a participant in the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP), Any development associated
with this project located within a Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA), as identified by the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA), must meet the requircments of the State of Missouri Executive Order 98-03. This
would require obtaining a floodplain development perimit for the proposed project. This permit must be obtained
prior to the commencement of any construction/development activities. This permit would be obtained from this
agency.

If the proposed development is located within a regulatory floodway, a “No-Rise” certificate and stalement as to the
effects of possible flooding, is required before the development can be permitted. This analysis must be performed
by a licensed engineer and to current FEMA mapping standards.

If you have any questions concerning this letter, or the requireiuents of Executive Order 98-03, please feel fiee to
give me a call at (573) 526-9119,

Sincerely,

N S

L. Scott Samuels, P.E.
Floodplain Management Engineer

VR Kay Carder, Mitigation Specialist, FEMA R-VII
Dave Nichols, Missouri Department of Transportation
Steven Lauer, Floodplain Administrator, St. Charles County
J. Michael Dooley, Floodplain Adminisirator, St. Louis County
St. Charles County Community File
5t, Louis County Community File
MoDOT File
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REGION Vil 901 Locust Streat
U.S. Department iowa, Kansas, Suits 404
of Transportation Missourl, Nebraska Kansas Clty, MO 84106
B16-120-3020

Federal Transit

1 9.3621 (f;
Administration 81632 {fax)

January 2, 2002

Mr. Dave Nichols

Director of Project Development
Missouri Department of Transportation
105 West Capitol Avenue

P.O. Box 270

Jefferson City, Missouri 65102

Dear Mr. Nichols:

Subject: Design, U.S. Routes 40 and 61, St. Charles and St. Louis Counties, 0.5 mile east
of Route 94 interchange in St. Charles County to 0.6 mile east of the Chesterfield
Airport Road interchange in St. Louis County, Job No. J6P1436, Environmental
Coordination

Thank you for your letter dated December 4, 2001 informing us that the Missouri Department of
Transportation (MoDOT) is beginning environmental coordination for an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) on a proposal to replace the westbound U.S. Routes 40 and 61 bridge over the
Missouri River with a new bridge. We very mich ‘appreciate receiving information and being kept
apprised of this important transportation projest. . . .

It is understood that the MPO for the St. Louis metropolitan area, the East West Gateway
Coordinating Council, has been included as part of the early coordination process-and has been
invited to participate at the agency coordination/scoping meeting scheduled for J anuary 9, 2002, In
addition, we understand that the local public transit agencies, Bi-State Development Agency and
St. Charles County will also be invited to this meeting, We commend your efforts for including
the MPO and the transit agencies in the early coordination process for this project.

If you have any quéstions, please call Ms. Joan Roeseler, Director of Planning and Program
Development, FTA-Region VII, at (816) 329-3936,

s e

Mokhtee Ahmad = - R
: : ‘Regional Administrator o S
cc: ‘Steve Coates, Harding ESE -
Matt Burcham, MoDOT
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY |

REGION VI
901 NORTH 5TH STREET
KANSAS CITY, KANSAS 66101

JAN 14 2001
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Steve Coates

Harding ESE

3199 Riverport Tech Center Drive
St. Louis, MO 63043

SUBIJECT: U.S Routes 40 and 61, Job No J6P1436

Dear Mr, Coates;

This is to inform you that EPA has received your letter dated December 4, 2001
concerning the road development project mentioned above.

We appreciate the opportunity to participate in the planning of this project, and in
particular in the preparation of the EIS. We do not intend to attend the agency
coordination/scoping meeting mentioned in the letter, but look forward to reviewing any
preliminary draft components of the Environmental Impact Statement that you prepare for
distribution.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. If you have any questions or
require technical assistance you may contact Stephen Smith of my staff at 913-551-7656.,

Sincerely,

' ;;r;«},.d (Z ﬂo?ftéa«_»

Joseph B. Cothern
NEPA Team Leader
U.S. EPA, Region VII

~ RECYCLEE®




United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Missouri Ecological Services Field Office
608 East Cherry Street, Room 200
Columbia, Missouri 65201
Phone: (573) 876-1911 Fax: (573) 876-1914

March 12, 2002

Ms. Peggy Casey

Environmental Projects Engineer

FHWA Division Office

209 Adams Street

Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 -

Dear Ms, Casey:
Please refer to the November 20, 2001, Federal Register Notice of Intent to prepare an

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for a proposed new bridge location for U.S. Route 40 and
Interstate Highway 64 ovor the Missouri River in St. Charles and St. Louis Counties, Missouri.

. The Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) submits the following comments pursuant to the

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as
amended (16 U.S.C, 1531-1543).

NEPA Comments

The Service is concerned about the cumulative impacts of the numérous development projects on

the floodplain of St. Charles and St, Louis Counties, There are 500-year levees protecting the .
Riverport and Earth City areas downstream of the proposed project. The Howard Bend Levec
District, immediately downstream of the proposed project, is constructing'a 500-year protection
levee. We understand that the City of Hazelwood is investigating a 500-year protection levee.on
the downstream side of Highway 370 on the Missouri River floodplain. The St. Louis District,
Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) is assisting the Monarch Chesterfield Levee District in
upgrading their levee from 80-year flood protection to 500+3, flood protection. During the
reconnaissance phase of the Corps’ project involving the Chesterfield- Monarch levee, the Corps
evaluated three alternatives involving three 500-year levee alignments. In a 12 April 1995
memorandum, Gary Dyhouse, Chief, Hydrological Engineering stated that “the existing levee
alignment, raised to a 500-year level of protection (levee alignments 1 and 2), increased the 500-
year [water surface] profile by 3.4 feet upstream of U.S. Highway 40. The [water] velocities
around the bridge for this levee alignment increased from 15.4 ft/sec (base condition) to 19,1
ft/sec. The effects of upstream water surface increases and channel scounng velocities are
concerns for this levee alignment.” T A F

The Corps is also investigating the feasibility of upgrading’ portions of the North County
Consolidated Levee District in St. Charles County. There is a potential that' upwards of 25 miles
of floodplain land may be protected with 500-year levees (river mile 46.3 to mile 21.3) in St.
Louis County alone Coupled with the construction of Page Avcnuc the vanqms ﬂapdplam
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projects likely would contribute to a serious bottleneck in flood flow conveyance in this portion
of the Missouri River floodplain.

In preparing the EIS and planning for this bridge project, we strongly recommend that the Federal
Highway Administration and the Missouri Department of Transportation thoroughly evaluate the
~ cumulative impacts of these flood control projects. Bridge design should incorporate appropriate
environmental features and avoid contributing to flooding problems in this portion of the
Missouri River floodplain.

Endangered Species Act Comments

The pallid sturgeon (Scaphirhynchus albus) occurs adjacent to the project area in the Missouri
River. Limited data is available concerning preferred habiltats, but the species has been captured
in tributary mouths, over sandbars, along main channel borders, side channels and in deep holes..
Small sturgeon have been captured in off-channel backwaters. Any modifications to these
habitats associated with the project could have an adverse effect on the pallid sturgeon.

The bald cagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) is a common migrant and winter resident. throughout
the state and are uncommon breeders along some of the major rivers and larger reservoirs in the
state. During winter, they congregate near rivers and reservoirs with open water aﬁd-p_ftc;i_ near
large concentrations of waterfowl. Wintering eagles usually occupy river habitats between
November 15 and March 1, and use large diameter riparian tree species as daytime perches and
night roosts. They usually perch within a riparian corridor or along lake shores and prefer areas -
with limited human activity. At night, wintering bald eagles may congregate at. communal 100sts
and will travel as much as 12 miles from feeding areas to a roost site. The period January'l to
March 1 is important for initiating nesting activity; March 1 to May 15 is the most critical time
for incubation and rearing of young. "

Bald eagles are known to prefer trees greater than 11 inches dbh and within 100 to 600 feet of
water for perching sites. Eagles also tend to roost on the tallest trees (greater than 63 feet above
ground level). Cottonwood (Populus deltoides) and sycamore (Platanus occidentalis) arc often
selected over other trees for perching and roosting. We recommend the project be designed to
avoid the loss of trees matching these criteria.

The Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) may also occur in the project area. From late fall through winter
Indiana bats in Missouri hibernate in caves in the Ozarks and Ozark Border Natural Divisions.
During the spring and summer, Indiana bats utilize living, injured (e.g. split trunks and broken
jimbs from lightening strikes or wind), dead or dying trees for roosting throughout the state.
Indiana bat roost trees tend to be greater than 9 inches diameter.at breast height (dbh) (optimally
greater than 20 inches dbh) with loose or exfoliating bark. Most important are structural ‘
characteristics that provide adequate space for bats 10 roost. .

Preferred roost sites are located in forest openings, at the forest edge, or where the overstory
canopy allows some sunlight exposure to the roost tree, which is usually within 0.6 mi. of water.
Indiana bats forage for flying insects (particularly moths) in and around the tree canopy of
floodplain, riparian, and upland forests.




If trees are to be removed for the proposed project, they must be removed between October 1°
and March 30% to avoid the potential injury or death to roosting individuals and maternity
colonies. If it is not feasible to schedule tree removal during this period, the Service requires that
a survey, to determine the presence or absence of Indiana bats, be conducted by a qualified
biologist. Survey efforts should include using a combination of mist nets and bat detection
devices [e.g., “Anabat” (© Titley Electronics, Ballina, New South Wales, Australia)}, Ifitis
determined that a survey for Indiana bats is needed, please contact the Missouri Ecological
Services Field Office to obtain specific information regarding survey protocol. If surveys
indicate that Indiana bats are using trees proposed to be removed during their breeding season
(April 1 to September 30) further consultatign with the Service under section 7 of the Act will be
required.

The proposed project is a major Federal action. Thus, section 7(c) of the ESA, as amended,
requires preparation of a biological assessment to determine the effects of the proposed work on
the above-listed species. Biological assessments should include: a scientifically sound on-site
inspection of the study area to determine if the listed species are present; interviews with
recognized experts on the listed species, including the Service, state conservation agencies,
universities, etc.; literature reviews or other scientific information to determine species
distribution, habitat needs, and other biological requirements; an analysis of the cffects
(including cumulative impacts) of the proposed work would have on listed species and their
habitats. If you determine that the proposed work may affect any of the listed species, you must
request, in writing, formal consultation from this office pursuant to section 7(a) of the
Endangered Species Act. A requestto initiate formal consultation can accompany submission of
the biological assessment to the Service.

If you have not already done so, pleasc contact the MDC (Planning Division, P.O. Box 180,
Jefferson City, Missouri 65102-0180) for information concerning Missouri Species of

. Conservation Concern.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the project and look forward to working with your
agency as the project progresses. If you have any questions regarding our comments, please
contact Rick Hansen at (573) 876-1911, extension 106.

Sincerely, E
%&Scott
Field Supervisor

ce: MDC, Jefferson City, MO (Zichmer)
FWS, Ft. Snelling, MN (MacLean)

JML:jm1:20020387
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U,S. Department Cormmandsr 1222 Spruce, Street

of Transportation, /Q«. Elghth Coast Guard District St Louls, MO 163103-2832
Staff Symbol: obr

United States ' Phone: (314) £38-3600x379

Coast Guard FAX: (314) 63037585

16591.1/43.8 MOR
March 18, 2002

Ms. Peggy 1. Casey, P.E, _ < M/ = ﬂ @L "Afﬂf’ M ;

Environmenta! Programs Engineer g o bl

Federal Highway Administration

Missouri Division

209 Adams Street ~ 4 PI¥ 34
Joffarson City, MO 65101 '

Subj: DANIEL BOONE HIGHWAY BRIDGE REPLACEMENT, MILE 43.8,. MISSOURI
RIVER

Dear Ms. Casey:

This is in reply to your Febmary 28, 2002, letter inviting the Coast Guard to act ns a Cooplerating .

Agency for the National anromncntal Policy Act (NEPA) process on the suhiec; project. We
agree to serve as a Cooperating Agency for the project from the navigational standpoint, We
should be given the opportunity to review the Dreft Environmental Inpact Stateent, Our
review and recommendations on the vertical and horizontal clearance requirements for river
traffic will be coordinated with youx bridge designers, :

Looking forward to acting as a Cooperating Agenoy, the following comments é."woﬁ'ered'

a. The title page for the document should show the U,S. Coast Guard as a Cooperanng
Agency. .

b, Table of Contents, (in the area where you list impacts): L S

(1) Include o Section entitled Navigstionsl Impaots ’ ' A

(2) Include a Sectxon entitled Bndge Impacts

nnpacts) . '
RETIETeR N | | |
s (I In tha navigation ithpacts section, d:souss the impascts upon navigation caused by, the

new bridge for the Missouri River. Use ewggm (1) fak ugmmaa be considered in the .
discnssioh _ 0T AR i AR

079 A AT "&

“J"*nlu‘l 1’1:! ’l‘ii S et

¢. Document Text (in the sections wh&gwi \d’iéc!xss%aw’ge{honal i:%pacts and bndga .
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16591.1/43,8 MOR 3

March 18,2002 o4

1 . P 'u,':gi?:

s S

Subj: DANIEL BOONE HIGHWAY BRIDGE REPLACEMENT, MILE 43.8, MISSQURI : gg
RIVER : .

S

(2) In the bridge impects section, discuss the impacts the bridge will have upon the items
listed in enclosure (2). Limit your discussion to only those impacts between the two bridge b
abutments, The list is provided as a guide only; it is not intended that you complete the form and
return it. -
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d. Bnclosure (3) is an example of a navigational and bridge impacts discussipn.

R
)
s

Please contact me at the above telephone number if you have questions regarding our comments 4
or requirements. , o ' ‘3&:

Sincerely, : | ‘ ':ﬁj’;'

.: },‘; ‘ 3‘1: 4

: : ‘ R

O Mo

-~ ‘ e ) o 'I.{“l ;‘;I%H
BRUCEL. MCRAREN " . L

Projogt Manager - : P 4

By direction of the District Commapder : - ..+ ', *:;;ié

R o g

Encl: (1) Navigation Bvaluation L o R

(2) Environmental Assessment e ' r ' ‘gzs’

(3) Sarople Nevigational and Bridge Impacts discussion R L %pi

Copy:\AdODOT/aniromnental Studies/Carole Hopkins ' v
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MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION
. : " Headquariers :

Zﬁﬂi Wés( Truman Boulevard, T.O. Box 180, Jefferson City, Missouri 65102-0180
Telephone: 573/751-4115 A Missourt Relay Center: 1-800-735-2966 (TDD)

JOIIN 1. HOSKINS, Director

July 12, 2002

Larry Welty, P.E.

Transportation Planning Cootdinator :
Route 40/Daniel Boone Bridge Study Team , : E
1590 Woodlake Drive )

Chesterfield, MO 63017

Dear Mr, Welty:

This letter is in response to the Route 40/Daniel Boone Bridge Public Information }
Meeting that was held on June 26, 2002. Staff members from the St. Louis Regional :
Office were in attendance, and subsequently briefed the St. Louis Regional Coordination ' ( '
Team on the plans and issues discussed at the meeting. After some review and further

discussion, The Missouri Department of Conservation (MDC) offers the following _
comments, }

Alternatives 4 and 5 (see attached page) are our preferred alternatives. Either of these
alternaiives places the new bridge downstream of Weldon Springs Conservation Area, ' "
thereby avoiding direct impact to that property and ils habitats, which includeforested

wetlands just above the existing bridge complex and dry-mesic forest on the slopes and L
uplands. N 1

Furthermore, two side channels and a large sandbar located in theriver just upstream of e
the existing bridge provide valuable spawning, nursery, and overwintering habitat for e
large river fishes, Channel habitats such as these have been greatly reduced over the last SRS sl
century through channelization of the river, and additional impacts would add to the S
curnulative detriment of aquatic communities in the Missouri River. Alternatives 4.and 5 S
also retain the existing bridge, avoiding another potential disturbance to the river that
could result from demolition.

Thank you for allowing the Missouri Department of Conservation to provide input on this b
project,

Sincerely

Mike Arduser

Chair, St. Louis Regional Coordination Team
Missouri Department of Conservation

COMMISSION

STEPIIEN C. BRADFORD ANITA B. GORMAN CYNTHIA METCALFE HOWARD 1. WOOD
Cape Girrdea Kansus Gity St. Louis Bonne Terre }




Commander 1222 Spruce Streat
Eighth Coast Guard District St Louls, MD 63103 2832
" Staff Symbol: obr
Phone; {314) 539-3800x2379
FAX: {314) 539-3755

U.S. Department . .
of Transportation, g’,\;\ '

United States
Coast Guard

16591.1/43.8 MOR
November 18, 2002

Mr. Mark Grossenbacher, P.E.
HNTB

10 South Broadway, Suite 400
St. Louis, MO 63102

Subj: PROPOSED BOONE HIGHWAY BRIDGE REPLACEMENT, MILE 43.8, MISSOURT
RIVER

Dear Mr., Grossenbacher:

Regarding the subject project, we have determined that the horizontal and vertical ciéairance,s in’ ‘
the navigation span must be at least the same as the existing bridge. Navigation span piers must -
also be placed to correspond with those of the existing bridge, '

If you have any questions or nced further assistance please call M. Bruce McLaren at the above
telephone number :

Sincerely,

AJA.QQH*M 7' %»j-&m

WILLIAMF. KNUTSON
Acting Bridge Administrator
By direction of the District Commandex

RECEIVED

NOV 1 9 2002
HNTB-STL



‘ " o ‘ - County Executive
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December 30, 2002 c ot RS
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Mr. Greg Homn, P.E. Tﬁ%‘b‘ «’*’W of - il
Assistant District Engineer o K -~ Ly \é.;{\/
Project Development L ‘ &b e h .
Missouri Department of Transportation @U6< N
District 6 . “@4\‘5’

1590 Woodlake Drive
Chesterfield, MO 63017-5712

Dear Mr, Horﬁ:

Joe Ortwerth

Thank you for the briefing recently provided by you and the -MACTEC.'.

Engineering and Consulting team on the status of the U.8, 40 Bridge Location,
Cost, and Needs Study.

| continue to appreciate the hard work of the Department and the team on behalf '

of advancing the study effort to this juncture.. 1 look forward to being advised:of
the scheduling of a public meetmg this spring, thus allowing the pubilc tha.
opportunity to view the racommendatlan forthcoming. S

Greg, kindly continue to communicate with Gary. Eimestad as you work With the,
consultant team on the scheduling of a public meetmg, and the release of the.
flndmgs of the study to the public with regard to a new Missouri River bndge.' _
crossing. Thereafter, kindly advise on progress being made by the Department. S
on completing the required Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and securing

a ROD (Record of Decision) by the close of 2003.. Also, kindly advise on the

Inqulry that you offered to initiate during our. meeting. concemmg attammenti
issues related to lane capacity expansion projects,

Again, many thanks for the hard work of those involved with this project initiative
and for the excellent briefing once again provided during your visit to my office.

Sincerely, ‘ E @ E UV F-%

Joseph R. Ortwerth
St. Charles County Executive

Exscutive Office Bullding « 100 North 3rd Street + Suite 318 « St, Charles, MO 63301
Telephone 636-948-7520 » Fax 636-848-7521
E-mail address: countyex@mail.win.org




= Chesterficld

690 Chesterfield Pkwy W e Chesterfield MO 63017-0760
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February 7, 2003

Mr. Greg Horn, P.E.

Assistant District Engineer

Project Development

Missouri Department of Transportation
1590 Woodlake Drive

Chesterfield, Missouri 63017-5712

E@EWVE i.l \

5 L

ZZERE

Dear Mr. Horn;

Thank you for affording our City Administrator the opportunity to attend a briefing provided
by the Missouri Department of Transportation and MACTEC Engineering and Consulting -
team on January 30, 2003, regarding the Route 40/61 Bridge Location Study.” Although 1 was
unable to atiend, Mr, Herring has thoroughly updated me with regard to the mformabon that
was provided at that meeting,

With this in mind and having reviewed the material presented at the briefing, the City of
Chesterfield is in agreement with the study team that the preferred alternative for this bridge
study is Alternative A2’. The City is especially apprecxatlvc of the fact that this aitcrnatlve
lends itself to a possible bjcyclelpedcstnan connection from proposed bikeways in. =
Chesterfield to the Katy Trail. The City is also in favor of the connection from westbound
Chesterfield Airport Road to the collector-distributor road system and the connection of that
system to the existing westbound bridge.

Please continue to keep us informed regarding progress being made on completion of the
Environmental Impact Statement, and the scheduling of a public hearing for this project.

Thank you again for the work of those involved with this project.

Sincerely,
Cf.———- ¢5"‘-—'--—c.4..-
. Nations
ayor

CC: Michael G, Herring, City Administrator
Ray Steege, MACTEC
Steve Coates, MACTEC
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AP

Fedwral Translt Administratian FedoralHighway Adminisiration
201 Locul Sirgel foom 404 208 AdomaiSt
Kansak City, MO.64108 Jeffersen Clly, MO 85101
816-328.3620 5728367104
818-228-3921 {fax) 573-6380283 (fex)
U.S, Department of Transportation
March 10, 2003

Mr. Les Sterrman, Bxeoutive Direotor
East-West Gateway Coordinating Council
10 Stadivm Plaza

St. Louis, Missouri 63102-1714

Re: St. Louis Metropolitan Area Air Quality

Conformity Determination.
Dear Mr. Sterman;

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the Federal Highway Administ'ration’(FHWA)
concur in the East-West Gateway Coordinating Council’s January 29, 2003 Air, Quality
Conformity Determination, This determination coneluded that the projects and programs
included in the St. Louis Region's 2025 Transportation Plan, Legacy 2025, as amended through
the St. Louis FY 2003-2005 Transportation Improvement Program are in conformity. with the
requirements of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 and the relevant sections of the Final
Conformity Rule 40 CRR Part 93, |

Sincerely,

C"”‘%‘j & fouwllj - . ,
- Moklitee Atunad . , Allen Masuda :

Regional Administrator Division Administrator
Federal Transit Administration Federal Highway Administration

cc: EPA Region 7

BPA Region §

FTA Region 7

FTA Region 5

FHWA HQ-HENE

FHWA MRC

FHWA Missoun Division i
FHWA lllinois Division )
Missouri DOT

Hlinois DOT

Missouni Dept, of Natural Resources

lilinois EPA
Bi-State Development Agency
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

S$T.1L0U13 DISTRICT, 2OAPS OF ENGIKEERS
1222 SPRUCE STREEY
ST. LOUIS, MISSOUR! 631032853

March 20, 2003

Regulawzy Branch
File Number: 200200230

Ms. Peggy J. Casey
Federal Highway Administration

- Environmiental Programs Bngineer
209 Adams Street ;
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 B

Dear Ms, Casey: | | | e

This letter is in response to your request (fax dated Maxch 3, 2003) for the U8, ™
Axmy Corps of Engineers to be d cooperating agency by reviewing project documents -
and providing comments related to our jurisdiction and expertiss reganding the Route
40761 bridge over the Missouri River. The project oxtends from 0.5 miles cast of Route
94 to 0.6 miles east of Chesterfield Alrport Road, and is 1ocated in the northeast one-
quatier of Section 34, Township 46 North, Range 3 Bast, at apprommam Missouri Rives
miie 43.9,

The Corps of Engineers, St. Louis District, Regulatory Branch will pariicipate as
a cooperating agency by reviewing project documents, attending meetings and site visits,
and providing comments related 1o our jurisdiction and expertise. In addition, it any nﬁ
material is 1o be placed in wetlands or below the ordinary high waler elevation of the -
Missouri River, 4 Section 404 of the Clean Water Act permiit (and pussibly a Section m
of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 permit) must be issued by this office priorto
project construction.

If you have any questions concerning this matter, please feel free 10 contact me at
{314 331-8579. 1 will be the point-of-contact for this project. Plesse include the
following identification nuimbet with any future inquiries regarding this project:

200200230,
Sincerely,
Craig J. Litteken "
Rivers Project Manager
Regulatory ﬁr@zfi_ﬁ%w -
H

VIRONMEN
Mo R




U.S. Department of .
Homeland Security

United States
Coast Guard

Mr. Steve Coates
MACTEC

3199 Riverfront Tech Center Drive
St, Louis, MO 63043

Commander

Eighth Coast Guard District

EC

HAY

§ s

1222 Spruce Street

St. Louis, MO 63103-2832
Staff Symbol; obr -
Phona: (314)539-3800 Ext 2379
Fax: {314)639-3755

Email: bmelaren@cgsti.uscg.mil

16591.1/43.8 MOR
May 2. 2003

Subj: PROPOSED BOONE HIGHWAY BRIDGE REPLACEMENT. MILE 43.8, MISSOURI

RIVER

Dear Mr. Coates:

We have completed our review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), dated . .
April 18, 2003, on the Boone Highway Bridge replacement project. It meets the needs of the

Coast Guard and will support an application for a Coast Guard Bridge Permit. If you have any
questions, please contact Mr. Bruce McLaren at the above telephone number,

Sincerely,

"L

ROGER K. WIE
Bridge Administrator’
By direction of t

Copy:  Mr. Donald Neumann, P.E., FHWA
‘ Mir. Kevin Kieth, Chief Engineer, MODOT

=00

he District Cbmmander_ '




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

ST. LOUIS DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
1222 SPRUCE STREET
ST. LOUIS, MISSOURI 63103-2833

e July 1, 2003
) REPLY TO

" Regulatory Branch ECEIVE

File Number: 200200230

L
k72,
'a

SR

JUL 3 2003 :
Mr, Steve Coates g

MACTEC . '
3199 Riverport Tech Center Drive
St. Louis, Missouri 63043

Dear Mr. Coates:

This letter is in response to your request for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to
review and comment on the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared for the
Route 40/61 bridge over the Missouri River, The project proposal involves construction
of a new four-lane bridge, and extends from the Missouri Research Park overpass to
Chesterfield Airport Road. It is located in the northeast one-quarter of Section 34,
Township 46 North, Range 3 East, at approximate Missouri River mile 43.9.

The Corps of Engineers, St. Louis District, Regulatory Branch has reviewed the
draft EIS and has developed the following comments:

. Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 ‘was not mentioned in the draft
EIS. Section 10 should.be mentioned, as it will be oné of the required permits
from this office. Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Acl a331gns 1esp0n31b111ty
to the Secretary of the Army to regulate virtually any construction, excavation, or
deposition of materials in, over, or under navigable walers of the United States
(Missouri River), or any work that could affect the course, location, condition, or
capacity of those waters. This ensures that no activity shall impede or interrupt
commercial navigation, A Section 10 permit will be required for approachway
work that is over the Missouri River, and may be required for work associated
with the main bridge structure if temporary docking, dredging, or other various
activities are proposed as part of the bridge construction,

2. The draft EIS references forested, scrub-shrub, and emergent wetlands within the
study corridor. At this time, these wetlands are considered jurisdictional and any
impacts to these wetlands will require a Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
permit and/or a Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 permit.

3. The draft EIS topographical maps show blue-line streams within the study
corridor. At this time, these streams are considered Junschctlonal and any impacts
to these streams will require a Section 404 of the Clean Water Act penmt and/ox a
Sect:on 10 of thc RIVCI‘S and Harbors Act of 1899 pelrrut '

Printad on @ Ragycled Paper




If you have any questions concemning these corﬁments, please feel free to contact
me at (314) 331-8579, Please include the following identification number with any
future inquiries regarding this project: 200200230.

Copy furnished:

Ms. Lois Dumey

MACTEC

3199 Riverport Tech Center Drive
St. Louis, Missouri 63043

Sincerely,

o

Craig J. Litteken
Rivers Project Manager
Regulatory Branch
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Offlce of the Cmmty Emcutwe

St. Charles County : Joe Ortwerth. k
County Executive -

| 3zF?s"E".(')EE\I'F:"D'
September 9, 2003 1% sep 15 2003

, mssoum DEPT. OF TRANS, |
VDIRECTOR'S OFFICE A 4.

Mr. Donald Neumann, Programs Engineer
Federal Highway Administration

209 Adams Street

Jefferson City, MO 65101-3203

Dear Mr. Neumanrt:

On behalf of the 300, 000 plus 8t. Charles Countians who are my;, cnnstrtuents | am
wntlng in response fo the posting in the Federal Register dated Friday. Aﬂg?ust 8, 2003,
in support of the approval of an Environmentat Impact Statement (EIS) a‘nti Record of
Decision (ROD) for a new U.S. Route 40-61 Bridge over the Missouri River (8t. Charles
and St. Louis Counties, Missouri).

As you may know, [ have been a long time advocate of\building a new river:crossing
between St. Charles and St. Louis Counties along the Highway 4081 corridor. When
the Federal Highway Administration agreed to issue a design exce;)tltimto the Missouri
Department of Transpertation (MoDOT) allowmg for three lanes of traffic an the 1935
substandard bridge, | pledged to continue pursuing the construction of aiew bridge. In
fact, when it was learned that MeDOT did not have the resources to furid.a Location,
Cost, and Needs Study, 3t. Charles County provided the necessary funds allowing the
study initiative to commaence.

| have attached articles that have recently appeared in Iocal newspaperfs algng with
correspondence. These articles demonstrate the growing pubhc interest: and concearn
about this project. The new bridge project has been endorsed by the St, Gharles
County Journal, the local chambers of Commerce, and the St. Charles Colunty
Economic Development Council. In addition, the recent Pyblic Hearing/Open House
was well attended by the public and by their Federai State, and local elected officlals in
support of building a new bridge.

In the late 1880's, | bagan pushing for this study bacause | recognized tha:neead for
additional bridge lanes to handle the traffic volume, which grew from 62, DﬂD trips per
day across the Daniel Boone Bridge in 1999, to §2,000 last year. This is'a 33 percent
increase within just a 3-year period of time! This bridge, with wider lanes and full

Exscutive Office Buliding « 100 North 3rd Strect + Sulte 318 « 8t Chardes, MQ 53301
Tolaphons 636-949-7520 ¢ Pax 636.-949-7524
E-maif address: sountyex@mall.win.org
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Si;cerely, 3 i

I3

Al
.

shoulders, will provide for safer passage over the Missouri River, Furthennore, the new
bridge will serve the traveling public along the future |-64 High Tech quﬁbpr. an area
that is increasingly serving as the economic engine of the Gréater St Lojjs area, with
MasterCard, Citi Mortgage, Enterprise Leasing, the Missourt Research Patk, and other
major employers locating thelr facilities, and in some instances, their world
headquarters on the corridor. This bridge will also be a vital link in the Avenue of the
Saints. .

| urge the Federal Highway Administration to grant expedited.approyal.tdithe
Environmental Impact Statement for this project, and enicourage the issuance of a
favorable Record.of Decision for this project. Thank you for your efforts 1 improve the
performance of our transportation system in the Midwest. '

Joe Ortwerth
County Executive

cc:  The HonorablesChristopher “Kit" Bond
United States Senate

The Honorable James Talent
United States Senate

The Honorable Todd Akin
Member of Congress

St. Charles County Legislative Delegation

Mr. Kevin Keith, Chief Engineer
Missouri Department of Transportation

Mr. Ed Hassinger, District Engineer
Missouri Department of Transportation
District 6
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ER Executive
= This persmit must be obtained priod to the
z permit would be obtained from this agency-
-_—-""E If the developm ment i8 located within 2 regulatory floodway, 2 “pgs-rise’” obrﬁffcateistatement as to thé:’a
=, effects of possible e flooding i required before the deveiopmant can be permili gﬁ This analysis must
= performed by @ licensed engineer. p >
§'= if you have any questions concerning Execulive Order 98-03 reguir_ements, :ﬁieiase contact me a (&7 -""_
£ 526-9141. ' ’
§__ sincarely.
| GeorgeRiedel
Fimcﬂplam Map { gamgr’\t Manager K '
GR:psh
P —— '
cc Connie Wlsmewsm Mitigation gpecialist, FEMA Rggion Vil
MODOT Flle, ‘
Cornmuhity Fa\e — &, Chales and St Louns Gc:unty

MAR-38-2884
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Bo‘b'Hol'Idcn' ’ STATE OF VUZoys e
Cravenir . ‘
EMERGENCY MANAGEMEM AGENCY,F. ;
PEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY 3
: OFBICE OF THE ADIHTW GEﬁEML Lot o
! ) “poBox 116, Jeffefsonc ty Missnm 55102 ' , "“'t, :
 Phonet §731526-9100 FaX i 57316341986 M
' -mail! mosrsma@maﬂ a0, us R
September 9, 2003 ' . 5
Mr. Kevin Keitt, Chief Eng\neer o
Missour Depaﬁment of‘\'ranspa;tatmn e
RO, Box 2£0-- e s JORTREE e b e
Jafierson City, Mlssour\ 651 02—0270 , , :
CL
RE: U.S. Routé 40/64 Bridge, Job Number J6P'!436 . P
¥ :I ;‘5. ,
Dear Mr. Keitht ; S
to. comment res‘:rc'arc!\l g te dréft?:%an ironmental’ impact,
mbht n the pmpossd

opportumly
e accept 1 etter as oom

preciate the
g project. Pleas

We very much ap
staterment for the above reference

pro;ect
{P). Any development

The State of Migsouriis @ paricipant inthe National Flood insyrancs’ Proglan (N,E‘P

associated with this. project \pcated WIthn a spec.!al\ fino haz rd a$ @ htrﬂsd by the, Faderal
Emargency Management agency (F MA) st maet ﬁh =ts off State of ‘Missoul
d requ:re obtalning @ ﬂoudplam deve!opmemt enmt for the pmjecL

eqmrem
Order 98-03. This woul
i i commanc:emen { of the e construct E Ipment activity. The




September 17, 2003

Mr, Donald Neumann, Programs Engineer ‘
Federal Highway Administration '

209 Adams Street [
Jefferson City, MO 65101-3203

Dear Mr. Neumann: 1

On behalf of the 700+ member businesses and their employees, I am writing in response
to the posting in the Federal Register dated Friday, August 8, 2003, in support of the
approval of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and Record of Decision (ROD) for
a new U.S. Route 40/61 bridge over the Missouri River between St. Charles and St. Louis
Counties.

The Chamber is on record supporting many transportation projects including the
improvements to the U.S. 40/61 corridor, which includes the building of a new river
crossing. Economic development activities are dependent on adequate transportation and
this project is vital to the continued growth in St. Charles County. While originally the
need for projects like this were to facilitate traffic from residents in St. Charles County
commuting to St. Louis for work, this has changed dramatically as companies have begun
locating major facilities along the corridor and now the need is a two way street with
residents of St. Louis county commuting to St. Charles county for work. The increase in \
traffic over the current structure, from 62,000 trips per day in 1999 to over 82,000 last ‘
year, is evidence of the growth on the corridor.

The economy of St. Charles County is dependent on continued growth and the
transportation systems necessary to facilitate this growth are tremendously important to
our success. Of course, we cannot ignore the safety issues involved in continuing to put l
massive amounts of traffic on outdated structures. e

o .'-1-5“:':“?
Therefore, I urge the Federal Highway Administration to grant expedited approval of the, ., - ‘
Environmental Impact Statement for this project, and encourage the issuance of a ‘” .

favorable Record of Decision.

Sincerely,

S Wik

Ed Weeks
President/CEQ

Ce: Joe Ortwerth, St. Charles County Executive

T

Cares(Jf Business”

“Taki g,

1236 JUNGERMANN RQRD SUITE C ST PETERS, MISSOURI 63376 !
636-447-3336 » fax: 636-447-9575 * e-mail: stpeterschamber@stpeterschamber.com ¢ www.stpeterschamber.corni




O’Fallon Chamber of Commerce

September 19, 2003 i L/ﬁ

Mr. Donald Neumann, Programs Engineer
Federal Highway Administration o
209 Adams Street e
Jefferson City, MO 65101-3203 Leded 4

Dear Mr. Newmann: o

For the past twenty years, St. Charles County has seen phenomenal growth in the numberof .
residential, commercial, and retail developments. During the past decade, these developments,

low crime and a good quality of life have contributed to explosive population increases and

traffic in our county and city.

The Chamber recognizes the need for additional bridge lanes to handle the traffic volume, which
has grown from 62,000 trips per day across the Daniel Boone Bridge in 1999, to 82,000 in 2002.
A bridge, with wider lanes and full shoulders, will provide for safer drives to and from work for
commuters on both sides of the Missouri River as growth, development, and traffic along the
U.S. Route 40-61 and future I-64 High Tech Corridor increases. On a broader scale, a new
bridge will also provide for safer travel for the taxpaying traveling public.

The O’Fallon Chamber of Commerce Board of Directors urges the Federal Highway
Administration to grant expedited approval to the Environmental Impact Statement for the new
Missouri River Bridge Project and encourages the issuance of a favorable Record of Decision.

Thank you for your consideration and your efforts in making highway travel safer in O’Fallon
and the Midwest.

Sincerely, i
A LT

Sue Proost Scott Tate

Chatriman President / CEQ

Ce:  Joe Ortwerth, St. Charles County Executive
Gary Elmestad, Gary Elmestad & Associates

Phone: (636) 240-1818 Fax: (636) 281-8288 Email: ofcc@nothnbut.net Website:,mwv.ofaHOn_::'"_nochamber.com



(The Industrial Development Authority of the City of Chesterfield, Missouri)

c’ :" :::, CHESTERFIELD COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
3

Oflicers

Dennis Ripgs
President

Rodney Falgout
Vice President

WilHam Schweikert
Seerctary

Fric Winschel
Treasurer

Dircctors

Ashok Agrawal
Glem Borgard
Steve Domahidy
Prouglas Ellioy
Alan Politte

Rudy Siinneil
Wendy Wells
Thomas Sandiler
Excewtive Director

Joel AL Smiley

September 22, 2003

Mr. Donald Neumann, Programs Engineer
Federal Highway Administration

209 Adams Streel

Jefferson City, Missouri 65101-3203

Dear Mr. Neumann:

On behalf of the Chesterficld Community Development Corporation (CCDC) and an
active business/civic orpanization known as the Chesterfield V alley Coalition, 1 want
to voice our support of MoDO'T”s preferred Alternative A2 plan that calls for making
improvements 1o the existing Daniel Boone bridges on U.S. Route 40/6] and adding a
new one over the Missouri River. We also favor the approval of the Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) for this expansion project, and encourage the issuance of a
positive Record of Decision (ROD),

We join our colleagues in St. Charles County who feel that this bridge expansion is
vital to reducing traffic congestion that is gelting out of control due fo widespread
development on both sides of the river. More vehicles are traveling back and forth
over the existing bridges because more people are living in newer subdivisions and
aparlment complexes in St. Charles and commuting to jobs in the City ol St. Louis
and St. Louis County, and vice versa. Evidence of this phenomenon can be seen in
the increase of traffic volume, which is well documented. Between 1999 and 2002,
the number of trips per day across the Daniel Boone Bridge grew from 62,000 to
82,000, up 33-percent within a 3-year period of time.

Access (o Chesterfield Commons in the Valley, which is considered one of the
nation’s largest retail power centers, and to major employers (i.c. MasterCard, Citi
Mortgage, Enterprise Leasing and Missowri Rescarch Park) in St. Charles County
offering high-tech jobs is crucial to the economies on both sides of the river. The
number of businesses now operating in Chesterfield Valley is close to 500. This is
quite a turnaround from the total of 240 businesses that existed in the Valley prior to
the flood of *93. If we want them to grow and prosper, thus stimulating job growth,
then we need to do all we can to make sure nothing impedes the flow of consumer
traffic to their establishments. The same holds true for major companies along the
1-64 High Tech Corridor that can’t find highly gualified job candidates because no
one wants to spend four hours a day commuting to and from work,

We urge the Federal Highway Administration to grant expedited approval of this
Daniel Boone Bridge expansion project because its vital to the economic survival of
-more-

1422 Elbridge Payne Road, Suite 190« Chesterfield. MO 63017
phone - (636) 537-3200 lacsimile - (636) 537-2400 ¢+ www.cedemo.com » www chesterfield.mo.us
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communities on both sides of the river and increases driver/passenger safety with
wider lanes and full shoulders. Thank you for your efforts to improve the
performance of our transportation system in the Midwest.

Sincerely,

# Ay

loel A. Smiley

Executive Director

Chesterfield Community Development Corporation (CCDC)/
Chesterfield Valley Coalition

ce: The Honorable Christopher “Kit” Bond
United States Senate

The Honorable James Talent
United States Senate

The Honorable Todd Akin
U.S. Congressman, Second District

St. Charles County Legislative Delega