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Chapter 1: Introduction to the Regional Transportation Plan
Background on the planning organization
Mo-Kan Regional Council is an economic and community development organization serving county and munic-
ipal governments in four Missouri counties, two Kansas counties and one municipality in a non-member Kansas 
County: Andrew, Buchanan, Clinton, and DeKalb counties in Missouri; Atchison and Doniphan counties in Kan-
sas; and Morrill municipality in Brown County, Kansas. 

The concept of a regional council stemmed from the need to pool area resources for the purpose of securing pro-
fessional services for counties and municipalities. One such service lacking at the time of conception was that of 
planning services for land use and zoning. Legislation providing for this pooling of effort was enacted in Kansas 
and Missouri in the 1950’s and 60’s. In 1957, Kansas authorized County Zoning and Planning Commissions, which 
could either employ a Zoning Officer or in the less populous counties contract for consulting services. In 1966, 
Missouri designated twenty areas permitted to pool planning resources. Included in the Missouri pooling zone 
were Andrew, Buchanan, Clinton and DeKalb (ABCD) counties.

The ABCD Regional Planning Commission was chartered in February 1968. In June of 1968, the Doniphan Coun-
ty, Kansas Planning and Zoning Commission sought membership with the Missouri Commission to create syner-
gy in the outlying St. Joseph Metropolitan area. Consequently, permission was granted to create the Mo-Kan Bi-
State Planning Commission whose name changed five years later to the entity we now know as Mo-Kan Regional 
Council. Immediately seeing the value in the regional planning commission, the City of Atchison sought and was 
granted membership in November of 1968. Kansas membership increased with the addition of Atchison County 
and the City of Horton in 1974. In 1984, the cities of Hiawatha and Morrill also elected to join, with the City of 
Valley Falls joining them in 2013. 

Over the course of time, member governments developed a wider range of needs other than that of long-range 
planning. The organization began providing services such as grant procurement and administration, offset print-
ing and cartography, and has continued to broaden its scope of services over the years. 

The voting membership of the Mo-Kan Regional Council consists of 32 people, 16 each from Missouri and Kansas. 
Kansas members are named directly to the Council by Doniphan and Atchison counties and the municipalities of 
Atchison and Morrill. Missouri members are first named by the counties and municipalities to the ABCD Regional 
Planning Commission. This group then holds a caucus by county to name the 16 who will be the Mo-Kan Regional 
Council voting members from Missouri. The Council and the Commission meet simultaneously each month to 
transact council business.

Since 1996, Mo-Kan has partnered with the Missouri Department of Transportation (MoDOT) to perform both 
short-term and long-term transportation planning in Andrew, Buchanan, Clinton and DeKalb counties. These 
planning activities, as set forth by MoDOT and administered by a Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC), 
help to ensure all residents of northwest Missouri have access to a safe, efficient transportation system. The TAC 
meets quarterly to provide direction with regards to local planning initiatives and to provide a forum for commu-
nication between elected officials, state transportation staff and the general public with regards to transportation 
planning activities. Mo-Kan can provide a wide variety of transportation planning tools, such as transportation 
mapping, GIS services and traffic counters.

The area being reviewed for this study consists of Andrew, Buchanan, Clinton and DeKalb counties in the Mis-
souri portion of Mo-Kan Regional Council (See Map 1 at the end of the chapter). Andrew, Buchanan, Clinton and 
DeKalb counties each have unique attributes consisting of history, geography and transportation that create the 
region known as Mo-Kan.
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History  
Andrew County

Andrew County was part of the Platte Purchase of 1836, which was relinquished by the Iowa and Sac and Fox  
tribes to the state of Missouri by treaty. Positioned between the Missouri River and the original western border of 
the state, the county was viewed as having considerable land opportunities, and, like most of the land included in 
the Platte Purchase, was well adapted to agriculture. These characteristics instigated a wave of settlers from Ken-
tucky and Tennessee to the area in 1844, with the majority of them choosing to settle near timberlands and mill 
sites. Andrew County incorporated on January 29, 1841, and was named after the seventh president of the United 
States, Andrew Jackson. The county seat was founded in 1841, and at that time was called Union. In June of 1841, 
it was re-named to Savannah out of courtesy for Samuel Crowley, who was a member of the first county court and 
had a love for his native city of Savannah, Georgia. 

Early settlers were divisive during and after the Civil War.  Through the duration of the Civil War era, Savannah 
saw a vast amount of violence and destruction, largely due to the fact that both northern and southern factions 
routinely met on the square and set up camps in the area. Battles took place along Hackberry Ridge west of Sa-
vannah, and famous men like Joseph Hart and William “Bloody Bill” Anderson rode through the region. After 
the Civil War, the emergence of railroad lines provided the opportunity for several towns to develop, businesses 
to grow and the population to increase. The St. Joseph-Savannah Interurban Line was established in 1911, provid-
ing the availability of automobiles. From its incorporation to present day, Savannah has been a resource for civic, 
mercantile and agricultural endeavors.  Besides Savannah, historical towns in Andrew County include Fillmore, 
Rochester, Amazonia (Nodaway City), Whitesville, Bolckow, Rosendale, Empire Prairie, Nodaway Station and 
Elizabethtown.

Buchanan County
The first non-Native American settlers in Buchanan County were fur traders who trapped along the Missouri 
River in the late 1700s. The river provided not only an abundant home for fur-bearing animals but also a relatively 
accessible and dependable means of transportation. Lewis and Clark passed through this area in the summer of 
1804 as they explored the newly obtained Louisiana Purchase territory. On July 4, 1804, President Jefferson’s Corps 
of Discovery celebrated the birth of the country in what is today Lewis and Clark Village, located on the east bank 
of the Missouri River in southwest Buchanan County.  The early Native American inhabitants included the Kanza, 
Iowa, Sac, Fox, Delaware, Kickapoo and Pottawatomie Tribes. The area west of the then western border of the state 
of Missouri and east of the Missouri River was granted to the Native American tribes by the Prairie-du-Chien 
treaty with the French government, the landholders before the advent of the Louisiana Purchase.  By June 1836, 
the treaty was amended to extinguish Indian claims to land in northwest Missouri. The federal government paid 
the resident tribes $7,500 for the six counties of the Platte Purchase.

In 1837, President Martin Van Buren declared the Platte Region an extension of the State of Missouri and open 
for settlement. President Van Buren signed the bill authorizing the State of Missouri to annex the Platte Purchase 
on June 7, 1836.  The Missouri legislature agreed to accept the federal option on December 16, 1836. The resident 
Native American tribes agreed to the terms for the relinquishment of their lands on September 17, 1836, and on 
March 28, 1837, President Van Buren issued a proclamation supporting the annexation. In October 1837, the Mis-
souri General assembly accepted the accquisition. Settlers from Virginia and Kentucky flocked to the area as the 
frontier grew even further westward. Businesses sprang up in St. Joseph supplying the pioneers that traveled west-
ward, and they served the growing communities down the Missouri River.  After the Platte Purchase, Buchanan 
County was organized in 1838 and was named for then senator and later president, James Buchanan. 
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Clinton County

The history of Clinton County commenced on January 2, 1833, by an act of State legislature. Clinton County was 
named after DeWitt Clinton, the distinguished Governor and Statesman of New York.

The earliest settlements were made nearest to Clay County. For some time previous to the organization of the 
county, there were no trading posts, stores, mills or blacksmith shops.  The early settler was compelled to get his 
supplies from the Missouri River. Smith’s (now Smithville) was the nearest mill for northern Clay County and all 
of Clinton County. The pioneers had no trouble in supplying their tables with wholesome food, for the groves and 
prairies alike abounded with game.

In 1826, the first settlers in the territory, now Clinton County, were William Castile, who lived on the creek which 
today bears his name, and Hiram Smith, a hunter whose cabin stood about the center of what is now Jackson 
Township. The first courthouse was built in Plattsburg (then called Springfield) in 1834.  Also in 1834, the first 
Land Office was established in Plattsburg for the county of northwest Missouri.  Judge James H. Birch was its first 
register and E.M. Samuel the first receiver.

When the Mexican War began in 1846, Clinton County was only 13 years old, but its people shared the war spirit 
that prevailed in western Missouri. In the Civil War, there was the same division among the people of Clinton 
County that prevailed in so many counties of Missouri, though there was less violence and bloodshed than oc-
curred in Clay and Platte Counties. In the year of 1857, the Hannibal and St. Joseph Railroad was completed.  By 
the 1870’s, four railroads were operating in the county.

DeKalb County
The history of DeKalb County started when the Council Bluff Trace, a post road opened by the U.S. Army in 1823 
from Liberty, Missouri to Fort Atchison, Nebraska, ran through the county. Samuel Vesser, a French Canadian 
who had a cabin north of the present site of Stewartsville in 1824, is thought to have been the first resident of the 
county. Settlers from Kentucky and Tennessee settled this area mainly in the late 1820’s.

In January 1843, an act of the Legislature was passed establishing the boundaries of DeKalb County, and in Febru-
ary 1845, an act was passed providing for the organization of the county.  The county was named after foreign-born 
Johann Kalb (known as Baron de Kalb) who was a member of the French Army and general in the American 
Revolution.  

James T. Blair, Jr., inaugurated governor of Missouri in 1957 and formerly lieutenant governor from 1949 to 1957, 
was born in Maysville.  His father was a Missouri Supreme Court judge from 1915 to 1924.

The following map is included at the end of this chapter:

•	 Map 1:		 Map of Area

Geography
According to the U.S. Census Bureau, Andrew County has a total area of 435 square miles; of that, 430 square miles 
is land, and five square miles is water. The topography of Andrew County is level to steep, with an equal distribu-
tion of timber and prairies, with bottoms and uplands. Soils in the uplands are mostly developed in loess. They are 
very fertile, mostly silty sands from alluvium. Andrew County is located approximately 65 miles north of Kansas 
City (measured from Savannah) and 120 miles south of Omaha, Nebraska. The area is served by Federal Interstate 
Highway (I-29) and has numerous state highways. The Missouri River flows west of the area and forms the border 
between Kansas and Missouri. Rail, truck, barge and air transportation is readily available. Savannah, the county 
seat of Andrew County, is located at 39°56’28” North, 94°49’51” West. 
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According to the U.S. Census Bureau, Buchanan County has a total area of 415 square miles; of that, 410 square 
miles is land, and five square miles of surface water. Buchanan County is located approximately 55 miles north of 
Kansas City (measured from St. Joseph) and 130 miles south of Omaha, Nebraska. The area is served by Interstate 
Highways (I-29 and I-229) and numerous federal and state highways. The Missouri River flows through the area 
and forms the border between Kansas and Missouri. Rail, truck, barge and air transportation are readily available. 
St. Joseph, the county seat of Buchanan County, is located at 39°47’ North and 94°55’ West. At 1,000 feet above sea 
level, Buchanan County is 400 feet above Chicago, and 600 feet above St. Louis.

Clinton County is landlocked, bordered by DeKalb County to the north, Buchanan and Platte Counties to the 
west, Clay County to the south and Caldwell and Ray Counties to the east. Clinton County encompasses 419 
square miles and lies upon Pennsylvanian-Age bedrock. The clay found throughout the area is common clay and 
shale, and thin limestone makes up the sand and gravel deposits. Coal-bearing strata underlie the area. The topog-
raphy consists of moderately dissected plains.

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, DeKalb County has a total area of 424 square miles.  It is bound on the north 
by Gentry County; east by Daviess and Caldwell County; south by Clinton County; and west by Andrew and Bu-
chanan Counties. Maysville, the county seat of DeKalb County, is located at 39°53’ North and 94°21’ West. At 900 
feet above sea level, DeKalb County is 300 feet above Chicago and 500 feet above St. Louis.

The four Missouri counties Andrew, Buchanan, Clinton, and DeKalb all border each other creating the Missouri 
portion of the Mo-Kan service region.  The four counties create a total area of 1,693 square miles. The majority of 
the area is made up of land, with a low percentage of water completing the remaining area.

Connection to the Planning Framework
Transportation infrastructure is an important part of the state’s well-being and it is affected by decisions made in 
the public and private sectors. Missouri Department of Transportation (MoDOT) recognizes it must work with 
other state and federal agencies, metropolitan planning organizations, regional planning commissions, local or-
ganizations, businesses and communities and the general public to address issues that affect the transportation 
decision-making process.

With all planning organizations, needs identification and project prioritization processes will continue to be de-
veloped cooperatively. These processes will be based on the previously identified transportation investment goals 
and other important considerations.

Separate needs identification and project prioritization processes for the state highway and bridge system will be 
developed for maintenance and operations, rehabilitation and reconstruction and major project activities. These 
processes will be developed in coordination with MoDOT’s transportation partners and used to add projects to 
future Statewide Transportation Improvement Programs (STIPs).

Federal and state laws establish different working relationships between MoDOT and various public entities. 

Connection to the Missouri Department of Transportation LRTP
The LRTP (Long Range Transportation Plan) sets the overall transportation policy and tone for Missouri. Mo-
DOT collaborates with the metropolitan planning organizations, regional planning commissions, local officials, 
the general public and other stakeholders to facilitate the LRTP development. This sets the vision for Missouri’s 
transportation system and defines transportation goals that can take Missouri toward that vision.  
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Because they are established with broad public support, the LRTP goals will form the foundation of this Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP). In the planning process, these basic goals will be refined to fit the unique nature of the 
region. This includes prioritizing goals and defining broad transportation strategies to help identify transportation 
needs to effectively meet the highest priority goals.  

The statewide significant needs and priorities established in the RTPs will feed directly back into the statewide 
LRTP updates. Updates will take place approximately every five years.  As these updates take place, the link be-
tween the plans will grow stronger.

Planning Process Used to Develop Plan

Safe and efficient transportation systems require highly coordinated planning between federal, state and local of-
ficials, centered on focus areas such as system preservation, safety, sustainable development and the movement of 
goods. Federal Highway Administration (FHA) and Federal Transit Administration (FTA) regulations grant local 
governments the opportunity to be involved in the statewide transportation planning process. MoDOT has a doc-
umented planning process to collect and analyze the input of local government officials. This process of regional 
transportation planning should give rural concerns a greater voice in state funding allocations. 

Regional Planning Commissions (RPCs) play a vital role in ensuring that all relevant parties have a voice in Mis-
souri’s transportation planning process.  The RPCs contribute in many ways to the overall planning effort with 
activities including coordination with local, state and federal elected officials, town hall meetings and transporta-
tion forums, informational transportation press releases and the promotion of transportation-centric policies and 
programs.

Mo-Kan Regional Council works in partnership with MoDOT to ensure effective transportation planning occurs 
in its service area. Utilizing its Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC), Mo-Kan facilitates two-way commu-
nication between the state and local elected officials. The TAC oversees all transportation planning completed by 
Mo-Kan, and annually prioritizes new transportation needs for possible inclusion on future STIPs.  

TAC Members
NAME REPRESENTING TITLE
Brad Jarvis Andrew County Presiding Commissioner
Sarah Miller Andrew County                   County Clerk
Bruce Lundy Andrew County                  City of Savannah Administrator
Scott Burnham Buchanan County               County Commissioner
Andy Macias Buchanan County               Citizen Member
Johnnie Hoggatt Buchanan County                Citizen Member 
Tad Wilson Clinton County                     City of Cameron Public Works Director
Richard Riddell Clinton County                     County Commissioner
Michael O’Donnell Clinton County                    City of Cameron Planning and Zoning
Chet Owen DeKalb County                    County Commissioner
Terry Workman DeKalb County                   Union Star Fire Protection District
Meilissa Meek DeKalb County County Clerk
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The Mo-Kan Regional Transportation Plan was completed with the assistance of several different stakeholders.  
The commissions of Andrew, Buchanan, Clinton and DeKalb counties were all directly solicited to provide long 
range transportation needs for the region. Each commission provided a comprehensive list of needs for inclusion 
in the RTP. After needs identification, the Mo-Kan TAC began the process of prioritizing the potential projects 
based on regional significance, effective usage of the public funds and impact.  Finally, Mo-Kan staff, in coopera-
tion with each county, various state agencies and the Missouri Spatial Data Information Service, created a number 
of spatial analyses and transportation maps to support the plan.

Goals and Objectives
The following goals and objectives have and will continue to be used as a guide in the development of the Mo-Kan 
Regional Transportation Plan. The Mo-Kan TAC, MoDOT and the Mo-Kan Regional Council developed the goals 
and objectives as a result of a collaborative effort. As with any planning process, these goals should only be consid-
ered a starting point for the development of the Regional Transportation Plan. As more public input is sought and 
the plan continues to take shape, the goals and objectives will likely be amended to reflect current transportation 
trends and regional needs.

GOAL 1:
Provide a fully functional road, bridge and highway transportation network to facilitate the efficient, effective 
movement of goods, services and people throughout Andrew, Buchanan, Clinton and DeKalb counties.

Objectives:
1.2	 Improve existing infrastructure by maintaining state highways, lettered routes and other 		
		  transportation assets.

1.3	 Prioritize high-volume traffic routes for rehabilitation and reconditioning, and consider 		
		  upgrading those routes with the highest traffic volume.

1.4	 Continue a bridge assessment program, and repair/replace bridge components (deck, sub		
		  structure, superstructure) as needed.

1.5	 Ensure transportation system is accessible to all citizens of the region.

GOAL 2:
Promote local alternatives to automobile transportation to reduce negative impacts on the regional environment, 
reduce congestion and improve the health of the region’s citizens.

Objectives:
2.1	 Promote the construction and use of public hiking/biking trails both within and between local 	
		  communities.

2.2 	  Support and assist in the development of pedestrian-friendly roadways and communities.

2.3  	 Encourage continued support and expansion of public transit assets, including OATS and The 	
		  Ride bussing networks.

2.4  	 Maintain and expand regional freight alternatives, including air, rail and barge.
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GOAL 3:
Provide a safe transportation network throughout the region and promote safe driving habits by motorists.

Objectives: 
3.1 	 Participate in local safety initiatives, including the joint MoDOT / Missouri Highway  Patrol pro		
		  gram Blueprint for Roadway Safety to reduce the number of fatalities on local roadways.

3.2 	 Work with local and state agencies and private citizens to reduce the number of vehicle collisions 		
		  with deer and other animals.

3.3  	 Provide and continually reassess safety-related signage and roadway visibility.

3.4  	 Encourage the passage of a primary seatbelt law in the State of Missouri.

3.5  	 Continue working with local and state first responders to provide for rapid, safe response to emer		
		  gent situations on the region’s roadways.

GOAL 4:
Utilize existing transportation infrastructure and develop new assets to promote economic development across 
the region.

Objectives:
4.1	  Maintain and increase the efficiency of the region’s transportation networks to better facilitate the 	
		  movement of goods and services.

4.2	  When developing transportation expansions, plan for those that minimize impacts to the 			
		  economic potential of local communities and businesses.

4.3 	 Incorporate local and regional land use plans, comprehensive development plans, and population 		
		  forecasts in making transportation decisions.

4.4 	 Provide timely information on the resources available for transportation enhancements with 		
		  regard to economic development.

Goal 5:
Ensure a transparent planning process that is accessible to all citizens within the region, encourages public partic-
ipation, and complies with all state and federal regulations.

Objectives:
5.1 	 Include the region’s citizens in all phases of developing plans related to transportation, including 		
		  the Regional Transportation Plan.

5.2 	 Inform the general public about upcoming planning initiatives and ensure access to all interested 		
		  stakeholders.

5.3 	 Approach transportation planning from a regional standpoint, involving interested parties from 		
		  not only the local impact area, but also the region as a whole.
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Map 1
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Chapter 2:  Population and Employment
Population  
According to the 2020 Census, two Missouri counties in the Mo-Kan region experienced a decrease in population 
from the 2010 Census, while two experience an increase. Andrew County showed a population of 18,135, a 4.88 
percent increase from 2010. Buchanan County declined by 4.94 percent in population from 89,201 in 2010 to 
84,793 in 2020. Clinton County experienced a slight increase rising 2.12 percent from to 21,184.  DeKalb County 
had the largest percent change in population at losing 14.45 percent. The population in 2010 was 12,892 and de-
clined to 11,029 in 2020.  

The 2010 Census populations reflected population gains, as the table below shows. While many rural counties 
across tthe country struggle with population loss during that time, these four counties were able to enjoy modest 
population gains. When the 2000 and 2020 population changes are measured in DeKalb County and Buchanan 
County, the percentage of decline is 4.89 percent and 1.40 percent, respectively. 

 Figure 2.1 Population Changes from 2000 to 2020 in the ABCD Region

Population Andrew County Buchanan County Clinton County DeKalbCounty

2020 Census 18,135 84,793 21,184 11,029

Change from 2010 
to 2020

+4.88% -4.94% +2.12% -14.45%

2010 17,291 89,201 20,743 12,892

Change from

2000 to 2010

+ 4.84% +3.7% +9.3% +11.17%

2000 16,492 85,998 18,979 11,597

(Source: http://www.census.gov/topics/population.html)

 
The City of St. Joseph, located in Buchanan County, is the largest city in the Mo-Kan region with a population of 
72,473.  The population declined 5.61 percent from the 2010 Census which recorded a  population of 76,780.  The 
City of Cameron, located in Clinton County, experienced a population boom in 2000, with the opening of the 
Crossroads Correctional Center in 1997 and the addition of other non-manufacturing and distribution firms. The 
2020 population is 8,513 which is 14.30 percent less than the 2010 population of 9,933.
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People

Employment Forecast 

The Mo-Kan region was not spared from the effects of the recession with the number of unemployed rising from 
3,304 in 2000 to 4,833 in the 2010 Census, and then later there were additional challenges with Covid-19.  How-
ever, each of the counties in the region saw increases in employed. From January 2010 to January 2020 Andrew 
County went from 9.4 percent to 2.9 percent unemployment rate; Buchanan County went from 9.8 percent to 3.3 
percent; Clinton County went from 10.8 percent to 3.3 percent; and DeKalb County 9.0 percent to 3.6 percent.  
Figure 2.2 below shows that from 2000 - 2020 there has been an decrease in the total employed, which is reflective 
of the change in population. Thus, the area has a smaller civilian labor force that has higher rates of employment 
than in 2010. 

   

The 2020 distribution of workers in the Mo-Kan region across the different occupation classes remained very 
close to the distributions of  2010, 2000 and 1990. Despite a five percent decrease statewide in manufacturing jobs, 
the Mo-Kan region continues to boast a significant industrial workforce. The manufacturing industry consists of 
production, transportation and material workforce and was the highest in Buchanan County. However, Andrew 
County has seen a four percent increase in this industry over the last couple of years. 

The service industry saw a decrease in all four counties, similar to the statewide decrease in that industry.  The 
most significant decrease in the service industry was in Clinton County which was 18.2 pecent, according to 
the 2017 American Community Survey, to 13.1 percent in 2020. All four counties expereinced an increase in 
the management, professional and related industry, reflecting the upward trend also occuring at the state level. 
DeKalb County saw the largest change in this industry with a 3.4 percent increase. 

Population Age 16 Years and Over in the Civilian Labor Force

County Civilian Labor Force Change 2010-2020 Total Employed Change 2010-2020

FIPS 
Code 

  2010 2020 Number Percent 2010 2020 Number Percent

 29
State of 
Missouri

2,858,004 3,071,591 213,587 7.47% 2,578,676 2,932,918 354,242 13.73%

29003
Andrew-
County

9,417 8,846 -571 -6.06% 8,794 8,492 -302 -3.43%

29021
Buchanan 
County

43,999 42,476 -1,523 -3.46% 40,779 40,379 -400 -.98%

29049
Clinton 
County

10,720 9,831 -889 -8.29% 9,988 9,487 -501 -5.02%

29063
DeKalb 
County

5,036 4,157 -879 -17.45% 4,778 4,073 -705 -14.76%

Source:  Bureau of Census, DP03 2020 Decennial Census, DP03 2010- ACS 5-Year Estimates

Figure 2.2
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The percentage of those having to commute have remained relatively stable since 2020. Clinton County has 
seen the most change of  the four counties with 2.5 percent less people commuting in 2020 than in 2010. 

Andrew County commuters travel an average of 23.3 minutes on their way to work, which is close to the state 
average of 23.9 minutes. Buchanan County commuters travel an average of 16.8 minutes, which is the least 
of the four counties.  Clinton and DeKalb Counties tie at 30.5 mintues, which is much higher than the other 
counties. 

  

    
Distribution of Employed Civilian Labor Force by Occupation, 2020

County   Occupations

FIPS 
         Code
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29 Missouri 2,932,918 37.9%   16.8%   21.9%      8.8%   14.7%

29003
Andrew  
County

8,492 36.6%   11.8%   19.6%      11.6%   20.5%

29021
Buchanan 
County

40,379 28.7%   18.6%   21.2%       9.0%    22.5%

29049 Clinton County 9,487 31.9%   13.1%   20.6%      14.4%   19.9%
29063 DeKalb County 4,073 34.5%   15.4%   18.1%      13.9%   18%
 Source: USDC, 2020: American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates Data Profiles

Figure 2.3
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Median Household Income 
Andrew County
Andrew County’s estimated median household income for 2021was $65,180 and in 2010 it was $55,403. Thus, the  
county continues to have a higher median income than the state median. Poverty rates deceased in three of the four 
categories on the following page. Child poverty was the exception, which saw an increase from 7.5 percent to 8.3 
percent. Andrew County continues to have a high poverty percentage of those 65 and over. 

Buchanan County

Buchanan County’s estimated median household income for 2021 was $56,103, which is  below the state’s median. 
The county saw increases in families and people in poverty.  Unfortunately, the county has higher poverty than the 
state median. However, there was a modest decrease from 8.4 percent to 7.1 percent for those 65 and over in poverty. 

Clinton County

Clinton County’s estimated median income for a household in 2021 was $67,061 and 2010 was $52,670, which were 
above the state’s median. However, the county has experienced an increased percentage of families in poverty (but 
not people in poverty) and those under 18 in poverty. 

 Workers Commuting, 2010-2020

Civilian Labor Force – Employed Only
Percent of  

Total Workers 
Commuting

Mean Travel Time to Work 
(Minutes)

FIPS 
Code County  Total Workers  

16 and Older 2020

No. of Workers  
Commuting  

2020
2010 2020 2010 2020

29 Missouri 2,796,027 2,897,593 95.8% 93.4 % 23.2 23.9

29003 Andrew 8,492 8,358 95.6% 96.5% 22.6 23.3

29021 Buchanan 40,379 39,736 97% 96.1% 17.4 16.8

29049 Clinton 9,487 9,173 96.6% 94.1% 28.6 30.5

29063 DeKalb 4,073 3,975 93.9% 93.5% 23.5 30.5

Source:  2000 Decennial Census, Summary File 3 and DP03 2010 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Figure 2.4
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DeKalb County

DeKalb County’s estimated median income for a household in 2021 was $55,406 and in 2010 was $45,985. The 
2021 estimate for median household income is the lowest of the four county, and $6,356 lower than the state’s me-
dian income. The county does have lower poverty rates than the state in the four categouries listed, but over the 
last ten years has seen an increase in familes and those under 18 in poverty. 

The state of Missouri’s median household income for 2021 is estimated at $61,762. The trend continues of Andrew 
and Clinton Counties having a  higher median household income than the state median, while Buchanan and 
DeKalb Counties having a lower household median. The state experienced a decrease or no change in the catego-
ries of poverty examined in the figure below. The counties did not follow this trend, as each county had a mix of 
increases and decreases in the four poverty categories. What remained persistent was the Buchanan County hav-
ing the highest percentage of families, people, and under 18 in poverty and Andrew County having the highest of 
percentage of 65 and over in poverty.

Figure 2.6

Poverty Percentages in the ABCD Region 
Families in Poverty People in Poverty Under 18 in Poverty 65 and Over in Poverty
2010 2021 Est. 2010 2021 Est. 2010 2021 Est. 2010 2021 Est.

Missouri 10% 8.5% 13.8% 12.3% 19.3% 16.9% 9.3% 8.9%
Andrew 5.8% 4.9% 8.5% 6.3% 7.5% 7.1% 11.4% 11.6%
Buchanan 10% 11.5% 14.6% 15.8% 21.8% 21.7% 8.4% 7.9%
Clinton 5.3% 8.5% 8.3% 10.0% 8% 10.6% 9.2% 8.3%
DeKalb 5.1% 6.8% 9.5% 10.8% 9.5% 10.2% 14.1% 9.2%

                                                        (Source: 2010 Census,  2021 Projection, US Census Bureau ACS 5-year 2016-2020)
 Figure 2.7

Median Household Income in the ABCD Region
2000 2010 2021 Est.

Missouri $37,934 $47,202 $61,043
Andrew $40,688 $55,403 $63,769

Buchanan $34,704 $44,905 $54,073
Clinton $41,624 $52,670 $63,876
DeKalb $31,654 $45,985 $59,462

                  (Source: 2000 Census, 2010, 2021 Projection)
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The following maps are included at the end of this chapter:

•	 Map 2:		 Population Density

•	 Map 3a:	 Poverty Map (those persons under 185% of poverty), Real

•	 Map 3b:	 Elderly Map (those persons aged 65 years and older), Real

•	 Map 3c:	 Disabled Map (as defined by the U.S. Census Bureau), Real

•	 Map 3d:	 Disadvantaged Populations Map

•	 Map 4:		 Employment Centers

•	 Map 5: 		 Population Change
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Map 2



 

Map 3A
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Map 3B



 

Map 3C
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Map 3D



 

Map 4
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Map 5



 

Chapter 3: Existing Transportation Facilities
Transportation
Sufficient and reliable transportation is essential to a successful community and overall region. Residents and busi-
nesses depend on accessibility within the modes of transportation to adequately move traffic and transport goods. 
The counties within Mo-Kan’s region have access to multiple modes of transportation providing economic lineage 
to local residents, businesses and surrounding communities. 

Annually, Mo-Kan and the two neighboring regional planning commissions within MoDOT’s Northwest District 
meet to discuss short-term and long-term transportation goals and objectives. The activities are compiled in the 
Transportation Work Plan and passed through three different groups for approval. First, the Mo-Kan Transpor-
tation Advisory Committee (TAC) reviews the plans, then passes it on to Mo-Kan Regional Council’s Board of 
Directors for evaluation. Finally, MoDOT approves the projects on a state level. This information is compiled into 
a five-year planning document called the Statewide Transportation Improvement Plan (STIP). The overall goal of 
this process is to ensure the safety and efficiency of the region’s transportation system for all drivers and passengers.

The process of determining transportation needs in Kansas is different than in Missouri. Priorities and project 
ideas are gathered during regional information workshops and hearings. That information is then sent to Tope-
ka, KS, where large public hearings are held and transportation decisions are finalized by Kansas Department of 
Transportation. 

Roadways
Federal interstates, federal highways, state highways, county roads and local streets make up an intricate combi-
nation of roadways that serve the Mo-Kan region.  Interstate 29 and 35 provide north and south transportation 
access while Interstate 229 serves the urban St. Joseph area. U.S. Highway 36 serves as the main route for east-west 
transportation. The option for upgrading this route to interstate status has been discussed. The only new major 
construction project in the region started on the folded diamond interchange on U.S. Highway 36 near the St. Jo-
seph city limits called Ag Expo Way.

U.S. Highway 59 provides an alternative route to the western side of the Kansas City area. U.S. Highways 71, 73, 
159 and 169 are other highways providing north-south access throughout the region. 

Only one major highway, U.S. Highway 36, runs through Doniphan County, passing through the cities of Troy, 
Elwood and Wathena. Other highways in the county include K-7, K-20, K-120, K-136, K-137 and K-238. Atchison 
County operates with three major highways including two north to south routes, U.S. Route 59 and U.S. Route 
73. The other major highway is U.S. Route 159, a secondary route of U.S. Route 59, which is a major agricultural 
corridor for Atchison County.  Other minor highways in Atchison County include K-7, K-9 and K-116. 

The two highway bridges crossing the Missouri River are the Pony Express Bridge (U.S. 36) and the Amelia Earhart 
Memorial Bridge (U.S. 59). The Amelia Earhart Bridge, which crosses the Missouri River at Atchison, KS, was re-
placed in 2012. The bridge is a four-lane, tied-arch structure that stretches over 2,500 feet. The bridge replacement 
was a $60 million, cooperative project between KDOT and MoDOT. The state highways within the Mo-Kan’s re-
gion are primarily dual lane routes and efficient in handling the current and projected traffic volumes. 

Motor Freight
Mo-Kan’s regional transportation system receives services from over 50 general commodity interstate motor car-
riers. Yellow Freight Systems Inc., ABF, Roadway Express and FedEx Freight are all larger motor carriers providing 
carrier services to the Kansas City and Omaha areas. A number of small carriers are also in operation in the region. 
In 2014, FedEx opened a 67,000 sq. foot distribution center in St. Joseph.
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Railroads
Burlington Northern – Santa Fe Company and the Union Pacific Railroad are the two major railroads serving Mo-
Kan’s region. The railroads are accompanied by three switching lanes, with the switching yards located in St. Joseph 
and Atchison. One rail spur serves Elwood, KS, a town five miles into Doniphan County. 

Currently, there is no rail passenger service available to the region. An Amtrak station is located in Kansas City. 
A rail passenger route from Kansas City to Omaha has been discussed, which would give St. Joseph access, but a 
service like this would require significant public financial support. 

Airports
Rosecrans Memorial Airport, Cameron Memorial Airport, Amelia Earhart Airport and Hiawatha Municipal Air-
port make up the public airports in Mo-Kan’s region.The largest, Rosecrans, provides airfreight service to the St. 
Joseph area and is home to the Missouri Air National Guard. A major renovation to the National Guard facility 
is in the planning stages. Cameron Memorial is located in Cameron, MO, the Amelia Earhart is located in Atchi-
son, KS. and the Hiawatha Municipal is located in Hiawatha, KS. All are public airports offering general aviation 
service. The Kansas City International Airport (KCI), which offers air passenger service, is located about 30 miles 
south of St. Joseph.

Public Transportation
The region consists of several public transportation systems. Andrew, Buchanan, Clinton and DeKalb have access 
to the Organized Alternative Transit System (OATS), a not-for-profit organization offering specialized transporta-
tion for residents throughout the region. MO Rides operates a statewide database of the various car transportatoin 
providers available in each county. It’s important to note that many of these providers are privately organized and 
specific in who they offer services to (such as providing transportation to only a specific church or transporting 
only vetrans to medical appointments. HealthTran recently  partnered with Northwest Health Services to provide 
transportation for medical appointments in Savannah, St. Joseph and Maysville. 

The Ride, provides service within the City of St. Joseph and Elwood, KS. One regional bus system provides trans-
portation from St. Joseph to KCI and downtown Kansas City. 

The public transportation system in Kansas operates differently than in Missouri. The state is divided into 15 co-
ordinated transit districts (CTD).  One district within the CTD offers services to the two Kansas counties in Mo-
Kan’s region, Atchison and Doniphan. The Guidance Center and Project Concern, Inc., serves Atchison County, 
and the Doniphan County Services and Workskills and the Doniphan County Transport serve Doniphan County. 
While the KDOT oversees all the counties, each county has a local contact agency to manage the day-to-day op-
erations. 

Several firms are scattered throughout the region in St. Joseph, Atchison and Cameron. Uber operates in St. Jo-
seph. Reviews show that a majority of customers are requesting taxis to and from health care facilities. Other or-
ganizations throughout the region provide forms of public transportation, but the ones highlighted above are the 
primary systems throughout the Mo-Kan counties. 



 

Waterways and Ports
The Mo-Kan region is located along the Missouri River, which offers barge transportation access. As a port district, 
the St. Joseph Port Authority, located at Missouri River Mile 448, is classified as a political subdivision of the State. 
The building of a public terminal on a 15-acre tract of land near the U.S. 36 Bridge is one of the projects completed 
after the Port Authority began operating commercially in 2002. In 2015, equipment was added to unload bulk

product from barges to trucks. The terminal provides transfers between inter-modal transportation resources. 
Coiled wire rod, steel products, grain, molasses, dry bulk, fertilizer and salt are among the resources funneled 
through the St. Joseph facility. Existing manufacturing firms, especially metal fabricators, have found that a more 
competitive cost product results from utilizing barge transportation.

The following maps and document are included at the end of this chapter:

•	 Map 6:		 Regional Transportation Assets

•	 Map 7a:	 Average Traffic Volume

•	 Map 7b:	 Commercial Traffic Volume

•	 Map 8:		 Bridge Condition	

•	 Map 9a: 	 Andrew County Roads & Off System Bridges 

•	 Map 9b:	 Buchanan County Roads & Off System Bridges 

•	 Map 9c:	 Clinton County Roads & Off System Bridges 

•	 Map 9d:	 DeKalb County Roads & Off System Bridges 

•	 Insert:		  City Transportation Maps

•	 Insert:		  Transit Schedule, OATS

•	 Insert:		  Mo Rides Providers

•	 Insert:		  HealthTran infrormation
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Map 6



 

Map 7A
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Map 7B



 

	

Map 8



 

	

Map 9A



 

	

Map 9B



 

	

Map 9C



 

Map 9D
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Chapter 4:  Existing Transportation Management
National Traffic Control Standards
National Traffic Control Standards are those standards specified by the US Department of Transportation in their 
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices.  These Standards specify which traffic signs, road markings, and sig-
nals are designed, installed, and used on the Federal Highway System, as well as on State and Local public roads. 
All traffic control devices must generally conform to these standards.  First released in 1935, eight subsequent edi-
tions of the manual have been published under the aegis of the National Committee on Uniform Traffic Control 
Devices, with numerous minor updates taking into consideration changes in usage and size of the nation’s system 
of roads as well as improvements in technology.	

Highway Standards
Standards for Interstate Highways are defined by the American Association of State Highway and Transportation 
Officials (AASHTO) in the publication A Policy on Design Standards - Interstate System. For a certain highway 
to be considered an Interstate, it must meet these construction requirements or obtain a waiver from the Federal 
Highway Administration.  These standards are:

•	 Controlled access. All access onto and off the roadway is to be controlled with interchanges and grade 
separations (including railroad crossings). Interchanges should provide full access; ramps are to be de-
signed with the appropriate standards in mind.  Minimum interchange spacing should be 1 mi (1.5 
km) in urban areas and 3 mi (5 km) in rural areas; collector-distributor roads or other configurations 
that reduce weaving can be used in urban areas to shorten this distance.  Access control (from adjacent 
properties) should extend at least 100 ft (30 m) in urban areas and 300 ft (90 m) in rural areas in each 
direction along the crossroad from the ramps.

•	 Minimum speed of safe travel. Minimum design speed of 70 mph (110 km/h) in rural areas, with 60 
mph (100 km/h) acceptable in rolling terrain, and as low as 50 mph (80 km/h) allowed in mountainous 
and urban areas. Sight distance, curvature and super elevation according to the current edition of AAS-
HTO’s A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets for the design speed.

•	 Maximum grade.  Maximum grade is determined by a table, with up to 6 percent allowed in mountain-
ous areas and hilly urban areas.

•	 Minimum number of lanes.  At least two lanes in each direction, and more if necessary for an acceptable 
level of service in the design year, according to the current edition of AASHTO’s A Policy on Geometric 
Design of Highways and Streets. Climbing lanes and emergency escape ramps should be provided where 
appropriate.

•	 Minimum lane width.  Minimum lane width of 12 ft (3.6 m).

•	 Shoulder width.  Minimum outside paved shoulder width of 10 ft (3.0 m) and inside shoulder width of 
4 ft (1.2 m). With three or more lanes in each direction, the inside paved shoulder should be at least 10 
ft (3.0 m) wide. If truck traffic is over 250 Directional Design Hour Volume, shoulders at least 12 ft (3.6 
m) wide should be considered. In mountainous terrain, 8 ft (2.4 m) outside and 4 ft (1.2 m) inside shoul-
ders are acceptable, except when there are at least four lanes in each direction, in which case the inside 
shoulders should also be 8 ft (2.4 m) wide.
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•	 Pavement sloping. Pavement cross slope of at least 1.5 percent and preferably 2 percentto ensure proper 
drainage on straight sections. This can be increased to 2.5 percent in areas of heavy rainfall. Shoulder 
cross slope should be between 2 percent and 6 percentbut not less than the main lanes.

•	 Land slopes within the clear zone should be at most 4:1 and preferably 6:1 or flatter. Roadside barriers 
should be used for slopes of 3:1 or steeper, in accordance with the current edition of AASHTO’s Road-
side Design Guide.

•	 Median width. Minimum median width of 36 ft (11 m) in rural areas, and 10 ft (3.0 m) in urban or 
mountainous areas. To prevent median-crossing accidents, guardrail should be installed in medians 
in accordance with the current edition of AASHTO’s Roadside Design Guide, based on traffic, median 
width and crash history.  When possible, median openings between parallel bridges less than 30 ft (9.0 
m) in width should be decked over; otherwise barriers or guardrails should be installed to exclude ve-
hicles from the gap.

•	 Recovery areas.  No fixed objects should be in the clear recovery area, determined by the design speed 
in accordance with the current edition of AASHTO’s Roadside Design Guide. When this is not possible, 
breakaway supports or barriers guarding the objects shall be used.

•	 Curb slope. Vertical curbs are prohibited. Sloping curbs are to be at the edge of the paved shoulder, with 
a maximum height of 100 mm (4 in). The combination of curbs and guardrail is discouraged; in this case 
the guardrail should be closer to the road than the curb.

•	 Vertical clearance. Minimum vertical clearance under overhead structures (including over the paved 
shoulders) of 16 ft (4.9 m) in rural areas and 14 ft (4.3 m) in urban areas, with allowance for extra layers 
of pavement. Through urban areas at least one routing should have 16 ft (4.9 m) clearances. Sign sup-
ports and pedestrian overpasses must be at least 17 ft (5.1 m) above the road, except on urban routes 
with lesser clearance, where they should be at least 1 ft (0.3 m) higher than other objects. Vertical clear-
ance on through truss bridges is to be at least 17 ft (5.1 m).

•	 Horizontal clearance under or along a bridge shall be the full paved width of the rest of the road. Bridges 
longer than 200 ft (60 m) can be narrower, with a minimum of 4 ft (1.2 m) on both sides of the travel 
lanes.

•	 Bridge strength.  New bridges are to have at least MS 18 (HS-20) structural capacity.  Weaker bridges that 
can continue to serve the route for 20 more years are allowed to remain.  Additional-ly, existing bridges 
can remain if they have at least 12 ft (3.6m) lanes with 10 ft (3.0 m) outside and 3.5 ft (1.1 m) inside 
shoulders. Long bridges are to have at least 3.5 ft (1.1 m) on each side of the travel lanes; bridge railing 
should be upgraded to current standards if necessary.

•	 Tunnel clearance. Tunnels should in theory be equivalent to long overcrossings, but because of cost the 
standards can be reduced.  Vertical clearance is the same as under bridges, including the provision for 
alternate routing. Width should be at least 44 ft (13.1 m), which consists of two 12 ft (3.6 m) lanes, 10 ft 
(3.0 m) outside and 5 ft (1.5 m) inside shoulders, and 2.5 ft (.7 m) safety alkways on each side.  If neces-
sary to meet the dimensions of the approach, this can be shifted left or right.  A reduced width is accept-
able due to high cost. In this case, the minimum width is 30 ft (9.0 m), with at least 2 ft (0.6 m) more than 
the approach for the sum of the shoulder widths, but at least 24 ft (7.2 m) total, and at least 1.5 ft (0.5 m) 
on each side for a safety walkway. If there is no safety walkway, a 3 ft (1.0 m) offset with a “safety shape” 
in the wall is acceptable.  The standards have been changed over the years, resulting in many older In-
terstates not being built to the current standards.  Other roads were grandfathered into the system, and 
yet others are not built to standards because to do so would be too costly or environmentally unsound.
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Street Standards
Street standards address the same issues as Highway Standards, but on the smaller scale of local roadways - city 
streets and county or township roads who’s construction and maintenance are not within the scope of MoDOT’s 
operations. These standards may vary greatly and are met with varying degrees of compliance.

Signalized Intersections
American association of State Highway and Transportation Officials’ (AASHTO) Strategic Highway Safety Plan 
includes standards for non-signalized and signalized intersections. The goal is to reduce the annual number of 
highway deaths. These standards may prompt actions ranging from low-cost measures such as modifying signal 
timing and signage, to high-cost measures such as intersection reconstruction or grade separation.  These stan-
dards are built on fundamental principles of user needs, geometric design, and traffic design and operation; safety 
and operational analysis techniques to address a range of concerns, from individual movements and approaches, 
pedestrian and bicycle issues, to major corridors. The standards are designed with safety, operational performance, 
multimodal issues, and physical and economic factors in mind, and are based on the latest research on available 
methods and best practices in use by jurisdictions across the United States.

Transportation System Management (TSM)
Transportation System Management is a discipline which seeks to identify improvements to enhance the capacity 
of existing transportation systems. Through better management and operation of existing transportation facilities, 
these techniques are designed to improve traffic flow, air quality, and movement of vehicles and goods, as well as 
enhance system accessibility and safety.  

Transportation systems management strategies are low-cost but effective in nature, which include, but are not 
limited to:

•	 Intersection and signal improvements

•	 Freeway bottleneck removal programs

•	 Data collection to monitor system performance

•	 Special events management strategies

Traffic signal and intersection improvements include such elements as:
•	 signal timing optimization

•	 controller/ cabinet and signal head upgrades

•	 vehicle detectors repair / replacement

•	 communication with a central system

•	 turning lanes

•	 grade separations

•	 pavement striping

•	 lane assignment changes

•	 signage and lighting
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Freeway and arterial bottleneck removal consist of identifying congested locations and improving such elements 
as:

•	 insufficient acceleration/deceleration lanes and ramps

•	 weaving sections

•	 sharp horizontal/vertical curves

•	 narrow lanes and shoulders

•	 inadequate signage and pavement striping

•	 other geometric deficiencies

The identification and elimination of traffic bottlenecks can greatly improve traveling conditions and enhance 
system capacity, reliability, and safety, especially during peak periods. TSM projects can complement the major 
capacity improvements and infrastructure by providing improved traffic flow on arterials and local streets. Trans-
portation System Management can be broken down into several main elements, detailed below.

Congestion Management
A congestion management system is designed to avoid “capacity expansion”, literally the building of more road-
ways, if at all possible. Typically analysis takes place first, viewing data (i.e. traffic volume) in relation to the geo-
graphic elements (“segments” or “corridors”) of a transportation system.  Once a preliminary analysis of the entire 
system highlights the areas of highest congestion, a more detailed analysis of those specific areas can be conducted. 
Potential causes of congestion are reviewed, and a list of possible solutions is evaluated using a qualitative selection 
process, leaving only the most likely strategies to pass on to the pre-planning and modeling phase.

The Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ) is federally mandated in SAFE-
TEA-LU. The federal transportation bill reserves funding for projects that improve air quality in affected areas.  
Affected areas are defined as areas that are required by the Clean Air Act to address air quality issues. MoDOT 
distributes funding to eligible areas for project selection. The EPA determines the geographical boundaries for this 
program. The Federal Highway Administration and the EPA establish the Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality 
Improvement Program funding levels and eligible work types.  The purpose of these funds is to reduce transpor-
tation-related emissions and improve air quality. Missouri receives approximately $24.3 million annually during 
SAFETEA-LU. The Missouri Highways and Transportation Commission approved a funding distribution during 
SAFETEA-LU of $2.7 million to Kansas City (MARC), and $21.6 million to St. Louis (EWGCG).provides funding 
for projects and programs in air quality nonattainment and maintenance areas for ozone, carbon monoxide, and 
particulate matter which reduce transportation related emissions.

Priority in distributing funds is geared towards projects and programs involving diesel retrofits and other cost-ef-
fective emission reduction activities, and cost effective congestion mitigation activities that provide air quality 
benefits including projects and programs that:

•	 establish or operate advanced truck stop electrification systems

•	 improve transportation systems management and operations that mitigate congestion and improve air 
quality

•	 involve the purchase of diesel retrofits that are for motor vehicles or non-road vehicles and non-road 
engines used in construction projects located in ozone or particulate matter non- attainment or mainte-
nance areas and funded under 23 USC
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•	 conduct outreach activities that provide assistance to diesel equipment and vehicle owners and opera-
tors regarding the purchase and installation of diesel retrofits.

Additionally Missouri, with a number of other Midwestern states is permitted to use program funding for the 
purchase of alternative fuels or biodiesel.

Access Management
Road systems serve two necessary, but often conflicting, functions: traffic movement and access to land.  Access 
management is the regulation of interchanges, intersections, driveways and median openings to a roadway.  Its 
objectives are to enable access to land uses while maintaining roadway safety and mobility through controlling 
access location, design, spacing and operation.

Access management is most evident on freeways where access is grade separated and all movements are via dedi-
cated ramps.  It is very important on arterial roads where at-grade inter-sections and private driveways greatly in-
crease the number of conflicts involving vehicles, cyclists, and pedestrians. It is also important on minor roadways 
for safety considerations such as driver sight distance.  Planners, engineers, architects, developers, elected officials, 
citizens and attorneys all play a significant role in access management. Businesses frequently view any attempt to 
limit access to their land uses as economically detrimental. This can make implementation controversial. However, 
there is a growing body of evidence showing that access management can have the positive effect of increasing 
market area through reducing travel times on major roadways, and that minor increases in circuitry do not cause 
customers to stop patronizing businesses.

Traditionally, the goal of access management has been to provide adequate access to land development while si-
multaneously preserving the flow of traffic on the surrounding road system in terms of safety, capacity and speed. 
However, it has become increasingly apparent that the planning and design of both roadways and neighboring 
land uses must be coordinated not only to simultaneously preserve the functional integrity of the highway system 
while allowing efficient access to and from abutting properties, but also to serve the desired land use objectives of 
local communities.

As cities expand, increased development along arterial highways generates more and more demand for driveways 
and intersecting local roads to serve abutting and nearby businesses, industries and neighborhoods. Without ac-
cess, planning and management, arterials become increasingly congested and safety is compromised. Planning the 
number of and controlling the location of access points helps to ensure both the safe and efficient flow of traffic 
and improved service to adjacent lands.  The functional integrity of the arterial is maintained and major capacity 
improvements are often not needed or can be delayed until a later date.  At the same time, bicycle and pedestri-
an travel is made safer due to fewer sites for potential conflicts with vehicles turning into and out of intersecting 
driveways.

In the older, developed portions of urban areas, access management is only possible on an ad hoc basis, with 
consolidation or removal of existing access being sought in conjunction with roadway reconstruction or urban 
redevelopment projects. It is primarily on the urban fringes that it is possible to coordinate transportation system 
improvements with land development to avoid creating situations where too much poorly spaced access renders a 
facility incapable of effectively serving its traffic-carrying function. When access management and land use plan-
ning are coordinated, it is possible to ensure that when properties are developed, site designs are compatible with 
efficient movement of traffic onto and off of public roadways and, at the same time, are conducive to pedestrian 
movements, bicycle traffic and transit usage.

Proper access management, particularly with regard to spacing and type of access, can also be used as a tool, in 
conjunction with proper zoning, to help shape development patterns in a manner consistent with local community 
plans and desires.
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Right of Way and Corridor Preservation
There is a growing awareness that land use decisions affect transportation needs and transportation improvements, 
in turn, affect land use decisions. Freeway interchanges and arterial road junctions have become focal points for 
new shopping centers, industrial parks and office complexes. Urban and suburban arterial roadways are lined with 
strips of roadside development.

It has been argued that highway improvements have exacerbated problems of sprawling, uncontrolled develop-
ment by providing easier access to urban fringe areas and beyond. This development has, at the same time, affected 
the functional integrity of roadways by causing problems of congestion and capacity loss.

Rapid, often unplanned, peripheral development has frequently been the source of major problems for both local 
and state transportation systems: buildings have often been constructed close to the roadways, making future ca-
pacity expansion difficult and costly; and too many access points onto roadways have resulted in vehicle conflicts, 
reduced safety and a general deterioration in traffic flow.  Once areas have been fully, or even partially, developed, 
there is often little that can be done to alleviate these problems. However, toward the peripheries of urban areas, 
where development occurs, how close it will be to existing roadways and the type of access it will have to existing 
and future facilities.

Those who take part in the Transportation Planning process should always keep in mind the relationship of trans-
portation and land use.  This includes a consideration of the likely effects of transportation decisions on land use 
and development and the consistency of transportation plans and programs with the provisions of local land use 
and development plans.  Corridor preservation is one means of coordinating transportation planning with land 
use planning and development. Its goal is to prohibit, or at least minimize, development in areas which are likely 
to be required to meet transportation needs in the future.  These areas include: lands adjacent to existing roadways 
which are projected to require capacity expansion; areas which might be needed to construct entirely new routes 
for urban bypasses or to serve new neighborhoods or commercial developments; and land needed for bicycle, 
transit and pedestrian facilities (e.g. bikeways, walkways, transit turnouts, bus ways and light rail corridors).

When corridors are preserved in advance, negative land use and social impacts, as well as the costs of transporta-
tion improvements, are minimized. However, when land is not preserved for future needs, disruption of residences 
and businesses is a frequent result and the cost of obtaining the land to accommodate improvements is likely to 
be considerably higher. At times, the needed improvement can not even be made because the disruption and cost 
would be too great.

Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
Transportation-demand management, or Transportation Demand Management, succinctly is described as being 
“the art of influencing traveler behavior for the purpose of reducing or redistributing travel demand.” The primary 
purpose of Transportation Demand Management is to reduce the number of vehicles using highway facilities while 
providing a wide variety of mobility options for those who wish to travel. A major emphasis of Transportation 
Demand Management strategies and actions exists to reduce single-occupant-vehicle travel and the number of 
trips made by single-occupant vehicles.  Reducing this type of travel limits congestion and enables the existing 
transportation infrastructure to move traffic more efficiently. Commuters frequently are the focus of Transportation 
Demand Management actions because of their regular, predictable driving patterns, the possibilities of employer 
partnerships and the opportunities for ridesharing programs.
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Transportation Demand Management has assumed a significant role in federal and local transportation policies 
through regional ridesharing agencies, transportation management associations, employers, local ordinances and 
development agreements. Transportation Demand Management encompasses both alternatives to driving alone 
and the techniques or supporting strategies that encourage the use of these modes, tying it closely to transporta-
tion energy conservation.  Application of Transportation Demand Management alternatives and supporting strat-
egies can occur at many different levels of government and the private sector.

Common areas for Transportation Demand Management planning are those sites where there are many employers 
grouped together, such as a central business district, business park or shopping center, as well as large entertain-
ment complexes or areas of highly concentrated housing. These areas highlight Transportation Demand Manage-
ments integral relationship with other elements of transportation planning, like access and congestion manage-
ment. Transportation Demand Management is also applied on a regional basis (i.e. a corridor, such as I-70) where 
government agencies often direct the initiative. 

For this type of application the primary focus of the Transportation Demand Management program is to affect as 
many travelers as possible within the travel region. However, experience shows that the effectiveness of regional 
Transportation Demand Management programs depends greatly on the type and amount of participation by local 
entities in the region. Development of effective Transportation Demand Management programs therefore should 
be approached from the perspective of how community leaders, government, citizens, and private commercial and 
industrial interests can work together to meet the goals of providing greater mobility.

Transportation Demand Management strategies include:

•	 Public mode support -- Publicly provided alternatives to single-occupant vehicle travel, including ser-
vices and facilities that encourage and support other travel modes.

•	 Employer-based support -- Private-sector programs and services that encourage employees to change 
their commuting practices; typical TDM alternatives to single-occupant vehicles may include carpools 
and vanpools; public and private transit, including bus pools and shuttles; and Non-motorized travel 
such as bicycling and walking.

•	 Telecommunications -- Emerging demand-management solutions that are based on advanced telecom-
munications technologies.

•	 Land-use policies, Planning and zoning is the most effective long-term TDM strategies which have the 
abilities to shape population density, urban design, land-use mix, travel needs and travel patterns.

•	 Public policy and regulation -- Restrictions and regulations that govern private vehicle use and provide 
political support and guidance to new institutional relationships.
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Energy Conservation
In United States, about half the air pollution comes from cars and trucks.  Educating the public on ways to driving 
less and use smart driving practices reduces emissions.  Some methods of “driving less” are:

•	 Carpool (Missouri Rideshare and Carpool Programs) RIDESHARE is a free publicly funded commuter 
service designed to inform people about less expensive and environmentally friendly commuting alter-
natives. These include carpooling, vanpooling, transit program, and employer services such as flextime 
and telecommuting. MARC Rideshare program serves Cass, Clay, Jackson, Platte, and Ray counties 
in Missouri and Johnson, Leavenworth and Wyandotte counties in Kansas. The Mid-Missouri Ride-
share Program serves the counties of Audrain, Boone, Callaway, Camden, Cole, Cooper, Crawford, 
Gasconade, Howard, Maries, Miller, Moniteau, Morgan, Osage, Pettis, Phelps, Pulaski, and Randolph.  
RideFinders is a free public service authorized and funded by the Federal Highway Administration for 
the purpose of lowering the amount of ozone pollution and traffic congestion in the St. Louis Metro area. 
RideFinders works in partnership with employers and commuters in the region to provide new trans-
portation options that meet the above goals. Free services include carpool matching/vanpool formation 
and public transit information.  RideFinders serves St. Louis City, St. Louis County, Franklin, Jefferson 
and St. Charles Counties in Missouri and Madison, Monroe, and St. Clair counties in Illinois. The City of 
Springfield offers a carpool matching service for the counties of Barry, Barton, Cedar, Christian, Dade, 
Dallas, Douglas, Greene, Jasper, LaClede, Lawrence, Ozark, Polk, Stone, Taney, Webster, and Wright.

•	 Walk or ride a bicycle.

•	 Shop by phone or mail.

•	 Ride public transit.

•	 Telecommute.

Some examples of “smart driving” practices are:
•	 Accelerate gradually.

•	 Use cruise control on the highway.

•	 Obey the speed limit.

•	 Combine errands into one trip.

•	 Keep vehicles tuned and support the smog check program.

•	 Don’t top off the fuel tank.

•	 Replace air filters regularly.

•	 Keep tires properly inflated.

Also, when purchasing a new vehicle, consumers should be encouraged to select the most efficient, lowest pollut-
ing model they can find, ideally either a non-polluting car or zero emission vehicle, which typically use “alterna-
tive” fuels.  There are many fuels today being used as “alternatives” to gasoline.  In most instances, the alternative 
fuel is less polluting than gasoline, resulting in fewer harmful emissions into the air and a lower negative impact 
on human health.  Many organizations in cities in the United States have voluntarily adopted programs to use al-
ternative fuels in their fleets.  These same cities are making efforts to provide the fueling infrastructure necessary 
to operate alternatively fueled vehicles, which are becoming more and more widely available.
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Biofuels are chemicals made from cellulosic biomass such as herbaceous and woody plants, agricultural and for-
estry residues, and a large portion of municipal solid and industrial waste. The two most common types of biofuels 
that are being developed and used in the United States are corn ethanol and soy-based biodiesel, which burn more 
cleanly than gasoline and diesel. Their use strengthens rural economies, decreases America’s dependence on im-
ported oil, reduces air and water pollution, and reduces greenhouse gas emissions. Biofuels are domestically grown 
renewable fuels - reducing our reliance on foreign oil.

The Fuel Conservation for State Vehicles, Section 414.400-414.417 RSMo, and the Energy Policy Act establishes 
opportunities for Missouri state agencies such as MoDOT to better manage transportation fuel consumption, re-
duce waste, and promote the use of cleaner, domestic alternative fuels.

Local City/County Systems
Local city and county road systems are, for the most part, maintained on an ongoing basis in the counties and 
larger communities and on an annual basis for the smaller communities.  A mixture of road pavement surfaces 
occurs throughout the region, ranging from dirt to gravel to chip seal to asphalt.  Most counties throughout the 
region have dirt and gravel roads with a few sparsely located chip and seal roads. These are mostly maintained on 
a monthly basis and similarly are the maintenance of county-owned bridges. The cities, large and small, within the 
Mo-Kan region support a more balanced combination of gravel, chip and seal, asphalt, and in a few cases brick 
streets. Depending on the size of the community, these roads are maintained on a monthly or annual basis, and 
utilize either a city work crew or a contract to perform the maintenance.  

The majority of communities in the Mo-Kan Region have minor traffic congestion problems that center around 
large production facilities and schools. These issues are currently monitored by the individual communities’ local 
governments and are dealt with on a case by case basis. Another issue, however, that affects some of the larger 
communities is a need for more signalization on major state routes that intersect with local streets.  

All four counties and a majority of the communities throughout the region have policies in place that address ac-
cess management, right of way and new road construction standards.  
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Chapter 5: Identification of Needs
The first step in any kind of long range planning is the identification of needs. Planning for future transportation 
needs requires both an examination of the current state of transportation (as detailed earlier in this plan) and a 
certain degree of prediction of the events that may occur several years removed from present day. While some 
chacteristics of transportation planning are generally easy to predict (the deterioration of pavement, maintenance 
and repair of bridges), other regional features can be much more difficult to anticipate (new developments, chang-
ing traffic patterns, road closures).  

This chapter identifies the transportation needs for the Mo-Kan region for the next 10 years, as determined by 
the county commissions of Andrew, Buchanan, Clinton, and DeKalb counties and the Mo-Kan TAC. The needs 
were identified by the county commissions and ranked by the TAC. The rankings will need to be revisited at least 
every other year. Rankings were based on immediacy of the issue, cost effectiveness, feasibility, and impact. Each 
location is given a map number, which allows identification of the location on the maps provided at the end of this 
chapter.

At the suggestion of the Central MoDOT Office and in an effort to prolong the life of our rural roads, the pri-
oritization process was modified in 2011. Rather than considering all Mo-Kan region projects for the Statewide 
Transportation Improvement Plan (STIP), the TAC drafts two lists: a STIP inclusion list and a maintenance list. 
The maintenance list includes minor improvement projects on roads with fewer than 400 Average Annual Daily 
Traffic (AADT). The maintenance projects are then submitted to the area engineers for consideration in the use of 
local maintenance funds for a more immediate response. The STIP list includes bridge projects, major safety im-
provements, and projects on roads with greater than 400 AADT.  Both lists are included and prioritized in the RTP. 
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Chapter 6:  Future Project Plan for 10 Years
This chapter lists the needs for the Mo-Kan region which have progressed into “projects”; that is to say, they 
have been identified as priorities for the region, programmed and funded for completion during the next 10 
years by MoDOT District One. The following pages list the projects included on the current Statewide Trans-
portation Improvement Plan (STIP) for the Mo-Kan Region. 

The following documents are included at the end of this chapter:

•	 Insert:		  Statewide Transportation Improvement Plan Map (Draft)
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Chapter 7:  RTP for 10 Years
Chapter 7 documents the prioritization of the needs presented in Chapter 5, as determined by the Mo-Kan TAC and 
the Andrew, Buchanan, Clinton, and DeKalb county commissions. It is anticipated that these rankings will change as 
time progresses, and are voted on annually be the TAC. Projects were placed on the Tier 1 list if they were asset man-
agement projects, Tier 2 if they were an expansion projects, Safety if they were safety improvements or Maintenance 
if the road has under 400 AADT. Only Tier 1 projects are eligible for the STIP.

Prioritization

TAC 
Member 
Ranking Mo-Kan Needs List FY22

Rank 1-23 N
ee

d 
#

Co
un

ty

Ro
ut

e

Lo
ca

ti
on

N
ee

d 
 

A
A

D
T

Cr
as

h 
R

at
e

Co
st

 
Es

ti
m

at
e

Cu
rr

en
t 

Li
st

in
g

1 UND1 DeKalb US 36 I-35 & US 36 Interchange Improvement 7078 14.9 $3,000,000) Tier 1

2 UNC3 Clinton BB BB & I-35 Interchange Improvement 3176 3.8 $5,500,000) Tier 2

3 UNC2 Clinton 116 116 & I-35 Bridge Improvement 6014 3.8 $1,850,000) Tier 1

4 UNC1 Clinton PP PP & I-35 Bridge Improvement 11767 5.1 $1,915,000) Tier 2

5 UND2 DeKalb RT BB US 69 (S)-US 69 (N) Resurface from US 69 (S) to US 69 (N) 50 0.3 $474,000) Tier 2

6 UNB6 Buchanan RT AC US 36 Interchange Improvement 7769 12.8 $8,000,000) Tier 2

7 UNB7 Buchanan US 59 Rte. 45-MO River Flood resiliency 3553 7.2 $12,870,000) Tier 3

8 UNA1 Andrew IS 29 I-29 & US 71 Interchange Improvement 7967 10.0 $6,250,000) Tier 2

9 UNB1 Buchanan IS 29 I-29 & US 169 Interchange Improvement 9662 23.0 $23,000,000) Tier 2

10 B1 Buchanan A A & 371 Intersection Improvement 524 0.6 $1,000,000 New

11 D2 DeKalb A County Line-6 Resurfacing 220 1.9 $830,000 New

12 C1 Clinton W 116-County Rd 229 Resurfacing 99 0.6 $370,000 New

13 D1 DeKalb H County Line-6 Resurfacing 23 0.6 $1,050,000 New

14 B2 Buchanan DD I-29 & DD Intersection Improvement 546 0.4 New

15 UNA2 Andrew RT O/W US 169-Rte. Z Resurfacing 288 2.3 $400,000) Tier 2

16 UNB2 Buchanan RT H Platte River Overflow Bridge Improvement 138 0.0 $650,000) Tier 2

17 A1 Andrew UU V-County Line Resurfacing 44 0.5 $400,000) New

18 UNB8 Buchanan IS 229 Cook Road Interchange Improvement 2324 0.7 $12,700,000) Tier 3

19 UNB3 Buchanan RT KK US 59 (W)-US 59 (S) Resurfacing 35 0.3 $280,000) Tier 2

20 UNB5 Buchanan RT Y Rte. DD-County Line Resurfacing 333 1.2 $400,000) Tier 2

	



 

Chapter 8:  Financing
Federal Funding Sources	
Federal revenue sources include the 18.4 cents per gallon tax on gasoline and 24.4 cents per gallon tax on diesel 
fuel. Other sources include various taxes on tires, truck and trailer sales, and heavy vehicle use

Federal Funding - FAST Act	
According to the US Department of Transportation, the Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Act is a 
$305 Billion five-year bill to improve the Nation’s surface transportation infrastructure, including roads, bridges, 
transit systems, and rail transportation network. The bill, which was signed by President Obama on Dec. 4, 2015, is 
the first long-term transportation bill to be passed in 10 years. Since the 2012 expiration of the previous bill, MAP-
21, 36 extensions had been filed to maintain transportation funding. The following information, according to the 
U.S. House of Representative’s Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, provides a summary of the bill:

Roads and Bridges
•	 Facilitates commerce and the movement of goods by refocusing existing funding for a National Highway 

Freight

•	 Program and a Nationally Significant Freight and Highway Projects Program

•	 Expands funding available for bridges off the National Highway System

•	 Converts the Surface Transportation Program (STP) to a block grant program, increases flexibility for states 
and local governments, and rolls the Transportation Alternatives Program into the STP Block Grant

•	 Streamlines the environmental review and permitting process to accelerate project approvals

•	 Eliminates or consolidates at least six separate offices within the Department of Transportation and establishes 
a National Surface Transportation and Innovative Finance Bureau to help states, local governments, and the 
private sector with project delivery

•	 Increases transparency by requiring the Department of Transportation to provide project-level information to 
Congress and the public

•	 Promotes private investment in our surface transportation system

•	 Promotes the deployment of transportation technologies and congestion management tools

•	 Encourages installation of vehicle-to-infrastructure equipment to improve congestion and safety

•	 Updates research and transportation standards development to reflect the growth of technology

Public Transportation
•	 Increases dedicated bus funding by 89 percent over the life of the bill

•	 Provides both stable formula funding and a competitive grant program to address bus and bus facility needs

•	 Reforms public transportation procurement to make federal investment more cost effective and competitive

•	 Consolidates and refocuses transit research activities to increase efficiency and accountability

•	 Establishes a pilot program for communities to expand transit through the use of public-private partnerships
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•	 Eliminates the set aside for allocated transit improvements

•	 Provides flexibility for recipients to use federal funds to meet their state of good repair needs

•	 Provides for the coordination of public transportation services with other federally assisted transportation 
services to aid in the mobility of seniors and individuals with disabilities

•	 Requires a review of safety standards and protocols to evaluate the need to establish federal minimum safety 
standards in public transportation and requires the results to be made public

Highway and Motor Vehicle Safety
•	 Focuses funding for roadway safety critical needs

•	 Increases percentage of National Priority Safety Program states can spend on traditional safety programs

•	 Ensures more states are eligible for safety incentive grant funds and encourages states to adopt additional safety 
improvements

•	 Encourages states to increase safety awareness of commercial motor vehicles

•	 increases funding for highway-railway grade crossings

•	 Requires a feasibility study for an impairment standard for drivers under the influence of marijuana

•	 Improves the auto safety recall process to better inform and protect consumers

•	 Increases accountability in the automobile industry for safety-related issues

Truck and Bus Safety
•	 Overhauls the rulemaking process for truck and bus safety to improve transparency

•	 Consolidates truck and bus safety grant programs and provides state flexibility on safety priorities

•	 Incentivizes the adoption of innovative truck and bus safety technologies

•	 Requires changes to the Compliance, Safety, Accountability program to improve transparency in the FMCSA’s 
oversight activity

•	 Improves truck and bus safety by accelerating the introduction of new transportation technologies

Hazardous Materials
•	 Grants states more power to decide how to spend training and planning funds for first responders

•	 Requires Class I railroads to provide crude oil movement information to emergency responders

•	 Reforms an underutilized grant program for state and Indian tribe emergency response efforts

•	 Better leverages training funding for hazmat employees and those enforcing hazmat regulations

•	 Requires real-world testing and a data-driven approach to braking technology

•	 Enhances safety for both new tank cars and legacy tank cars

•	 Speeds up administrative processes for hazmat special permits and approvals

•	 Cuts red tape to allow a more nimble federal response during national emergencies



 

						              	          

Railroads
•	 Provides robust reforms for Amtrak, including reorganizing the way Amtrak operates into business lines

•	 Gives states greater control over their routes, by creating a State-Supported Route Committee

•	 Speeds up the environmental review process for rail projects

•	 Creates opportunities for the private sector through station and right-of-way development

•	 Consolidates rail grant programs for passenger, freight, and other rail activities

•	 Establishes a Federal-State Partnership for State of Good Repair grant program

•	 Strengthens Northeast Corridor planning to make Amtrak more accountable and states equal partners

•	 Allows competitors to operate up to three Amtrak long-distance lines, if at less cost to the taxpayer

•	 Strengthens passenger and commuter rail safety, and track and bridge safety

•	 Preserves historic sites for rail while ensuring that safety improvements can move forward

•	 Unlocks and reforms the Railroad Rehabilitation and Improvement Financing (RRIF) loan program

•	 Includes reforms to get RRIF loans approved more quickly with enhanced transparency

•	 Provides commuter railroads with competitive grants and loans to spur timely Positive Train Control imple-
mentation

•	 Provides competitive opportunities for the enhancement and restoration of rail service

Additional Provisions
•	 Includes strongly bipartisan measures to simplify rules and regulations, aid consumers, enhance our capital 

markets, assist low-income housing residents, and help build a healthier economy 

•	 Includes bipartisan provisions to provide energy infrastructure and security upgrades

•	 Streamlines the review process for infrastructure, energy, and other construction projects

Financing Provisions
•	 Includes fiscally responsible provisions to ensure the bill is fully paid for

•	 Ensures the Highway Trust Fund is authorized to meet its obligations through FY 2020

•	 Directs offsets from the FAST Act into the Highway Trust Fund to ensure fund solvency

•	 Reauthorizes the dedicated revenue sources to the Highway Trust Fund, which periodically expire
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What the Fast Act Means for Missouri
In early January 2016, MoDOT produced an executive summary that provides an overview of the impact of the 
FAST Act on Missouri’s transportation system. The following information is taken from that executive summary:

From Fiscal Year 2016 to Fiscal Year 2020, the availability of federal funds Missouri will be able to match will be ap-
proximately $1 billion, which is an increase of 9.8 percent over the previous federal bill – MAP 21. Federal dollars 
represent the largest source of funds in MoDOT’s budget. With current state revenue projections, it is anticipated 
that MoDOT will be able to fully match its available federal funds. The best news for Missouri is the FAST Act 
allows for a five-year period of funding certainty which will allow for effective project planning. However, the  five 
year period of funding is coming to a close. 

Safety
The Office of Highway Safety will be required to conduct a survey every two years of all automated traffic en-
forcement systems to include red light running cameras and speed enforcement camera systems. The legislation 
requires a separate grant application for states to implement the 24-7 sobriety programs. 

A study will be conducted on marijuana impaired driving including the issues of methods used to detect and mea-
sure marijuana levels and identify the role and extent of marijuana impairment in motor vehicle accidents. 

States will be allowed to submit a multi-year plan detailing motor carrier safety efforts. These reports will include 
annual updates. States will undertake efforts to emphasize and improve enforcement of state and local traffic safety 
laws and regulations.

Freight
The bill establishes a new competitive grant program for very large, predominantly highway projects that bene-
fit the national freight network. One condition of this program is a project estimated cost of $100 million or 30 
percent of a state’s annual federal appropriation. The minimum grant is $25 million. However, there are some re-
serves (10 percent) for smaller projects of less than $5 million and 25 percent for rural areas (population less than 
200,000).

A local match will be required for funds used to support the capital needs of public ferries. FAST revises the for-
mula for apportionment. The biggest change is the minimum fiscal year allocation of $100,000.

Performance metrics will be developed on the nation’s top 25 ports in each category of tonnage, containers and dry 
bulk. The St. Louis port is the only one that qualifies as a mandate on the list.

New funding is designated to improve the freight highway network. The language includes requirements to be 
designated as a “freight project.” MoDOT will need to add these elements to its planning processes. Missouri has 
more than two percent of the national freight mileage so its apportionment must be spent on the primary freight 
network, critical urban and critical rural freight corridors instead of the broader freight system.

State Freight Plans are now mandated and must be in place within two years for Missouri to be able to access the 
freight funds. State Freight Advisory Committees remain as an encouraged activity, but not mandated.



 

						              	          

Transit
The FAST Act provides transit increases of 9 to11 percent over five years and also increases the annual statewide 
allocation for buses and bus facilities.

Based on the estimated apportionments, the new surface transportation bill provides modest increases of approx-
imately 3.5 percent in the first year and approximately 2 percent per year increase through Fiscal Year 2020.

The statewide allocation for the Bus & Bus Facilities program has increased from $1.25 million to $1.75 million 
per year. This is an increase for much needed capital projects. This program also includes a new competitive grant 
program.

Rural Area Funding program appears to remain the same with no significant changes. The funding in Missouri 
appears to increase modestly in each year based in preliminary estimates from $17.7 million in 2016 to $19.4 mil-
lion in 2020 (8.7 percent).

Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities program will see modest increased funding from 
$4.86 million in 2016 to $5.37 million in 2020 (9 percent). There is a provision added for a new “pilot program for 
innovative coordinated access and mobility.” Grant money could be available for eligible entities.

Environment
The environmental provisions of the bill are intended to streamline the project delivery process and ensure inter-
agency cooperation. New language under Efficient Environmental Review for Project Decision making changes 
definition of “project” to include multimodal projects and “lead federal agency” to “operating administration” 
so that projects benefit from review efficiencies; takes into account any source of federal funding. This should be 
helpful to multimodal projects. Similar streamlining of rail projects can be achieved once regulatory procedures 
are put in place.

Integration of Planning and Environmental Review: Clarifies and defines the planning products that can be ad-
opted during National Environmental Policy Act development. Includes: Financing, modal choice, purpose and 
need, preliminary screening of alternatives, description of the environmental setting, methodology for analysis 
and programmatic level mitigation.

DOT and Heads of Federal Agencies will develop coordinated and concurrent environmental review and permit-
ting process for Environmental Impact Statements.

Planning
The FAST Act expands the scope of the planning process to include addressing resiliency and reliability of the 
transportation system, mitigating storm water impacts of surface transportation and enhancing travel and tourism 
of the transportation system.

The act requires state DOTs to incorporate the performance measures for rural transit agencies into its planning 
documents. In addition, the FAST Act requires states to establish a state freight plan in order to receive National 
Highway Freight Program funds. The state freight plan may be part of the state’s long-range transportation plan, 
but is more granular in requirements than a long-range transportation plan.



 

							                                                                                                                   101	

Performance Management
If a state DOT does not achieve or make significant progress toward achieving targets after one reporting cycle 
(instead of two reporting cycles), then the state DOT must include a description of the actions they plan to take to 
achieve their targets in the future in a report.

The penalty for falling below the minimum condition levels for pavements on the interstate system is imposed 
after the first reporting cycle (instead of after two reporting cycles); eliminates the need to collect safety data and 
information on unpaved or gravel roads.

USDOT will now assess if the state DOT has made significant progress toward the achievement of freight per-
formance targets. If the state DOT has not made significant progress, then there are additional reporting require-
ments but not penalties associated with obligating freight funds.

Establishes a performance management data support program to enable the USDOT to better support state DOTs, 
Metropolitan Planning Organizations and the Federal Highway Administration in the collection and management 
of data for performance-based planning and programming.

Motor Carrier Services
Changes language to make sure that a tow vehicle is equal to or exceeds the gross vehicle weight of the disabled 
vehicle it is towing.

The act will allow emergency vehicles that travel the interstate to weigh 86,000 pounds.

The act increases the length limit of some automobile transport trucks; this will require legislative action.

Research
Every Day Counts Program has been continued.

The FAST Act establishes a new National Surface Transportation and Innovative Finance Bureau. Highway Re-
search, Technology and Education Authorization Program funding mostly stays the same or has small increases.

The Innovative Pavement Research and Deployment Program have been expanded. It now requires the Secretary 
to develop a program to stimulate deployment of advanced transportation technologies to improve system safety, 
efficiency and performance.

The goals for the Intelligent Transportation System have been expanded, but are mostly freight-related.

ITS program funds for operational tests can’t be used for building physical surface infrastructure unless the con-
struction is incidental and critically necessary to implement the ITS project.

The new Assistant Secretary for Research and Technology’s responsibilities would include coordinating depart-
mental Research & Technology activities, advancing innovative technologies, developing comprehensive statistics 
and data and coordinating multimodal and multidisciplinary research. The Secretary can enter into cooperative 
contracts with federal, state and local and other agencies to conduct departmental research on a 50/50 cost share 
basis.

The Transportation Research Board will be required to do a study ($5 million; report due in 3 years) on how to 
restore the interstate highway system to premier status.

University Transportation Center funding has been increased; funding levels within ranges will be flexible instead 
of fixed. No change in matching requirements.



 

						              	          

Rail
This is the first surface transportation bill to include a rail title; passenger rail and other rail investments total $10.4 
billion over the five-year life of the legislation. Federal funding for intercity passenger rail does not begin until 
Federal Fiscal Year 2017.

FAST Act’s most significant language to Missouri pertains to operating assistance. For the first time, Congress has 
provided states a chance to compete for $20 million per year to offset costs for state-sponsored service. This pri-
marily targets states’ new cost from the Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act of 2009 (PRIIA).

In Missouri’s case, costs were relatively the same after PRIIA. Therefore, it is uncertain how much Missouri will 
be able to obtain from this new funding source. States can compete for this funding to improve infrastructure and 
vehicles used in the delivery of intercity passenger rail. This is similar to what Congress did through ARRA and 
the creation of the High Speed and Improved Passenger Rail Program – which delivered much needed projects like 
the Osage River Railroad Bridge.

Grade crossing safety remained a distinct safety program targeting improvements at highway rail grade crossings.

Congress also put funding towards a committee currently working on costs. This committee is made up of the 
Federal Railroad Administration, states, and Amtrak. The committee continues to work to help ensure states are 
paying only their fair share of costs. For example, this committee is addressing call center costs.

Missouri has identified to Amtrak for years that its call center costs are too high and they need a better system 
to track where these costs are allocated. It seems they are primarily allocated to states, instead of Amtrak, where 
appropriate. This should continue to help lower costs to Missouri and other states.

Highway and Bridge Revenue Sources 
State motor fuel tax 
The largest source of revenue from Missouri user fees is the state fuel tax. Assessed at a rate of 17-cents per gallon, 
it produced over 45 percent of state transportation revenues in 2016. However, the motor fuel tax is not indexed 
to keep pace with inflation, and there has been no rate increase since 1996. History shows that even when fuel 
prices rise dramatically, Missourians are generally unwilling or unable to turn to other modes of transportation, 
continuing to drive their personal vehicles and to purchase fuel to do so. Trends show motor fuel tax revenues in-
crease about one percent annually. However, if fuel prices rise and stay at higher rates, more Missourians may turn 
to more fuel-efficient vehicles, make fewer trips or seek other transportation options they had previously avoided. 
While good for the environment, these actions erode motor fuel tax revenues.

Motor vehicle sales and use taxes
Motor vehicle sales and use taxes provided approximately 26 percent of state transportation revenues in 2016. This 
is the one source of state revenue that has recently provided substantial additional resources for transportation. In 
November 2004, Missouri voters passed Amendment 3. This set in motion a four-year phase in, redirecting motor 
vehicle sales taxes previously deposited in the state’s General Revenue Fund to a newly created State Road Bond 
Fund. In accordance with this constitutional change, MoDOT began selling bonds to fund road improvements. 
From 2000-2010, MoDOT sold bonds that provided additional resources for highway improvements. Bonds are 
debt and similar to a home mortgage – this debt must be repaid over time. The total debt payment in fiscal year 
2016 totaled $280 million. 

MoDOT has three kinds of bonds: senior bonds that were authorized by the Missouri General Assembly in 2000; 
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Amendment 3 bonds that were authorized by Missouri voters in 2004; and federal GARVEE (Grant Anticipation 
Revenue Vehicle) bonds that financed specific projects. Borrowing accelerated construction and allowed MoDOT 
to avoid inflation in labor and materials costs. It gave Missourians improvements that would not have been built 
for many years with pay-as-you-go funding. Without borrowing, many of those projects still would not be com-
pleted.  Senior bonds will be paid off by 2023, Amendment 3 bonds will be paid off by 2029 and GARVEE bonds 
will be paid off by 2033. The average interest rate on all outstanding debt combined is 2.98 percent.

Motor vehicle and driver’s licensing fees
Motor vehicle and driver’s licensing fees also provided approximately 21 percent of Missouri’s state transportation 
revenue in 2016. Similar to motor fuel tax, these fees are not indexed to keep pace with inflation, and there have 
been no annual registration fee increases since 1984. This revenue source increases at a rate of about 2.5 percent 
annually. 

Transportation revenues are shared 
It is important to remember that cities and counties receive a substantial portion of these state transportation 
revenues. For example, cities and counties receive approximately 4.5 cents of the state’s 17-cent per gallon fuel tax. 
They also receive approximately 14 percent of the remaining state transportation revenues discussed earlier. These 
funds go directly to cities and counties to fund local transportation. 

Interest earned on invested funds and other miscellaneous collections 
The remaining 8 percent of state transportation revenues comes from interest earned on invested funds and other 
miscellaneous collections in 2016. During the Amendment 3 bonding program, cash balances in state transporta-
tion funds have been unusually high. Bond proceeds are received in large increments and are paid out over time 
as project costs are incurred. When the Amendment 3 projects are completed, the balance of state transportation 
funds will be substantially less, and interest income will also decline.

Funding for Alternative Modes of Transportation
Transportation funding for alternative modes has historically been less than 5 percent of all MoDOT transporta-
tion revenue (approximately $96 million annually). Funding for alternate modes of transportation comes from a 
variety of sources including motor vehicle sales taxes, aviation fuel and sales taxes, railroad regulation fees, state 
general revenue funds and federal grants. MoDOT Multimodal Operations is responsible for supporting alterna-
tive transportation programs within the state. The division functions to continue the advancement and strategic 
planning for Aviation, Rail, Transit, Waterways, and Freight Development initiatives designed to expand Missou-
ri’s infrastructure and facilitate travel and commerce. Through the integration of the various modes, the traveling 
public enjoys greater accessibility to the resources of the state while industry capitalizes on improved transporta-
tion efficiencies.

Multimodal Operations Functional Overview
•	 Assists in the development of port authorities through the distribution of capital and administrative 

funding while championing the efficiencies of waterborne transportation to industry and the general 
public.

•	 Administers federal and state capital improvement funding for Missouri’s eligible public aviation facil-
ities.

•	 Conducts airports safety inspections.



 

						              	          

•	 Provides financial and technical assistance to public transit and specialized mobility providers across 
the state.

•	 Partners with industry and local communities to promote economic development and improved freight 
traffic efficiency by examining existing infrastructure obstructions and proactively assessing potential 
obstacles. 

•	 Regulates freight and passenger rail operations, oversees rail crossing safety and construction projects, 
conducts railroad safety inspections, and provides outreach educational opportunities. 

•	 Supports the continued operation of Amtrak in the state and provides direction for the development of 
expanded passenger rail service.

The amalgamation of the non-highway transportation modes into a single regulatory division traces its lineage 
back to the formation of the Missouri Highways and Transportation Department in 1980. With the subsequent 
merger and reorganization, Multimodal Operations assumed charge of consolidated authority over Aviation, Rail, 
Transit, and Waterway operations within the state as the definitive administrative body. The division has since 
evolved into a very specialized organization, centered on engaging partnership participation that focuses on safe, 
accessible, efficient, and environmentally responsible alternative transportation solutions. In fiscal year 2012, Mul-
timodal Operations functioned with an operating budget of $2.5 million and a staff of 31, maintained over 4,000 
internal and external partnership contacts, and cumulatively delivered over $79 million in multimodal projects 
with partners across the state (nearly $47 million federal funds, over $14 million in state funds, and over $18 mil-
lion in local match funds).

Multimodal Operations Profile – Activities by Mode    
•	 Aviation

◉	 Administer grants and provide guidance for public use airports (State Block Grant Program & 	
	 State  Aviation Trust Fund Program)

◉ 	 Conduct airport safety inspections 

◉ 	 Publish Aeronautical Chart, Airport Directory, and Show Me Flyer

◉ 	 Maintain State Airport System Plan (SASP)

◉	 Approve Airport Master Plans (AMP) and Airport Layout Plans (ALP)

◉	 Maintain Automated Weather Observing System (AWOS) equipment

◉ 	 Promote education to the aviation community and other enthusiasts

•	 Rail

◉	 Conduct railroad infrastructure safety inspections (including track, grade crossing signals, and 	
	 operating practices)

◉	 Support Amtrak passenger rail service through Missouri and promote ridership both through 	
	 operations and project delivery

◉ 	 Maintain Statewide Rail Plan to identify the framework for freight and passenger rail 		
	 development in Missouri for the next twenty years (including High Speed Intercity Passenger 	



 

							                                                                                                                   105	

	 Rail HSPIR))

◉	 Regulate safety for freight rail and passenger rail in Missouri

◉ 	 Enforce safety regulations for light rail operations (Metrolink)

◉	 Administer the Missouri Highway/Rail Crossing Safety Program

◉	 Plan and administer funding for rail/highway construction projects

◉	 Present outreach seminars on railroad grade crossing safety in conjunction with Missouri 			
	 Operation Lifesaver

◉ 	 Catalog freight and passenger rail maps of Missouri

•	 Transit

◉	 Administer federal grant funding under Section 5310 Agencies Serving Seniors and Persons with 		
	 Disabilities

◉	 Transportation Assistance Vehicle Program

◉	 Administer federal grant funding under Section 5311 Non-Urbanized Transit Assistance Formula 	
	 Grant Program, Section 5311(b) Rural Transit Assistance Program (RTAP), and 5311(f) Intercity 		
	 Bus Program

◉	 Administer federal grant funding under Section 5316 Job Access and Reverse Commute Program 		
	 (JARC)

◉	 Administer federal grant funding under Section 5317 New Freedom Program

◉	 Administer federal grant funding under Section 5309 Discretionary Transit Capital Program

◉	 Administer federal grant funding under Section 5305 Statewide Transit Planning Grant Program

◉	 Administer federal grant funding under Section 5339 Bus & Bus Facilities Grant Program

◉	 Administer state funded Missouri Elderly and Handicapped Transportation Assistance Program 		
	 (MEHTAP)(RSMo 208.250-208.265)

◉	 Administer state funded Missouri State Transit Assistance Program (RSMo 226.195)

◉	 Administer federal grant funding consistent with the new MAP-21 transportation funding 		
	 provisions		

◉	 Provide technical support and program assistance to partners and external customers

•	 Waterways

◉	 Assist in the formation and operation of port authorities in Missouri

◉	 Provide technical assistance and promote use of Missouri’s navigable rivers

◉	 Represent port interests in industry and governmental bodies

◉	 Assist in distributing capital and administrative funding for port improvements

◉	 Provide financial assistance to two ferryboat operations



 

					             	          

◉	 Maintain waterways map of port authorities

•	 Freight Development 
◉	 Encourage freight initiatives that promote economic development and efficient movement of 		
	 goods

◉	 Conduct studies to determine opportunities for enhanced system capacity

◉	 Evaluate performance of state infrastructure to improve efficiencies

◉	 Host public forums and outreach opportunities for public comment and contribution

Unlike highways, MoDOT does not own multimodal facilities. Instead, MoDOT’s role is to administer funding 
and provide an oversight role for multimodal improvements. Many of the multimodal entities receive local tax 
revenue and direct federal funding, which are not included in these amounts. MoDOT administered $35 million 
of aviation funds in fiscal year 2016. Missouri has dedicated taxes on aviation fuel to fund improvements to public 
use airports in Missouri. MoDOT also administers federal funding to improve airfield pavement conditions and 
lighting systems, eliminate obstructions and for expansion projects.

In fiscal year 2016, MoDOT administered $34 million of transit funds. The majority of these funds are from fed-
eral programs that support operating costs and bus purchases for transit agencies across the state. There is a small 
amount of state and General Revenue funding to support operating costs for transit agencies. MoDOT admin-
istered $19 million of rail funds in fiscal year 2016. These funds are used to support two programs – the Amtrak 
passenger rail service between St. Louis and Kansas City, and safety improvements at railroad crossings. The Am-
trak funding is from General Revenue, and safety improvements at railroad crossings are from state and federal 
sources. 

Waterways funding totaled $6 million in fiscal year 2016. These funds provided operating and capital assistance 
to Missouri’s river ports and ferry boat operators. MoDOT also administers a $1 million freight enhancement 
program that provides assistance to public, private or not-for-profit entities for non-highway capital projects that 
improve the efficient flow of freight in Missouri. 

Internal operating costs to administer the various multimodal programs totaled $3 million, including salaries, 
wages and fringe benefits. In fiscal year 2016, MoDOT administered $98 million for multimodal needs. Since only 
$96 million was available, MoDOT used $2 million of cash balances dedicated by law to multimodal activities to 
provide these projects and services.

Missouri’s transportation needs are substantial, and the costs of the needs are enormous. Yet, the sources that have 
traditionally provided transportation funding in Missouri and in the nation are not adequate. They do not keep 
pace with the rising cost of construction and maintenance, and they provide little for alternative modes of trans-
portation. Another complicating factor is that Missouri’s transportation revenues are small in comparison to many 
other states. Missouri’s revenue per mile of state highway is one of the lowest in the region and in the country. Mis-
souri ranks 47th nationally in revenue per mile which leads to significant unfunded transportation needs across 
the state.  Missouri receives both state and federal transportation funds. Much of the funding comes with strings 
attached, limiting the activities for which it can be used. For example, the state motor fuel tax can only be spent on 
highways and bridges. It is not available for alternative modes of transportation. Federal funds may be earmarked 
for specific projects or limited to specific types of construction such as interstate maintenance. Some federal and 
state funds are allocated to specific modes of transportation such as transit or passenger rail.
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Funding Tools for the Local or Regional Level	
Funding for local county and municipal roadway maintenance and construction comes primarily from the 
state-distributed motor fuel tax, individual city and county capital improvement sales taxes and transportation 
sales taxes. Additional potential revenue options are available for local or regional transportation projects.

Economic Development Administration - Public Works and Economic Development Program
Through the Public Works and Economic Development Act of 1965, the United States Department of Commerce, 
through its EDA branch, offers project grants to enhance regional competitiveness and promote long-term eco-
nomic development in regions experiencing substantial economic distress. EDA provides Public Works invest-
ments to help distressed communities and regions revitalize, expand, and upgrade their physical infrastructure to 
attract new industry, encourage business expansion, diversify local economies and generate or retain long-term 
private sector jobs and investment. Current priorities include proposals that help support existing industry clus-
ters, develop emerging new clusters or attract new economic drivers.  

Project grants may be used for investments in facilities such as water and sewer systems, industrial access roads, 
industrial and business parks, port facilities, railroad sidings, distance learning facilities, skill-training facilities, 
business incubator facilities, redevelopment of brownfields, eco-industrial facilities and telecommunications in-
frastructure improvements needed for business retention and expansion. Eligible activities include the acquisition 
or development of public land and improvements for use for a public works, public service or development facility, 
and acquisition, design and engineering, construction, rehabilitation, alteration, expansion, or improvement of 
publicly-owned and operated development facilities, including related machinery and equipment. A project must 
be located in a region that, on the date EDA receives an application for investment assistance, satisfies one or more 
of the economic distress criteria set forth in 13 C.F.R. 301.3(a). In addition the project must fulfill a pressing need 
of the region and must: 

1.	 Improve the opportunities for the successful establishment or expansion of industrial or commercial 
plants or facilities in the region; 

2.	 Assist in the creation of additional long-term employment opportunities in the region; or 

3.	 Primarily benefit the long-term unemployed and members of low-income families. 

In addition, all proposed investments must be consistent with the currently approved Comprehensive Economic 
Development Strategy (CEDS) for the region in which the project will be located, and the applicant must have the 
required local share of funds committed, available and unencumbered. Also, the project must be capable of being 
started and completed in a timely manner.

USDA Rural Development
Community Programs, a division of the Housing and Community Facilities Programs, is part of the United States 
Department of Agriculture’s Rural Development mission area. Community Programs administers programs de-
signed to develop essential community facilities for public use in rural areas. These facilities include schools, 
libraries, childcare, hospitals, medical clinics, assisted living facilities, fire and rescue stations, police stations, com-
munity centers, public buildings and transportation. Through its Community Programs, the Department of Agri-
culture is striving to ensure that such facilities are readily available to all rural communities. Community Programs 
utilizes three flexible financial tools to achieve this goal: the Community Facilities Guaranteed Loan Program, the 
Community Facilities Direct Loan Program, and the Community Facilities Grant Program.

Community Programs can make and guarantee loans to develop essential community facilities in rural areas and 
towns of up to 20,000 in population.  Loans and guarantees are available to public entities such as municipalities, 



 

						              	          

counties, and special-purpose districts, as well as to non-profit corporations and tribal governments. Applicants 
must have the legal authority to borrow and repay loans, to pledge security for loans, and to construct, operate and 
maintain the facilities.  They must also be financially sound and able to organize and manage the facility effectively. 
Repayment of the loan must be based on tax assessments, revenues, fees, or other sources of money sufficient for 
operation and maintenance, reserves and debt retirement.   Feasibility studies are normally required when loans 
are for start-up facilities or existing facilities when the project will significantly change the borrower’s financial 
operations. The feasibility study should be prepared by an independent consultant with recognized expertise in the 
type of facility being financed.

Community Programs can guarantee loans made and serviced by lenders such as banks, savings and loans, mort-
gage companies which are part of bank holding companies, banks of the Farm Credit System or insurance compa-
nies regulated by the National Association of Insurance Commissioners.  Community Programs may guarantee up 
to 90percent of any loss of interest or principal on the loan.  Community Programs can also make direct loans to 
applicants who are unable to obtain commercial credit. Loan funds may be used to construct, enlarge, or improve 
community facilities for health care, public safety and public services.  This can include costs to acquire land need-
ed for a facility, pay necessary professional fees and purchase equipment required for its operation.   Refinancing 
existing debts may be considered an eligible direct or guaranteed loan purpose if the debt being refinanced is a 
secondary part of the loan, is associated with the project facility and if the applicant’s creditors are unwilling to 
extend or modify terms in order for the new loan to be feasible.

Additionally, Community Programs also provides grants to assist in the development of essential community 
facilities in rural areas and towns of up to 20,000 in population.  Grants are authorized on a graduated scale.  Ap-
plicants located in small communities with low populations and low incomes will receive a higher percentage of 
grants. Grants are available to public entities such as municipalities, counties, and special-purpose districts, as well 
as non-profit corporations and tribal governments. In addition, applicants must have the legal authority necessary 
for construction, operation, and maintenance of the proposed facility and also be unable to obtain needed funds 
from commercial sources at reasonable rates and terms.

Grant funds may be used to assist in the development of essential community facilities.  Grant funds can be used 
to construct, enlarge, or improve community facilities for health care, public safety and community and public 
services.  This can include the purchase of equipment required for a facility’s operation.  A grant may be made 
in combination with other Community Facilities financial assistance such as a direct or guaranteed loan, appli-
cant contributions or loans and grants from other sources. The Community Facilities Grant Program is typically 
used to fund projects under special initiatives, such as Native American community development efforts, child 
care centers linked with the Federal government’s Welfare-to-Work initiative, Federally-designated Enterprise and 
Champion Communities and the Northwest Economic Adjustment Initiative area. 

Statewide Transportation Assistance Revolving (STAR) Fund
The STAR Fund, authorized by the Missouri General Assembly in 1997, provides loans to local entities for 
non-highway projects such as rail, waterway and air travel infrastructure. The STAR fund can also provide loans 
to fund rolling stock for transit and the purchase of vehicles for elderly or handicapped persons. The STAR fund 
can assist in the planning, acquisition, development and construction of facilities for transportation by air, water, 
rail or mass transit; however, STAR fund monies cannot fund operating expenses. The local district engineer must 
endorse projects in cooperation with MoDOT’s Multimodal Team. The Cost Share Committee evaluates STAR ap-
plications and provides a recommendation to the Missouri Highways and Transportation Commission (MHTC), 
which is the deciding body. 
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Delta Regional Authority - Delta Development Highway System
The Delta Regional Authority (DRA) was established by Congress in 2000 to enhance economic development and 
improve the quality of life for residents of this region. The DRA encompasses 252 counties and parishes in Ala-
bama, Arkansas, Illinois, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, Missouri and Tennessee. 

There are 29 counties in Missouri that are a part of the DRA region. The counties are in the southeast part of the 
state and make up the Eighth Congressional District. They are:  Bollinger, Butler, Cape Girardeau, Carter, Craw-
ford, Dent, Douglas, Dunklin, Howell, Iron, Madison, Mississippi, New Madrid, Ozark, Pemiscot, Perry, Phelps, 
Oregon, Reynolds, Ripley, Scott, Shannon, St. Francois, Ste. Genevieve, Stoddard, Texas, Washington, Wayne and 
Wright. There are a total of 566 DDHS miles identified in Missouri, which constitutes 14.7 percent of  the total 
DDHS miles, of which 346 miles are 2-lane facilities. The Missouri DDHS improvements consist of widening and 
upgrading portions of US 60, US 63, US 67, US 412 and MO 8.

As a key part of its effort to improve the lives of Delta residents, the DRA operates a grant program in the eight 
states it serves. The DRA works closely with local development districts, which provide technical assistance to 
grant applicants. Once grant applications are submitted each year, the federal co-chairman determines which ap-
plications are eligible for funding and which are ineligible. There is an appeals process for those applicants whose 
submissions are deemed ineligible. From the list of eligible applicants, the governors of the eight states then make 
recommendations to the full board. The board decides which projects are funded based on the funds available. 
Congress has mandated that transportation and basic public infrastructure projects must receive at least 50 per-
cent of appropriated funds. The authority may provide matching funds for other state and federal programs. 

During a planning retreat in February 2005, the Delta Regional Authority board voted to make transportation 
one of the authority’s three major policy development areas. The DRA Highway Transportation Plan/Delta Devel-
opment Highway System Plan (DDHS) was developed following input from transportation executives and local 
organizations in the eight states covered by the DRA. Public meetings were held throughout the region in the fall of 
2006. The plan was presented to the President and Congress. The DDHS consists of 3,843 miles of roads through-
out the region. The estimated cost to complete the planned improvement projects for these roads is $18.5 billion. 
Of the roads in the plan, 27 percent provide four or more travel lanes already and the remainder is two-lane roads. 

Missouri Department of Economic Development - Community Development Block Grants
Through the Missouri Department of Economic Development, the Community Development Block Grant Pro-
gram (CDBG), a federal program through HUD, offers grants to small Missouri communities to improve local 
facilities, address critical health and safety concerns and develop a greater capacity for growth. The program offers 
funds for projects that can range from housing and street repairs to industrial loans and job training. State CDBG 
funds are only available to non-entitlement areas (incorporated municipalities under 50,000 and counties under 
200,000 in population). 

Larger cities receive funds directly through the Entitlement Communities Grants program. The entitlement pro-
gram provides annual grants on a formula basis to entitled cities and counties to develop viable urban communi-
ties by providing decent housing and a suitable living environment, and by expanding economic opportunities, 
principally for low-income and moderate-income persons. HUD awards grants to entitlement community grant-
ees to carry out a wide range of community development activities directed toward revitalizing neighborhoods, 
economic development and providing improved community facilities and services. Entitlement communities 
develop their own programs and funding priorities. However, grantees must give maximum feasible priority to 
activities which benefit low- and moderate-income persons. A grantee may also carry out activities which aid in 
the prevention or elimination of slums or blight. Additionally, grantees may fund activities when the grantee cer-



 

						              	          

tifies that the activities meet other community development needs having a particular urgency because existing 
conditions pose a serious and immediate threat to the health or welfare of the community where other financial 
resources are not available to meet such needs. CDBG funds may not be used for activities which do not meet these 
broad national objectives.

Sales Tax
The 4.225 percent state sales/use tax rate in Missouri is lower than the rates in 38 other states, as of Jan. 1, 2017, 
according to Taxfoundation.org. More recent estimates place Missouri’s funding at 48th. Missouri communities 
have the option of adopting a local sales tax, generally ranging from one-half to one percent. Counties may also 
adopt a sales tax generally ranging from one-fourth to one percent that can be used for transportation.  A recent 
vote to increase the sales tax , Proposition D, failed to passed in November 2018. 

Use Tax
Use tax is similar to sales tax, but is imposed when tangible personal property comes into the state and is stored, 
used or consumed in Missouri.  Communities have the option of adopting a local use tax equal to the local sales 
tax for that community to use for transportation expense. 

Local Option Economic Development Sales Tax
The Local Option Economic Development Sales Tax, approved by the Missouri General Assembly in 2005, allows 
citizens to authorize a supplemental sales tax dedicated exclusively for certain economic development initiatives in 
their home municipality. The state statute section governing this program is found at 67.1305 RSMo.  The voter-ap-
proved tax of not more than one half per cent is charged on all retail sales made in the municipality that are subject 
to sales taxes under Ch.144 RSMo.  Missouri statutes define “municipality” as an incorporated city, town, village or 
county. Revenues generated by the tax may not be used for retail developments unless such retail projects are lim-
ited exclusively to the redevelopment of downtown areas and historic districts.  A portion of the revenues may be 
used for project administration, staff and facilities, and at least twenty per cent of the funds raised must be used for 
projects directly related to long-term economic preparation, such as land acquisition, installation of infrastructure 
for industrial or business parks, water and wastewater treatment capacity, street extensions and for matching state 
or federal grants related to such long-term projects.  Any remaining funds may also be used for marketing, training 
for advanced technology jobs, grants and loans to companies for employee training, equipment and infrastructure 
and other specified uses. 

Neighborhood Improvement District
A Neighborhood Improvement District (NID) may be created in an area desiring certain public-use improve-
ments that are paid for by special tax assessments to property owners in the area in which the improvements are 
made. The kinds of projects that can be financed through an NID must be for facilities used by the public, and must 
confer a benefit on property within the NID. An NID is created by election or petition of voters and/or property 
owners within the boundaries of the proposed district. Election or petition is authorized by a resolution of the 
governing body of the municipality in which the proposed NID is located. Language contained in the petition 
narrative or ballot question must include certain information including, but not limited to a full disclosure of the 
scope of the project, its cost, repayment and assessment parameters to affected property owners within the NID. 

Community Improvement District
A Community Improvement District (CID) may be either a political subdivision or a not-for-profit corporation. 
CIDs are organized for the purpose of financing a wide range of public-use facilities and establishing and manag-
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ing policies and public services relative to the needs of the district. By request petition, signed by property owners 
owning at least 50 percent of the assessed value of the real property, and more than 50 percent per capita of all 
owners of real property within the proposed CID, presented for authorizing ordnance to the governing body of the 
local municipality in which the proposed CID would be located.  Unlike a Neighborhood Improvement District, 
a CID is a separate legal entity, and is distinct and apart from the municipality that creates the district. A CID is, 
however, created by ordinance of the governing body of the municipality in which the CID is located, and may 
have other direct organizational or operational ties to the local government, depending upon the charter of the 
CID. 

Tax Increment Financing
Local Tax Increment Financing (Local TIF) permits the use of a portion of local property and sales taxes to assist 
funding the redevelopment of certain designated areas within your community. Areas eligible for Local TIF must 
contain property classified as a “Blighted”, “Conservation” or an “Economic Development” area, or any combi-
nation thereof, as defined by Missouri Statutes. The idea behind Local TIF is the assumption that property and/
or local sales taxes (depending upon the type of redevelopment project) will increase in the designated area after 
redevelopment, and a portion of the increase of these taxes collected in the future (up to 23 years) may be allocated 
by the municipality to help pay the certain project costs, partially listed above. 

Transportation Development Districts
Transportation Development Districts (TDDs) are organized under the Missouri Transportation Development 
District Act, Sections 238.200 to 238.275 of the Missouri State Statutes. The district may be created to fund, pro-
mote, plan, design, construct, improve, maintain and operate one or more projects or to assist in such activity. 

Transportation Development Corporations
Transportation Development Corporations (TDCs) are organized under the Missouri Transportation Corpora-
tion Act, Sections 238.300 to 238.367 of the Missouri State Statutes. TDCs act in promoting and developing pub-
lic transportation facilities and systems and in promoting economic development. Demands for transportation 
improvements have greatly outpaced the funds available to meet them. In response to this demand, the Missouri 
Department of Transportation has established various mechanisms for successful public/public and public/private 
partnerships. These expand financing options for transportation projects that serve a public purpose, including: 
highway and rail projects, transit equipment, air and water transportation facilities and elderly/handicapped vehi-
cles. The benefits to a project assisted by these partnerships may include: inflation cost savings, early economic and 
public benefits, financing tailored to the project’s needs and a reduced cost of project financing.

Partnership Debt-Financing Programs 	
Debt-financing programs make loans to a project that has to be repaid. The Missouri Transportation Finance Cor-
poration’s (MTFC) authority to form and operate is initially derived from the Transportation Equity Act for the 
21st Century (TEA-21). The MTFC incorporated in August 1996, adopted bylaws and subsequently entered into 
a Cooperative Agreement with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the Federal Transit Administra-
tion (FTA), the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), agencies of the United States Department of Transporta-
tion (USDOT) and the Missouri Highways and Transportation Commission (Commission). Under the authority 
granted initially by TEA-21, as amended by 23 U.S.C. 610, the Missouri Non Profit Corporation Act, Chapter 355, 
RSMo, and pursuant to the Cooperative Agreement, the Commission organized the MTFC to assist in financing 
transportation improvements. 



 

						              	          

The MTFC provides direct loans for transportation projects within the state of Missouri. Loans are funded from 
available MTFC resources. The MTFC assistance may be any type authorized by 23 U.S.C. 610. The following are 
examples of potential financing options included in 23 U.S.C. 610: Primary or subordinated loans, Credit en-
hancements, Debt reserve financing, Subsidized interest rates, Purchase and lease agreements for transit projects, 
and Bond security. These direct loans must help assist the Commission to achieve continued economic, social and 
commercial growth of Missouri, act in the public interest, or promote the health, safety and general welfare of 
Missouri citizens. 

Bridge Replacement Off-System (BRO)
The Off-System Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation (BRO) program provides funding to counties for replace-
ment and rehab of bridges. A minimum amount of approach roadway construction may be allowed under the 
program. Federal Funds are available to finance up to 80% of the eligible project cost, but may be increased with 
the use of credit earned from replacing an eligible bridge that is not on the federal-aid system. It will be necessary 
for the local agency to provide the necessary matching funds. The fair market value of donated right-of-way may 
be credited to the local agency’s matching share with the amount not to exceed the local agency’s share.  Both 
Missouri Department of Economic Development CDBG funds and EDA Local Public Works funds can be used to 
match BRO funds, if used on the project. 

BRO Funds are administered according to the following policy: 
•	 The current Highway Act requires that at least 15% and no more than 35% of the state’s total bridge appropri-

ation be allocated to the counties and the City of St. Louis for use on off-system bridges (BRO). The Missouri 
Highway and Transportation Commission approves the amount of bridge funds allocated to this program. 
Off-system bridges are bridges that are on roads that are functionally classified as a local road or street and 
rural minor collectors.

Federal Aviation Administration - Airport Improvement Program
The Airport Improvement Program (AIP) provides grants to public agencies - and, in some cases, to private own-
ers and entities - for the planning and development of public-use airports that are included in the National Plan of 
Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS).  For large and medium primary hub airports, the grant covers 75 percent of 
eligible costs (or 80 percent for noise program implementation). For small primary, reliever, and general aviation 
airports, the grant covers 95 percent of eligible costs. AIP grants for planning, development or noise compatibility 
projects are at or associated with individual public-use airports (including heliports and seaplane bases). A pub-
lic-use airport is an airport open to the public that also meets the following criteria:

1.	 Publicly owned, or

2.	 Privately owned but designated by the FAA as a reliever, or

3.	 Privately owned but having scheduled service and at least 2,500 annual enplanements.

Further, to be eligible for a grant, an airport must be included in the NPIAS. The NPIAS, which is prepared and 
published every two years, identifies public-use airports that are important to public transportation and contribute 
to the needs of civil aviation, national defense, and the postal service. The description of eligible grant activities 
is described in the authorizing legislation and relates to capital items serving to develop and improve the airport 
in areas of safety, capacity and noise compatibility. In addition to these basic principles, a grantee must be legally, 
financially and otherwise able to carry out the assurances and obligations contained in the project application and 
grant agreement. 
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Eligible projects include those improvements related to enhancing airport safety, capacity, security and environ-
mental concerns. In general, sponsors can use AIP funds on most airfield capital improvements or repairs except 
those for terminals, hangars, and non-aviation development. Any professional services that are necessary for el-
igible projects - such as planning, surveying and design - are eligible as is runway, taxiway and apron pavement 
maintenance. Aviation demand at the airport must justify the projects, which must also meet Federal environmen-
tal and procurement requirements. Projects related to airport operations and revenue-generating improvements 
are typically not eligible for funding. Operational costs - such as salaries, maintenance services, equipment and 
supplies - are also not eligible for AIP grants. 

FAA Airport and Airway Trust Fund (AATF)
The Airport and Airway Trust Fund (AATF), created by the Airport and Airway Revenue Act of 1970, provides 
funding for the federal commitment to the nation’s aviation system through several aviation-related excise taxes. 
Funding currently comes from collections related to passenger tickets, passenger flight segments, international 
arrivals/ departures, cargo waybills, aviation fuels and frequent flyer mile awards from non-airline sources like 
credit cards.

Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP) Funding
Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP) was authorized under the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st 
Century Act (MAP-21) to provide for a variety of alternative transportation projects, including many that were 
previously eligible activities under separately funded programs. The TAP replaces the funding from pre-MAP-21 
programs including Transportation Enhancements, Recreational Trails, Safe Routes to School, and Scenic Byways, 
wrapping them into a single funding source. The TAP remains in place with the 2015 passage of the FAST ACT. 
The mission of the Transportation Alternatives Program is to improve our nation’s communities through leader-
ship, innovation, and program delivery. The funds are available to develop a variety of project types located in both 
rural and urban communities to create safe, accessible, attractive, and environmentally sensitive communities 
where people want to live, work, and recreate. The Transportation Alternatives Program consists of: Transporta-
tion Enhancement (TE) activities, Recreational Trails Program (RTP) and Safe Routes to School (SRTS) activities.

Traffic Engineering Assistance Program (TEAP)
The Traffic Engineering Assistance Program (TEAP) allows local public agencies (LPA) to receive engineering 
assistance for studying traffic engineering problems. Typical traffic engineering related projects include: corri-
dor safety and/or operational analysis, intersection(s) safety and/or operational analysis, speed limit review, sign 
inventory, pedestrian/bike route analysis, parking issues, and other traffic studies, etc. Local public agencies are 
reimbursed for eligible project costs at a rate of 80 percent with the local agency providing a 20-percent match. 
Funds administered by MoDOT, will provide 80 percent of the TEAP project costs, up to $8,000 per project. If the 
total cost is greater than $10,000, the local agency can pay more than 20 percent to complete the TEAP project, if 
desired.

Federal Lands Access Program (FLAP)
The Federal Lands Access Program (FLAP) provides funds for projects on Federal Lands Access Transportation 
Facilities that are located on or adjacent to, or that provide access to Federal lands as provided for in the FAST Act. 
The FLAP, as an adjunct to the Federal-Aid Highway Program, covers highway programs in cooperation with fed-
eral-land managing agencies. It provides transportation-engineering services for planning, design, construction 
and rehabilitation of the highways and bridges providing access to federally owned lands. The Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) also provides training, technology, deployment, engineering services and products to 



 

	

other customers. The FHWA administers the Federal Lands Access Program, including survey, design and con-
struction of forest highway system roads, parkways and park roads, Indian reservation roads, defense access roads 
and other federal-lands roads. The FHWA, through cooperative agreements with federal-land managing agencies 
such as the National Park Service, Forest Service, Military Traffic Management Command, Fish and Wildlife Ser-
vice and the Bureau of Indian Affairs, administers a coordinated federal-lands program consisting of forest high-
ways, public-lands highways, park roads and parkways, refuge roads and Indian reservation roads. This program 
provides support for approximately 30,000 miles of public roads serving Federal and Indian lands to support the 
economic vitality of adjacent communities and regions. 

Cost Share Program Guidelines
The purpose of the Cost Share Program is to build partnerships with local entities to pool efforts and resources to 
deliver state highway and bridge projects. The Missouri Department of Transportation (MoDOT) allocates Cost 
Share funds based on the Missouri Highways and Transportation Commission’s (MHTC) approved funding dis-
tribution formula. At least 10 percent is set-aside for projects that demonstrate economic development through 
job creation. Projects are selected by the Cost Share Committee, which consists of the Chief Engineer, Chief Fi-
nancial Officer and the Assistant Chief Engineer. They are then recommended for approval by the MHTC via a 
STIP amendment.

MoDOT participates up to 50 percent of the total project costs on the state highway system. While contributions 
are expected on economic development projects, the Cost Share Committee may increase MoDOT’s participation 
up to 100 percent for economic development projects that create new jobs. Job creation will be verified by the De-
partment of Economic Development. The project agreement will identify requirements for returning funds if jobs 
are not created as planned. Retail development projects do not qualify as economic development. 

MoDOT’s participation includes the amount of Cost Share funds allocated to the project, District STIP or Oper-
ating Budget funds and activities performed by MoDOT such as preliminary engineering, right of way incidentals 
and construction engineering. 

Generally, the Cost Share funding per project is limited to $10 million in total and $2.5 million per year. However, 
projects exceeding this limit can be considered based on factors such as project need, the opportunity for eco-
nomic development and the willingness of the local partners to be flexible and bring resources to the table. Project 
applications should not expand the state highway system or increase maintenance costs for MoDOT. Project ap-
plications that significantly expand the state highway system or increase maintenance costs for MoDOT must seek 
pre-approval by the Chief Engineer prior to submittal. 

Funding Distribution
On Jan. 10, 2003, the Missouri Highways and Transportation Commission adopted an objective method to distrib-
ute transportation funds using factors reflecting system size and usage and where people live and work. The distri-
bution of funds has been the subject of debate for over a decade. The method for determining where and on what 
to spend limited transportation dollars has changed several times. Changes have been a result of both long-term 
project plans and political pressure centered on dividing funds between the urban and rural areas of the state. This 
method goes beyond the narrow discussions of geography and allows for allocation of funding based on objective, 
transportation-related factors that are representative indicators of physical system needs.

Since 2003, the Missouri Highways and Transportation Commission has used a formula to distribute construction 
program funds for road and bridge improvements to each of its districts (seven since 2011). This is the largest 
area of MoDOT’s budget that provides funding for safety improvements, taking care of the system and flexible 
funds that districts can use to take care of the system or invest in major projects that relieve congestion and spur 



 

							                                                                                                                   115	  

Figure 8.1 MoDOT Funding Distribution for Construction Funds

Source: MoDOT’s Citizen’s Guide to Transportation Funding in Missouri, 2022

economic growth. In many districts, taking care of the system funds are not sufficient to maintain current system 
conditions. Districts use flexible funds to make up the difference, but often times still fall short. Figure 7.1 identi-
fies how construction program funds are allocated annually to districts using the following formula:

Funding Distribution Overview



 

	

Once construction program funds are distributed to districts, MoDOT collaborates with regional planning groups 
to identify local priorities based on projected available funding. The regional transportation improvement plans 
are brought together to form the department’s Statewide Transportation Improvement Program, which outlines 
five years of transportation improvements. As one year of the plan is accomplished, another year is added. 

When adding the construction program, operations, administration and highway safety programs together, the 
following amounts were distributed to each district in 2022: 

Table 8.3 MoDOT Funding Distribution – Total by District ($ Millions)

District Construction Program Operations Admin HWY Safety Programs Total
Northwest $88 $74 $2 - $164
Northeast $55 $65 $2 - $122
Kansas City $235 $60 $3 $3 $301
Central $200 $77 $2 $1 $280
St. Louis $239 $69 $3 $4 $315
Southwest $153 $85 $2 $1 $241
Southeast $121 $87 $2 - $210
Central Office $43 $74 $36 $11 $164
Total $1,134 $591 $52 $20 $1,797

Source: MoDOT’s Citizen’s Guide to Transportation Funding in Missouri, 2022

Figure 8.2 MoDOT Funding Distribution by District

Source: MoDOT’s Citizen’s Guide to Transportation Funding in Missouri, 2022
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Chapter 9:  Plan Implementation
The RTP is designed to provide a direct, unfettered method in which local elected officials, the general public, and 
other interested stakeholders can identify and prioritize important transportation needs in the aforementioned 
counties. Using that prioritization, the Mo-Kan TAC can then recommend projects to MoDOT’s Northwest Dis-
trict. The District then uses that input to help determine which projects in the region are funded for construction.  

Smooth Roadways

The ability to travel anywhere in the state on a smooth roadway not only enhances the attractiveness of Missouri, 
but can also have a positive economic impact on a region. Further, a smooth roadway reduces avoidance accidents 
and automobile repair bills. Per the request of MoDOT Northwest District staff, road surface needs are categorized 
into two lists: a maintenance list for rural roads with less than 400 AADT, and a list for roads with higher traffic 
volumes that will be considered for the STIP.  There are additional lists for multi-modal and safety improvements. 
The Mo-Kan TAC dentified the following projects as addressing smooth roadways for the region:

STIP Eligible List:   None this year.

Maintenance List:

Map Number Description
A1 Route O & W  from US 169 to Route Z
A2 Route UU Roadway Resurfacing
B3 Route Y from Route D to County Line
B4 Route KK from US 59 (W) to US 59 (S)
B5 Rout AB from MO 6 to Hwy 36
C2 Route W from Hwy 116 to County Road 229 Route H from County Line to Route 6
D2 Route A from from County Line to Route 6
D3 Route H from County Line to Route 6
D4 Route O from Route N to MO 31

Bridge Improvements
Bridges play a critical role in the transportation of people and goods.  When a bridge is closed the time and ex-
pense for traffic to detour can be significant. Therefore, keeping bridges operational is essential in transportation 
planning. Bridge construction/repair projects are to be considered for STIP inclusion. 

Map Number Description
B6 Bridge at Route H over the Platte River Overflow
C3 Bridge at Hwy PP I-35
C4 Bridge at Hwy 116 & I-35



 

	

Interchange/Intersection Improvements
Maintained and well marked interchanges and insections are also important for transportation safety. Traffic needs 
to flow smoothly through interchanges. Intesections need to be clearly marked for motorists. 

Map Number Description
A3 Interstate 29 and US 71
B1 Route AC and US 36
B2 Route A and Hwy 371
B6 Interstate 29 and US 169
B9 I-229 and Cook Road
C1 Route BB and Interstate 35
D1 Interstate 35 and US 36

Congestion and Development Considerations
In addition to roadway enhancements, the Mo-Kan RTP seeks to identify future significant development in its 
service area which will have an impact on traffic patterns and volumes. New development, particularly in the City 
of Cameron area will impact the capacity of the transportation in those areas.  These are eligible for the STIP. This 
year, congestion and development consideration priorities were included under smooth roadways and interchange 
improvements. 

Safety Enhancements
Safety improvements are essential to include in transportation priorities. Mixed use developments requires an ex-
amination of certain intersections/interchanges and other roadway features, such as turn lanes, traffic signals, and 
acceleration/deceleration lanes.  The lack of guard rails  near ravines and road realignment are also examined. No 
safety enhancement priorities were identified this year.  

Bike/Pedestrian Enhancements
Non-motorized forms of transportation, such as biking and walking, are becoming more common. Investments in 
hiking and pedestrian trails have been linked to benefits that include improved connectivity, healthier communi-
ties and economic development. Mo-Kan staff aims to create a regional bike/pedestrian plan. No bike/pedestrian 
transportation priorities were identified this year. 

Flood Resilency

The Mo-Kan region suffered from historic flooding in 2019 and there were major transportation disruptions. 
Building flood resilency into roads can lessen the transportation and economic distruptions in the area. 

Map Number Description
B8 US 59  from Route 45 to Missori River

 

MultiModal
Multi-modal needs exist in the Mo-Kan region and should be included in the transportation priorities for when 
funding opportunities arise.  No multimodal priorties were identified this year. 


