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Executive Summary 
 
 
Reorganized in 1999, the Mid-Missouri Regional Planning Commission (MMRPC) is a council of 
local governments that provides professional services to its members.  The Commission services a 
six-county region in Mid-Missouri (Boone, Callaway, Cole, Cooper, Howard and Moniteau) as well 
as the municipalities and two Metropolitan Planning Organizations within those counties.  In 2009, 
the membership of the Mid-Missouri Regional Planning Commission represented 97 percent of the 
region’s population. 
 
The Mid-Missouri Regional Planning Commission has been a partner with the Missouri Department 
of Transportation to provide transportation planning services to the membership of the regional 
planning commission.  As part of the services offered to its members, the Mid-Missouri Regional 
Planning Commission has prepared this Regional Transportation Plan.  The information and data 
found within this plan are intended to help make sound and prudent transportation decisions that will 
aid in the efficient movement of goods, services, and people from one place to another.. 
 
The Mid-Missouri Region is one that faces an enormous demand for transportation services.  In an 
area of 3,363 square miles, the region has 314,716 residents who drive 269,580 personal vehicles. 
Mid-Missouri experienced growth in five of the six counties of the region in the last decade 
(excluding Howard County). 
 
Residents of Mid-Missouri travel an average of 19 miles daily round trip to work.  In fact, state and 
regional data have shown that employment centers continue to be concentrated in the region’s cities.  
This concentration results in longer commute times for Mid-Missourians living farther from 
employment centers, such as Columbia, Jefferson City, Boonville and Fulton. As major employers 
add employees and employers cluster together, either in central cities or on edge area business loops 
– such as Route B in Boone County near Columbia or Route B in Cooper County near Boonville – 
trips generated increase, thereby increasing impact on city, county and MoDOT roadways. 
 
Yet commuting to work is not the only significant transportation activity occurring in the Mid-
Missouri Region.  Major roadways in the area, such as I-70, are heavily traveled by motor freight 
transporting goods.  An extensive rail system has evolved in the region, carrying both freight and 
passengers.  The Missouri River runs through all six counties, and is used for barge traffic as well as 
for recreation.  The Katy Trail, which is the longest rails-to-trails project in the country, along with 
well-developed bicycle facilities in Jefferson City and Columbia, provide alternative modes of 
transportation as well as exciting tourism opportunities. 
 
As the State of Missouri continues to refurbish and develop its transportation network, opportunities 
exist for the Mid-Missouri Regional Planning Commission and its members to identify and prioritize 
transportation needs.  This plan includes many of the projects that have been discussed since 2001, as 
well as the current status of such projects.  It is believed that this plan will serve to guide and educate 
transportation planning within the long-term framework that currently exists.
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
 
Study Organization 
 
The Mid-Missouri Regional Planning Commission was formed to provide professional services to its 
members.  Some of the services available by the Commission include: comprehensive planning, 
compiling demographic information, grant writing, grant administration, project development, 
community development, economic development, financial services, transportation planning, 
program administration and hosting regional meetings and forums to address regional concerns.  The 
MMRPC continues to strive to provide an array of professional services to the member governments 
within the region to efficiently address the issues that impact the quality of life within the region. 
 
Reorganized in 1999, the Mid-Missouri Regional Planning Commission (MMRPC) is a council of 
local governments that provides technical assistance to counties and municipalities in Central 
Missouri.  The staff of the MMRPC includes an Executive Director, an Assistant to the Director, a 
fiscal officer and two planners.  The Commission services a six-county region in Mid-Missouri as 
well as the municipalities within those counties.  
 
The MMRPC is a composition of city and county officials delegated from the region which the 
commission represents.  Each city and county within the six-county area is allotted one vote on the 
commission.  There are also three at-large representatives from the region.  The full commission 
meets six times annually to discuss office programs, budget and regional items of interest.  
 
With respect to this plan, the MMRPC provides services to its members regarding transportation 
planning and development.  The MMRPC is a planning partner with the Missouri Department of 
Transportation (MoDOT).  Additionally, elected officials and appointed citizens from the region 
make up the MMRPC’s Transportation Advisory Council (TAC), which meets quarterly to hear from 
and give input to MoDOT staff about various transportation projects. 
  
In planning for the region’s transportation needs and opportunities, MMRPC staff collaborates with 
staff of the region’s two metropolitan transportation-planning organizations, the Capitol Area 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (CAMPO) and the Columbia Area Transportation Study 
Organization (CATSO).  By attending regular meetings of these organizations, regional planning 
commission staff remains aware of the planning issues faced by elected officials and staff of the 
Cities of Jefferson City and Columbia. Mid-Missouri remains the only regional planning commission 
area in the state with two MPOs within its boundaries.  Overall, 97 percent of the region’s population 
is represented by the MMRPC. 
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Study Area 
The MMRPC provides services to Boone, Callaway, Cole, Cooper, Howard, and Moniteau Counties. 
In an area of 3,363 square miles, the region has 314,716 residents (2008 estimate)1 who drive 
269,580 personal vehicles.2

 

  Map 1 shows the Mid-Missouri Region, its cities and state-system 
roadways. 

Several entities of statewide and national significance are located within the region.  The University 
of Missouri, the state’s flagship university, is located in Boone County.  The Missouri State Capitol, 
Missouri Governor’s Mansion, Missouri Supreme Court, and the central offices of the many Missouri 
State departments are all located within Cole County.  Additionally, several important employment, 
tourism, and transportation centers can be found in the Mid-Missouri region. 
 
 
Connection to the MoDOT Planning Framework 
MoDOT understands it cannot independently determine the future of the state's transportation 
system.  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.  MoDOT recognizes it must work with other 
state and federal agencies, metropolitan planning organizations, regional planning commissions, local 
organizations, businesses and communities, and the general public to address issues and identify 
unforeseen circumstances and opportunities that affect the transportation decision-making process. 
With all planning organizations, needs identification and project prioritization processes will 
continue to be developed cooperatively.  These processes will be based on 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. 
 
To date, several important planning frameworks and relationships have been developed.  In 2003 and 
2004, MoDOT developed and introduced a Planning Framework to its statewide planning partners.  
This framework is part of the ongoing evolution of planning partnerships that MoDOT initiated 
statewide around 1999. The framework provides clearer instruction to planning partners on how 
regional priorities inform the MoDOT’s long range transportation plan (LRTP) and the Surface 
Transportation Improvement Plan (STIP).  Throughout the planning process that informs this 
document, MMRPC staff represented to citizens and elected officials how major identified and 
prioritized projects in the region would eventually be prioritized by MoDOT staff. 
 
Connection to the MoDOT Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) 
Following an 18-month process designed to determine the future course of transportation in 
Missouri, MoDOT released a comprehensive Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP), setting the 
overall transportation policy and tone for Missouri.  MoDOT collaborates with the metropolitan 
planning organizations, regional planning commissions, local officials, the general public and other 

                                                 
 

1 “State and County Quickfacts,” (U.S. Census Bureau, May 5,2009), http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/maps/missouri_map.html (accessed 
June 5, 2009). 

2 “Vehicles per County as of 12/31/08,” (Missouri Dept. of Revenue, Feb. 23, 2009), http://dorx.mo.gov/publicreports/kov_cnty_file.txt 
(accessed June 5, 2009). 

http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/maps/missouri_map.html�
http://dorx.mo.gov/publicreports/kov_cnty_file.txt�
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stakeholders to facilitate LRTP development.  This sets the vision for Missouri’s transportation 
system and defines transportation goals that can take Missouri toward that vision. 
 
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.  The efforts are both iterative, with updates taking place approximately 
every five years.  As these updates take place, the link between the plans will grow stronger. 
 
 
Planning Process Used to Develop Plan 
The challenge of this plan is to reflect the diverse needs of those who use public and private 
transportation.  Using outreach tactics as well as surveying available research and data pertaining to 
the region, the staff of the MMRPC developed the following RTP.  Its contents are to be used as an 
educational tool that can inform future investments of state and local transportation funds. 
 
A combination of public input and MMRPC staff research guided the content of this plan. MMRPC 
staff collaborated to complete research with the staff of Mid-Missouri’s two metropolitan planning 
organizations as well as other regional planning commissions/councils of government.  Major 
sources of data are listed in Works Cited section at the end of this document, and cited within the 
document. 
 
The MMRPC staff works with member government leaders, through its Transportation Advisory 
Committee (TAC), to develop transportation goals and objectives and determine transportation needs 
for the region.  The TAC meets six times annually to review and discuss the transportation concerns 
for the region. 
 
On a statewide level, MMRPC staff worked with the staff from other regional planning 
commissions/councils of government through the Missouri Association of Councils of Government 
to develop standards for plan content and mapping.  The final format of this plan is a result those 
sessions.
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Goals and Objectives 
 
Working with members of the MMRPC TAC, a set of regional transportation planning goals were 
developed. The goals that guide the planning process are: 
 
Goal 1: Safety 
Goal 2: Public Involvement/Concern  
Goal 3: Economic Vitality 
Goal 4: Quality of Communities 
Goal 5: Preservation 
Goal 6: Diversity of Transportation Options 
Goal 7: Environmental Protection 
Goal 8: Funding Options & Opportunities 
 
Goal 1: Ensure that all users are guaranteed a high level of safety on all of the region’s 
transportation systems 
 
Objectives 

• Identify existing high-risk areas within the region’s transportation system and advocate safety 
updates within those areas 

• Promote the highest safety standards for city, county, and state-system transportation 
improvements 

• Encourage maintenance and preservation of existing transportation systems to ensure 
continued safe movement of people and goods 

 
 

Goal 2: Support community involvement in the transportation planning process 
 
Objectives 

• Inform and engage Mid-Missourians in the regional transportation planning process 
• Conduct the plan in an inclusive manner to ensure the process is fair and open to all 

concerned individuals 
• Ensure the plan responds to the diversity of regional needs 

 
 
Goal 3: Enhance the Mid-Missouri region’s economic growth and competitiveness by 
providing a safe, reliable, and efficient transportation system 
 
Objectives  

• Develop a transportation plan that gives priority consideration to transportation system 
improvements that prevent accidents and minimize losses 

• Ensure compatibility with the transportation facilities and networks of adjacent cities and 
counties 

• Promote the efficient movement of people and goods by linking the various modes of 
transportation. 
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Goal 4: Improve and preserve the quality of communities by encouraging connectivity, 
balance, and compatibility of transportation facilities with surrounding areas 
 
Objectives 

• Strengthen the connection between land use and transportation planning 
• Promote high connectivity within cities and counties while maintaining appropriate access 

levels for major facilities 
• Ensure that proposed transportation facilities fit the natural, built, and social environments in 

which they are to be constructed 
 
 
Goal 5: Advocate the preservation of existing transportation systems within the region 
 
Objectives 

• Identify and address existing, rising, and potential safety concerns stemming from 
deterioration of facilities 

• Encourage proactive maintenance plans for cities and counties in order to avoid greater 
replacement costs in the future 

 
Goal 6: Encourage diversity of transportation options within and across the region 
 
Objectives 

• Support current and future initiatives to provide or promote non-automobile modes of 
transportation in the region 

• Promote transportation alternatives for those who cannot or choose not to drive 
• Encourage connectivity between different transportation modes 
• Give consideration to innovative transportation options and engage in open-source planning  

 
Goal 7: Protect Missouri’s natural environments and promote energy conservation 
 
Objectives 

• Minimize impacts to the environment of transportation improvements. 
• Avoid disproportionate adverse impacts on low income and minority communities 
• Preserve and enhance scenic views of and access to historic, cultural and other attractive 

features 
• Encourage the use of alternative fuels and technologies in motor vehicle, fleet, and transit 

applications 
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Goal 8: Stay abreast of existing funding options and sources and work to develop 
innovative options for transportation improvements. 
 
Objectives 

• Realize that funding certain projects may affect the availability of funds for other projects 
drawing from the same funding pool 

• Consider the funding implications of federal and state actions on the regional transportation 
system and services 

• Act as an information source for member governments about funding sources and strategies 
• Promote public/public and public/private partnerships in addressing transportation needs 
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Chapter 2: Population and Employment 
 
Population Forecast: Region 
 
Mid-Missouri experienced growth in five of the six counties of the region from July 1998 to July 
2008.  The greatest growth in terms of persons and percentage over this decade occurred in Boone 
County, which saw an increase of 21,764 persons or 16.4 percent, while negative growth in terms of 
persons and percentage change occurred in Howard County, where the population decreased by 292 
persons or 2.9 percent. Overall, the region added 31,063 persons during the period 1998 through 
2008. 
 
Between 1998 and 2008, state population increased by 389,840 persons, or an increase of 7.1 
percent. Table 2.0 below shows each Mid-Missouri county’s population change during this time 
period.3

 
 

Table 2.0: Mid-Missouri’s Population, 1998-2008 
Mid-Missouri 

County 
1998 

population 
(estimate) 

2008 
population 
(estimate) 

Period population 
change, in persons 

Period 
population  
change, in 
percentage 

Boone 132,601 154,365 +21,764 +16.4% 
Callaway 39,406 43,464 +4,058 +10.3% 
Cole 70,703 74,313 +3,610 +5.1% 
Cooper 16,338 17,535 +1,197 +7.3% 
Howard 10,210 9,918 -292 -2.9% 
Moniteau 14,395 15,121 +726 +5.0% 
Mid-Missouri 283,653 314,716 +31,063 +10.9% 
State of Missouri 5,521,765 5,911,605 +389,840 +7.1% 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau—State and County Quick Facts and Time Series of Missouri Intercensal Population Estimates by County: April 1, 1990 to 
April 1, 20004

 
 

 
During the decade from 1998 to 2008, the state of Missouri experienced significant population 
growth.  The growth rate of the Mid-Missouri Region outpaced that of the state as a whole, owing a 
great deal to the increase in population in the Columbia Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA).  The 
Columbia MSA population increased by 35,320 from 1998 to 2008, a 27.4 percent gain.  This growth 
rate far exceeded those of the state’s two largest MSA’s, Kansas City (15.2 %) and St. Louis (9.9 %), 
over the same period.  Furthermore, the Columbia MSA’s growth rate was nearly four times that of 
the statewide growth rate of 7.1 percent.5

While growth in unincorporated areas of the state of Missouri occurred at a greater rate than growth 
in cities both in the 1990s and from 2000-2005, not all counties in the Mid-Missouri Region followed 

 

                                                 
 
3“State and County Quickfacts,” (U.S. Census Bureau, May 5,2009), http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/maps/missouri_map.html (accessed June 5, 
2009). 
4“Time Series of Missouri Intercensal Population Estimates by County: April 1, 1990 to April 1, 2000,” (U.S. Census Bureau, April 17, 2002), 
http://www.census.gov/popest/archives/2000s/vintage_2001/CO-EST2001-12/CO-EST2001-12-29.html (accessed June 9, 2009)  

5 “Annual Estimates of the Population of Metropolitan and Micropolitan Statistical Areas: April 1, 2000 to July 1, 2008,” (U.S. Census 
Bureau, 2009), http://www.census.gov/popest/metro/CBSA-est2008-annual.html (accessed June 8, 2009). 

http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/maps/missouri_map.html�
http://www.census.gov/popest/archives/2000s/vintage_2001/CO-EST2001-12/CO-EST2001-12-29.html�
http://www.census.gov/popest/metro/CBSA-est2008-annual.html�
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this trend.  Population in unincorporated areas of the state rose by 12.3 percent in the 1990s as 
compared to an 8.1 percent growth rate for population in cities during the same period.  Between 
2000 and 2005, population in unincorporated areas of the state rose by 15.2, while population in the 
cities decreased by 1.3 percent during this period.6

 

  Table 2.1 below demonstrates how these rates 
for the counties of the Mid-Missouri Region compare to the entire state. 

This population growth in a number of Mid-Missouri’s unincorporated areas presents challenges to 
local governments and to MoDOT to continue to meet the region’s diverse and changing 
transportation needs. 
 
With the exception of Callaway County, each of the six Mid-Missouri’s counties served by the 
MMRPC has a majority of its populations living in cities.  With the exception of Howard County, all 
counties’ cities saw population growth during the 1990s.  Between 2000 and 2005, incorporated 
areas in both Howard and Cole counties saw slight declines, as did Missouri cities overall.  The Mid-
Missouri region as a whole continues to increase in population. Map 2  shows the population density 
by block group for the region. Map 3  displays the change in population from 1990 to 2000.  Both 
maps were derived from 1990 and 2000 Census data.  
 
This population increase – and the related increase in demand on regional roads and bridges – creates 
challenges for local governments seeking to both maintain existing transportation infrastructure while 
meeting increasing demands for an expanded road network of a more suburban or exurban 
population. 
 

                                                 
 

6“Missouri Open Country Population, 1990-2000,” (Office of Social and Economic Data Analysis, University of Missouri, 2002), 
http://oseda.missouri.edu/regional_profiles/open_country_1990_2000.html (accessed June 9, 2009) 

http://oseda.missouri.edu/regional_profiles/open_country_1990_2000.html�
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Source: Office of Social and Economic Data Analysis (OSEDA) 
http://oseda.missouri.edu/tables/open_country/mocopop_open_country_1990_2000_co.html 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 2.1: Mid-Missouri’s City and County Population, 1990, 2000, 2005 

Mid-Missouri 
Geography 

1990 
population 

2000 
population 

2005 
population 

estimate 

Change 
1990-2000 

Change 
2000-2005 

Percent of Total 
Population 
(by county) 

Number Percent Number Percent 1990 2000 2005 
Unincorporated 
Boone County 36,302 42,841 43,229 6,539 18% 388 0.9% 32.3% 31.6% 30.2% 

Boone County in 
Cities 76,077 92,613 100,097 16,536 21.7% 7484 8.1% 67.7% 68.4% 69.8% 

Unincorporated 
Callaway County 18,322 23,543 24,665 5,221 28.5% 1122 4.8% 55.8% 57.8% 58.0% 

Callaway County In 
Cities 14,487 17,223 17,876 2,736 18.9% 653 3.8% 44.2% 42.2% 42.0% 

Unincorporated Cole 
County 24,589 27,447 29,386 2,858 11.6% 1939 7.1% 38.7% 38.4% 40.4% 

Cole County in cities 38,990 43,950 43,371 4,960 12.7% -579 -1.3% 61.3% 61.6% 59.6% 
Unincorporated 
Cooper County 5,688 6,455 6,578 767 13.5% 123 1.9% 38.3% 38.7% 38.0% 

Cooper County  
in cities 9,147 10,215 10,716 1,068 11.7% 501 4.9% 61.7% 61.3% 62.0% 

Unincorporated 
Howard County 3,897 4,641 4,571 744 19.1% -70 -1.5% 40.5% 45.4% 45.9% 

Howard County in 
cities 5,734 5,571 5,386 -163 -2.8% -185 -3.3% 59.5% 54.6% 54.1% 

Unincorporated 
Moniteau County 6,112 6,775 6,988 663 10.8% 213 3.1% 49.7% 45.7% 44.9% 

Moniteau County in 
cities 6,186 8,052 8,096 1,866 30.2% 44 0.5% 50.3% 54.3% 53.7% 

Unincorporated State 
of Missouri  1,544,414 1,733,652 1,997,551 189,238 12.3% 263,899 15.2% 30.2% 31% 34.4% 

State of Missouri in 
cities 3,572,659 3,861,559 3,810,969 288,900 8.1% -50,590 -1.3% 69.8% 69% 65.6% 
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County Population Trends 
The following section provides a county-by-county account of population trends. 
 
Boone County: 
The population of Boone County increased from 2000 to 2008 by 18,911 persons (14%) to 154,365.  
During the 1990s, the county increased in population by 23,075.  The population is expected to 
increase to 170,796 by 2015 and to 194,516 by 2025.  From 2000 to 2008, Boone County 
experienced net in-migration of 10,049 people.  Estimates for 2007 show the greatest proportion of 
population to be in the City of Columbia with 99,174 persons.  In addition, 3.1 percent lived in 
smaller towns (<2,500) and 29.5 percent lived in unincorporated areas.7

 
  

 
Callaway County: 
The population of Callaway County increased from 2000 to 2008 by 2,698 persons (6.6%) to 43,464.  
During the 1990s, the county increased in population by 7,957. Projections estimate the 2015 
population at 47,427 and the 2025 population at 52,751.  From 2000 to 2008, Callaway County 
experienced a net in-migration of 1,241 people.  Estimates for 2004 showed the greatest proportion 
of population live in unincorporated areas (56.5%).  In addition, 5.6% lived in smaller towns 
(<2,500).  The largest towns were the City of Fulton with 12,128 persons followed by the City of 
Holts Summit (3,640).8

 
 

 
Cole County: 
The population of Cole County increased from 2000 to 2008 by 2,916 persons (4.1%) to 74,313. 
During the 1990s, the county increased in population by 7,818.  The projected 2015 population is 
76,979 and that for 2025 is 81,571.  From 2000 to 2008, Cole County experienced a net out-
migration of 267 people.  Estimates for 2007 show the greatest proportion of population to be in 
Jefferson City with 40,564 persons. In addition, 5.9 percent lived in smaller towns (<2,500) and 39.1 
percent lived in unincorporated areas.9

 
 

 
Cooper County: 
The population of Cooper County increased from 2000 to 2008 by 865 persons (5.2%) to 17,535. 
During the 1990s, the county increased in population by 1,835.  Projections place Cooper County’s 
population at 18,760 in 2015 and at 20,337 in 2025.  From 2000 to 2008, Cooper County experienced 
a net in-migration of 718 people. Estimates for 2007 show the greatest proportion of population to be 
in the City of Boonville with 8,752 persons. In addition, 13 percent lived in smaller towns (<2,500) 
and 37.1 percent lived in unincorporated areas.10

                                                 
 

7“University of Missouri Extension Social and Economic Profile Boone County, MO,” (Missouri Census Data Center, 2009), 

 

http://mcdc2.missouri.edu/cgi-bin/broker?_PROGRAM=websas.cntypage.sas&_SERVICE=appdev&_debug=0&county=29019 (accessed June 
10, 2009). 

8“University of Missouri Extension Social and Economic Profile Callaway County, MO,” (Missouri Census Data Center, 2009) 
http://mcdc2.missouri.edu/cgi-bin/broker?_PROGRAM=websas.cntypage.sas&_SERVICE=appdev&_debug=0&county=29027 (accessed June 
10, 2009). 

9“University of Missouri Extension Social and Economic Profile Cole County, MO,” (Missouri Census Data Center, 2009) 
http://mcdc2.missouri.edu/cgi-bin/broker?_PROGRAM=websas.cntypage.sas&_SERVICE=appdev&_debug=0&county=29051 (accessed June 
10, 2009). 

10“University of Missouri Extension Social and Economic Profile Cooper County, MO,” (Missouri Census Data Center, 2009), 
http://mcdc2.missouri.edu/cgi-bin/broker?_PROGRAM=websas.cntypage.sas&_SERVICE=appdev&_debug=0&county=29053 (accessed June 
10, 2009). 

http://mcdc2.missouri.edu/cgi-bin/broker?_PROGRAM=websas.cntypage.sas&_SERVICE=appdev&_debug=0&county=29019�
http://mcdc2.missouri.edu/cgi-bin/broker?_PROGRAM=websas.cntypage.sas&_SERVICE=appdev&_debug=0&county=29027�
http://mcdc2.missouri.edu/cgi-bin/broker?_PROGRAM=websas.cntypage.sas&_SERVICE=appdev&_debug=0&county=29051�
http://mcdc2.missouri.edu/cgi-bin/broker?_PROGRAM=websas.cntypage.sas&_SERVICE=appdev&_debug=0&county=29053�
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Howard County: 
The population of Howard County decreased from 2000 to 2008 by 284 persons (2.9%) to 9,918.  
During the 1990s, the county increased in population by 581. Howard County’s projected 2015 
population is 9,933 and the projected 2025 population is 10,186. From 2000 to 2008, Howard County 
experienced a net out-migration of 333 people.  Estimates for 2007 show the greatest proportion of 
population (45.8%) to be in unincorporated areas of Howard County.  Towns with fewer than 2,500 
residents composed 27 percent of the county’s population.  The largest town was the City of Fayette 
with 2,686 persons followed by the City of Glasgow (1,195) and the City of New Franklin (1,106).11

 
 

 
Moniteau County: 
The population of Moniteau County increased from 2000 to 2008 by 294 persons (2%) to 15,121.  
During the 1990s, the county increased in population by 2,529.  Projections place Moniteau County’s 
population at 15,490 in 2015 and at 16,226 in 2025.  From 2000 to 2008, Moniteau County 
experienced a net out-migration of 261 people.  Estimates for 2007 show the greatest proportion of 
population to be in cities of greater than 2,500 people.  The City of California is the largest of these, 
with 4,159 persons, followed by the City of Tipton (3,307). In addition, 5.3 percent lived in smaller 
towns (<2,500) and 45.4 percent lived in unincorporated areas.12

                                                 
 

11“University of Missouri Extension Social and Economic Profile Howard County, MO,” (Missouri Census Data Center, 2009), 

 

http://mcdc2.missouri.edu/cgi-bin/broker?_PROGRAM=websas.cntypage.sas&_SERVICE=appdev&_debug=0&county=29089 (accessed June 
10, 2009). 

12“University of Missouri Extension Social and Economic Profile Moniteau County, MO,” (Missouri Census Data Center, 2009), 
http://mcdc2.missouri.edu/cgi-bin/broker?_PROGRAM=websas.cntypage.sas&_SERVICE=appdev&_debug=0&county=29135 (accessed June 
10, 2009). 

http://mcdc2.missouri.edu/cgi-bin/broker?_PROGRAM=websas.cntypage.sas&_SERVICE=appdev&_debug=0&county=29089�
http://mcdc2.missouri.edu/cgi-bin/broker?_PROGRAM=websas.cntypage.sas&_SERVICE=appdev&_debug=0&county=29135�
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Employment Forecasts: Major Employers 
Employment in the region is generally concentrated in cities, especially in and adjacent to Columbia 
and Jefferson City. Major employers in the region are both public entities (such as the University of 
Missouri and State of Missouri) and private enterprises (such as Jefferson City’s Scholastic, Inc. and 
Centralia’s Hubbell Power Systems).  Table 2.2 details the top 25 major employers (public and 
private) in the region. Maps  4a and 4b illustrates their size and locations graphically. 
 
 

Table 2.2: Top 25 Major Private and Public Employers  
in Mid-Missouri Region, 2005 

Rank Employer Total Number of Employees 
1 University of Missouri-Columbia 11,868 
2 University Hospital and Clinics 4,900 
3 Columbia Public Schools 3,000 
4 Boone Hospital Center 2,028 
5 Scholastic, Inc. 1,900 
6 Hubbell Power Systems 1,300 
7 City of Columbia 1,168 
8 MBS Textbook Exchange 1,006 
9 Harry S. Truman Veteran’s Hospital 1,000 
10 Shelter Insurance 991 
11 State Farm Insurance Company 952 
12 3M 900 
13 Isle of Capri Casino 730 
14 Dollar General Distribution Center 700 
15 Columbia Foods 625 
16 Unilever Home and Personal Care 600 
16 Cargill Industries 600 
18 Square D 500 
19 Von Hoffman Press 400 
20 Nordyne, Inc. 370 
21 Fuqua Homes 350 
22 Dana Corporation 343 
23 Modine Manufacturing 333 
24 Caterpillar, Inc 300 
24 Delong’s Inc. 300 

Source: MMRPC 2007 Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy (CEDS) 

 
 
As state and regional data have shown, employment centers continue to be concentrated in the 
region’s cities.  This concentration results in longer commute times for Mid-Missourians living 
farther from employment centers, such as Columbia, Jefferson City, Boonville and Fulton.  As major 
employers add employees and employers cluster together, either in central cities, on an edge area 
business loop – such as Route B in Boone County near Columbia or Route B in Cooper County near 
Boonville – trips generated increase, thereby increasing impact on city, county and MoDOT 
roadways. 
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County Employment 
The following expands this discussion regarding employment in the Mid-Missouri region.  Maps 4a 
and 4b display major employment centers and average annual daily traffic on state-system roadways 
within the region.  Map 4a shows this information for the entire region while Map 4b focuses on the 
region’s three largest employment centers, Columbia, Jefferson City, and Fulton.  
 
 
Boone County: 
The December 2008 unemployment rate in Boone County was 4.4 percent compared with 7 percent 
statewide.  There were 112,252 jobs in the county in 2007. State government accounted for 19.7 
percent (22,066) of the total jobs. Retail trade (12,638), health care and social assistance (10,108) and 
accommodation and food services (8,799) were the next highest categories.  There were 1,322 farms 
in the county with total sales of about $3.6 million and production expenses of $3.4 million 
generating $223,000 in net farm income.  Fewer than five percent of all farms in the county had sales 
of $100,000 or more. Greater than half (54.6%) had less then $10,000 in sales. Boone County 
generated greater than $5 billion of total personal income in 2007.  The per capita income in the 
county was $32,884 compared with $33,964 statewide.  The largest percentage of income by industry 
sector came from State government (20.9%).13

 
 

 
Callaway County: 
The December 2008 unemployment rate in the county was 5.9 percent compared with 7 percent 
statewide.  There were 21,156 jobs in Callaway County in 2007. State government accounted for 
12.8 percent (2,703) of the total jobs. Manufacturing (1,800), retail trade (1,736), and farm 
employment (1,591) were the next highest categories. Employment in finance and insurance was 
underrepresented relative to the state.  There were 1,503 farms in the county with total sales of about 
$4 million and production expenses of $3 million generating $967,000 in net farm income. Four and 
a half percent of all farms in the county had sales of $100,000 or more.  Fifty percent had less then 
$10,000 in sales. Callaway County generated $1.1 billion of total personal income in 2007.  The per 
capita income in the county was $25,041 compared with $33,964 statewide.14

                                                 
 

13 “University of Missouri Extension Social and Economic Profile Boone County, MO,” (Missouri Census Data Center, 2009), 

 

http://mcdc2.missouri.edu/cgi-bin/broker?_PROGRAM=websas.cntypage.sas&_SERVICE=appdev&_debug=0&county=29019 (accessed June 
10, 2009). 

14 “University of Missouri Extension Social and Economic Profile Callaway County, MO,” (Missouri Census Data Center, 2009) 
http://mcdc2.missouri.edu/cgi-bin/broker?_PROGRAM=websas.cntypage.sas&_SERVICE=appdev&_debug=0&county=29027 (accessed June 
10, 2009). 

http://mcdc2.missouri.edu/cgi-bin/broker?_PROGRAM=websas.cntypage.sas&_SERVICE=appdev&_debug=0&county=29019�
http://mcdc2.missouri.edu/cgi-bin/broker?_PROGRAM=websas.cntypage.sas&_SERVICE=appdev&_debug=0&county=29027�
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Cole County: 
The December 2008 unemployment rate in the county was 4.9 percent compared with 7 percent 
statewide.  There were 66,231 jobs in Cole County in 2007.  State government accounted for 27.5 
percent (18,231) of the total jobs. Retail trade (7,754), health care and social assistance (6,277) and 
construction (3,905) were the next highest categories.  There were 1,103 farms in the county with 
total sales of about $448,000 and production expenses of $950,000 for a net loss of $502,000.  Six 
percent of all farms in the county had sales of $100,000 or more.  Just fewer than 40 percent of farms 
had less then $10,000 in sales.  Cole County generated close to $2.7 billion of total personal income 
in 2007. The per capita income in the county was $36,223 compared with $33,964 for Missouri. The 
largest percentage of income by industry sector came from state government (32.3%).15

 
 

 
Cooper County: 
The December 2008 unemployment rate in the county was 6.9 percent compared with 7 percent 
statewide.  There were 9,897 jobs in Cooper County in 2007.  Manufacturing accounted for 10.4 
percent (1,029) of the total jobs.  Farm employment (988) retail trade (983), and local government 
(904) were the next highest categories.  There were 942 farms in the county with total sales of about 
$ 393,000 and production expenses of $3.3 million generating a net loss of  $2.9 million.  About 9 
percent of all farms in the county had sales of $100,000 or more.  About 36 percent had less then 
$10,000 in sales. Cooper County generated over $454 million in total personal income in 2007.  The 
per capita income in the county was $25,900 compared with $33,964 for Missouri.16

 
 

 
Howard County: 
The December 2008 unemployment rate in the county was 6.5 percent compared with 7 percent 
statewide.  There were 4,540 jobs in Howard County in 2007.  Farm employment accounted for 18.2 
percent (825) of the total jobs.  Local government (454), retail trade (387), construction (299), and 
manufacturing (299) were the next highest categories. Employment in finance and insurance was 
underrepresented relative to the state.  There were 867 farms in the county with total sales of about 
$12 million and production expenses of $2.4 million generating $9.6 million in net farm income.  
About six percent of all farms in the county had sales of $100,000 or more.  About 46 percent had 
less than $10,000 in sales.  Howard County generated over $228 million of total personal income in 
2007.  The per capita income in the county was $29,211 compared with $33,964 for Missouri.17

 
 

 
Moniteau County: 
The December 2008 unemployment rate in the county was 6.7 percent compared with 7 percent 
statewide.  There were 7,043 jobs in Moniteau County in 2007. Farm employment accounted for 
almost 17 percent (1,191) of the total jobs.  Manufacturing (811), retail trade (792), construction 
(650), and local government (601) were the next highest categories. In 2007, there were 1,138 farms 

                                                 
 

15 “University of Missouri Extension Social and Economic Profile Cole County, MO,” (Missouri Census Data Center, 2009) 
http://mcdc2.missouri.edu/cgi-bin/broker?_PROGRAM=websas.cntypage.sas&_SERVICE=appdev&_debug=0&county=29051 (accessed June 
10, 2009). 

16 “University of Missouri Extension Social and Economic Profile Cooper County, MO,” (Missouri Census Data Center, 2009), 
http://mcdc2.missouri.edu/cgi-bin/broker?_PROGRAM=websas.cntypage.sas&_SERVICE=appdev&_debug=0&county=29053 (accessed June 
10, 2009). 

17 “University of Missouri Extension Social and Economic Profile Howard County, MO,” (Missouri Census Data Center, 2009), 
http://mcdc2.missouri.edu/cgi-bin/broker?_PROGRAM=websas.cntypage.sas&_SERVICE=appdev&_debug=0&county=29089 (accessed June 
10, 2009). 

http://mcdc2.missouri.edu/cgi-bin/broker?_PROGRAM=websas.cntypage.sas&_SERVICE=appdev&_debug=0&county=29051�
http://mcdc2.missouri.edu/cgi-bin/broker?_PROGRAM=websas.cntypage.sas&_SERVICE=appdev&_debug=0&county=29053�
http://mcdc2.missouri.edu/cgi-bin/broker?_PROGRAM=websas.cntypage.sas&_SERVICE=appdev&_debug=0&county=29089�
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in the county with total sales of about $160,000 and production expenses of $2 million generating 
$1.8 million in net loss. About eight percent of all farms in the county had sales of $100,000 or more. 
About 34 percent had less then $10,000 in sales.  Moniteau County generated almost $394 million in 
total personal income in 2007.  The per capita income in the county was $26,032 compared with 
$33,964 for Missouri.18

                                                 
 

18 “University of Missouri Extension Social and Economic Profile Moniteau County, MO,” (Missouri Census Data Center, 2009), 

 

http://mcdc2.missouri.edu/cgi-bin/broker?_PROGRAM=websas.cntypage.sas&_SERVICE=appdev&_debug=0&county=29135 (accessed June 
10, 2009). 

http://mcdc2.missouri.edu/cgi-bin/broker?_PROGRAM=websas.cntypage.sas&_SERVICE=appdev&_debug=0&county=29135�
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Employment Forecasts: Mid-Missouri’s Labor Force 
Recent research from the State Department of Economic Development (DED) indicates that 
employment sectors experiencing the largest growth statewide are well represented in the region, as 
depicted in the figure below.  
 
 

Figure 2.0: The Ten Industries with the Largest Employment Growth 
                    Statewide, Projected 2006-2016 19

0

2,000

4,000

6,000

8,000

10,000

12,000

14,000

16,000

Net Change

General Hospitals
Individual and Family Services
Full-Service Restaurants
Elementary and Secondary Schools
Religious Organizations
Building Equipment Contractors
Business Support Services
Offices of Physicians
Local Government
Employment Services

  

 
 

                                                 
 

19 “Missouri 2006-2016 Industry Projections,” (Missouri Economic Research and Information Center, Missouri Department of Economic 
Development), http://www.missourieconomy.org/xls/Industry%20Proj%20LT2016.xls (accessed June 10, 2009). 

http://www.missourieconomy.org/xls/Industry%20Proj%20LT2016.xls�
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These sectors, their recent growth rates and the presence of these sectors in the Mid-Missouri region 
are represented in Table 2.3 below: 
 
 
Table 2.3: Mid-Missouri Employment, By Industry,* 2005 Annual Average20

Mid-
Missouri 
County 

 
Goods 

Production 
Service 

Provision 
Professional 
& Business 

Services 

Education 
and 

Health 
Services 

Government Leisure 
and 

Hospitality 

Financial 
Activities 

Boone 9,312 46,297 7,696 8,593 24,395 8,332 4,286 
Callaway 2,688 7,290 460 1,379 4,288 1,155 360 
Cole 5,385 26,521 4,180 5,532 21,467 3,428 2,349 
Cooper 1,164 3,488 146 478 1,339 1,164 227 
Howard 330 1,504 50 583 533 290 124 
Moniteau 1,107 1,607 71 324 1,048 283 133 
*Not all sectors included 

 
 
Overall, the region’s April 2009 unemployment rates were below the State of Missouri rate of 7.7 
percent as seen in Table 2.4 below: 
 
 

Table 2.4: Local Area Unemployment Statistics April 200921

                  Missouri Economic Research and Information Center 
 

Area Civilian Labor 
Force Employment Unemployment Unemployment Rate 

Boone County 86,845 82,780 4,065 4.7% 

Callaway County 22,140 20,770 1,370 6.2% 
Cole County 39,055 36,863 2,192 5.6% 
Cooper County 9,224 8,570 654 7.1% 
Howard County 5,147 4,826 321 6.2% 
Moniteau County 7,323 6,824 499 6.8% 

 
 
Employment Forecasts: Commuting to Work 
In 2000, one-third of Missourians were employed outside their county of residence, an increase from 
1990 when 31.2 percent of Missouri workers were employed outside their home county.  The Mid-
Missouri region experienced a similar pattern during this time.  In fact, the percent of workers 
employed outside their home county increased in 101 of  115 Missouri counties (includes St. Louis 
city). 

                                                 
 

20 “Missouri Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages,” (Missouri Economic Research and Information Center, Missouri Department 
of Economic Development, 2007), http://www.missourieconomy.org/pdfs/qcew05a_l.pdf (accessed June 11, 2009). 

21 “Civilian Labor Force Data – April 2009,” (Missouri Economic Research and Information Center, Missouri Department of Economic 
Development, 2009), http://www.missourieconomy.org/pdfs/fxlf0904.pdf (accessed June 11, 2009). 

http://www.missourieconomy.org/pdfs/qcew05a_l.pdf�
http://www.missourieconomy.org/pdfs/fxlf0904.pdf�
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Table 2.5 shows the percentage of commuters by county who travel outside of their county of 
residence to work.  The bold numbers indicate the percent of a county’s workforce that resides and 
works in the same county. For instance, more than 90 percent of Boone and Cole County residents 
work in their home county.  However, nearly half of Callaway, Howard and Moniteau workers are 
commuting from their home counties to other counties for employment.  It is also important to note 
that approximately 96 percent of the labor force residing in the MMRPC also works in the region.  
Nearly 15 percent of Mid-Missourians commute between counties in this region.  As Cole county is 
the state capital, it draws an additional 8,125 Missourians from outside the Mid-Missouri Region, and 
Boone County employs 4,610 people from elsewhere in Missouri.  
 
 

Table 2.5: Mid-Missouri Commuter Patterns, 2000 (Percent)22

 
 

County of Residence 
County of Work Boone Callaway Cole Cooper Howard Moniteau 
Boone 90.8% 14.0% 2.8% 20.2% 29.2% 2.5% 
Callaway 1.6% 51.5% 2.9% 0.4% 0.6% 0.9% 
Cole 3.9% 27.7% 90.5% 1.9% 0.4% 32.6% 
Cooper 0.3% 0.2% 0.1% 62.0% 12.3% 1.8% 
Howard 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 2.0% 48.5% 0.0% 
Moniteau 0.0% 0.1% 0.5% 3.6% 0.3% 53.5% 
Other MMRPC  6.0% 42.0% 6.3% 28.1% 42.8% 37.8% 
Subtotal MMRPC 96.8% 93.5% 96.8% 90.1% 91.3% 91.3% 
Missouri 2.6% 6.0% 2.7% 9.3% 7.7% 8.2% 
Out of state 0.5% 0.4% 0.4% 0.6% 0.9% 0.3% 

 
 
Among those employees in the region working outside the home, various travel modes are used to 
get to their places of employment, although automobile is by far the mode of choice.  Table 2.6 
below shows how the region’s employees got to work in 2000: 
 
 

Table 2.6: Regional Transportation Modes, 200023

Transportation Mode 
 

Boone  Callaway Cole Cooper Howard Moniteau 
Car, truck, or van: 89.9% 93.6% 94% 92.3% 87.4% 91.4% 
    Drove alone 77.4% 78.8% 79.8% 76.9% 73.5% 73.8% 
    Carpooled 12.5% 14.8% 14.4% 15.4% 13.9% 17.6% 
Public transportation 0.7% 0.5% 0.9% 0.4% 0.1% 0.1% 
Cycle or Walk 5.8% 2.6% 1.6% 2.9% 6.3% 3.0% 
Work at Home 3.2% 2.8% 2.9% 3.8% 6.0% 5.0% 
Mean Commute Time  17.8 23.1 17.4 22.4 25.3 24.4 

                                                 
 

22 “Residence MCD/County to Workplace MCD/County Flows for Missouri—2000,” (US Census Bureau, 2003), 
www.census.gov/population/cen2000/mcdworkerflow/2kresmcd_MO.xls (accessed June 11, 2009). 

23 “MCDC Demographic Profile 3 for Counties,” (Office of Social and Economic Data Analysis, Univ. of Missouri Outreach and 
Extension, 2009), http://mcdc2.missouri.edu/websas/dp3_2kmenus/mo/Counties.html (accessed June 11, 2009). 

http://www.census.gov/population/cen2000/mcdworkerflow/2kresmcd_MO.xls�
http://mcdc2.missouri.edu/websas/dp3_2kmenus/mo/Counties.html�
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Figure 2.1 

Mid-Missouri Modes of Transportation to Work
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Other means
Worked at home

 
 
The regional average travel time was 19 minutes.  Those living in census tracts nearest the region’s 
four largest cities had travel times as low as 8.5 to 15 minutes, while those living in the less 
populated areas of the region experienced the longest travel times to work 30.1 to 42.4 minutes on 
average.24

 
  Figure 2.2 below shows these average travel times: 

 
Figure 2.2 

 
                                                 
 

24 “Mid-Missouri Regional Planning Commission Population 16 Years or Older Mean Travel Time to Work, by County, 2000,” Office of 
Social and Economic Data Analysis, 2003), 
http://oseda.missouri.edu/maps/transportation/dot/rpc/midmissouri/mean_traveltime_2000_rpc_10.gif (accessed June 11, 2009).   

http://oseda.missouri.edu/maps/transportation/dot/rpc/midmissouri/mean_traveltime_2000_rpc_10.gif�
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Boone County: 
In 2000, 9.5 percent of Boone County workers commuted outside their home county to work.  While 
83.1 percent of Boone County workers commuted fewer than 30 minutes to work, only 66 percent of 
the entire state had such short commute times.  In Boone County, 13.5 percent of workers traveled 
between 30 and 60 minutes to work, compared to 25 percent statewide. Less than 3 percent of Boone 
County workers traveled more than 60 minutes to work compared with 5.4 percent statewide. 25

 
 

 
Callaway County: 
In Callaway County (2000), 48.5 percent of county workers commuted outside their home county to 
work.  Those workers with travel times less than 30 minutes in length made up 69.5 percent of 
Callaway County’s work force.  Just over 24 percent of Callaway County workers traveled between 
30 and 60 minutes to work, while 4.4 percent had travel times greater than one hour.26

 
 

 
Cole County: 
Fewer than 10 percent of Cole County workers commuted outside of the county in 2000.  A vast 
majority, 83.1 percent, of Cole County workers had commute times less than 30 minutes.  In Cole 
County, 11.4 percent traveled between 30 and 60 minutes each day for work.  Fewer than 3 percent 
of Cole County workers traveled more than 60 minutes to work compared with 5.4 percent 
statewide.27

 
 

 
Cooper County: 
In Cooper County (2000), 38 percent of county workers commuted outside their home county to 
work.  Among Cooper County workers, 65.5 percent had commute times less than 30 minutes, 24.9 
percent had commute times between 30 and 60 minutes and length, and 5.8 percent had commutes 
equal to or greater than one hour in length.28

 
 

 
Howard County: 
In Howard County (2000), 51.5 percent of county workers commuted outside their home county to 
work.  Those workers with travel times less than 30 minutes in length made up 55.9 percent of 
Howard County’s work force.  Thirty-two percent of Howard County workers traveled between 30 
and 60 minutes to work, while 6.1 percent had travel times greater than one hour.29

 
 

 

                                                 
 

25 “University of Missouri Extension Social and Economic Profile Boone County, MO,” (Missouri Census Data Center, 2009), 
http://mcdc2.missouri.edu/cgi-bin/broker?_PROGRAM=websas.cntypage.sas&_SERVICE=appdev&_debug=0&county=29019 . 

26 “University of Missouri Extension Social and Economic Profile Callaway County, MO,” (Missouri Census Data Center, 2009) 
http://mcdc2.missouri.edu/cgi-bin/broker?_PROGRAM=websas.cntypage.sas&_SERVICE=appdev&_debug=0&county=29027. 

27 “University of Missouri Extension Social and Economic Profile Cole County, MO,” (Missouri Census Data Center, 2009) 
http://mcdc2.missouri.edu/cgi-bin/broker?_PROGRAM=websas.cntypage.sas&_SERVICE=appdev&_debug=0&county=29051. 
28 “University of Missouri Extension Social and Economic Profile Cooper County, MO,” (Missouri Census Data Center, 2009), 
http://mcdc2.missouri.edu/cgi-bin/broker?_PROGRAM=websas.cntypage.sas&_SERVICE=appdev&_debug=0&county=29053. 

29 “University of Missouri Extension Social and Economic Profile Howard County, MO,” (Missouri Census Data Center, 2009), 
http://mcdc2.missouri.edu/cgi-bin/broker?_PROGRAM=websas.cntypage.sas&_SERVICE=appdev&_debug=0&county=29089. 
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Moniteau County: 
Among Moniteau County’s 6,669 workers, 46.5 percent traveled outside the county to work, in 2000.  
Commute times lesser than 30 minutes were experienced by 59.1 percent of workers, while 30.7 
percent had travel times between 30 and 60 percent and 5.2 percent had commute times greater than 
60 minutes.30

 
 

 
Land use/Demand Forecasts: Mid-Missouri’s Changing Landscape 
The Mid-Missouri Region’s proportion of the state’s land area is consistent with the region’s share of 
state population, both very near to five percent.  The state of Missouri’s land area is approximately 
68,886 square miles.  The Mid-Missouri Region includes 3,363 square miles or 5 percent of the state.  
The mean size of the counties located in the Mid-Missouri Region is 561 square miles.  Table 2.7 
illustrates the land area, population and population density of the six Mid-Missouri counties. 
 
 

Table 2.7: Mid-Missouri Land Area31

Location 

 
Land Area (sq. mi.) Population (2008) Persons per square mile 

State of Missouri 68,886 5,911,605 86 
Mid-Missouri 3,363 314,716 94 
Boone County 685 154,365 225 

Callaway County 839 43,464 52 
Cole County 392 74,313 190 
Cooper County 565 17,535 31 

Howard County 466 9,918 21 

Moniteau County 416 15,121 36 
 
 
Table 2.7 (above) shows that the population density in the Mid-Missouri Region is greater than that 
of the entire state.  Boone County has the highest population density with 225 persons per square 
mile and Howard County has the lowest population density with 21 persons per square mile. 
 
 
Urban Land Use 
For Census 2000, the Census Bureau classifies as ‘urban’ all territory, population, and housing units 
located within an urbanized area (UA) or an urban cluster (UC).”  These areas are densely settled and 
consist of “core census block groups or blocks that have a population density of at least 1,000 people 
per square mile and surrounding census blocks that have an overall density of at least 500 people per 

                                                 
 

30 “University of Missouri Extension Social and Economic Profile Moniteau County, MO,” (Missouri Census Data Center, 2009), 
http://mcdc2.missouri.edu/cgi-bin/broker?_PROGRAM=websas.cntypage.sas&_SERVICE=appdev&_debug=0&county=29135. 

31“State and County Quickfacts,” (U.S. Census Bureau, May 5,2009), http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/maps/missouri_map.html 
(accessed June 5, 2009). 
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square mile.32   Within the Mid-Missouri Region, there are two UA’s: Columbia and Jefferson City.  
There are six UC’s within the region: Boonville, California, Centralia, Fayette, Fulton, and Tipton.33

 
 

Agricultural Land Use 
The number of Missouri farms increased from 98,860 in 1997 to 107,825 in 2007, a nine percent 
increase.  That compares with an 0.8 percent increase from 1992 to 1997.  In Missouri, there were 
over 29 million acres of farmland in 2007, with a mean farm size of 269 acres.  The Mid-Missouri 
Region had 70.8 percent of its land area in agricultural uses or classifications.  This compares to the 
State of Missouri at 64.6 percent and indicates a strong agricultural influence in the area.  The 
number of farms per Mid-Missouri County (and acreage per farm) in 2007 were: Boone—1,322 (196 
ac/farm), Callaway—1503 (215 ac/farm), Cole—1,103 (164 ac/farm), Cooper—942 (321 ac/farm), 
Howard—867 (319 ac/farm), Moniteau—1,138 (213 ac/farm).34

 
 

Map 5 represents current land use/land cover in the Mid-Missouri region. This information is refined 
from remote sensed data and is not intended for detailed analysis, but gives a general representation 
of current land use/land cover. 

                                                 
 

32“Census 2000 Urban and Rural Classification,” (U.S. Census Bureau, 2002), http://www.census.gov/geo/www/ua/ua_2k.html (accessed 
June 12, 2009). 
33 “Lists of Urbanized Areas and Urban Clusters,” (U.S. Census Bureau, 2003), http://www.census.gov/geo/www/ua/uaucinfo.html#lists 
(accessed June 12, 2009). 
34 “2007 Census of Agriculture, County Data Summary,” (USDA, National Agricultural Statistics, Service) 
http://www.agcensus.usda.gov/Publications/2007/Full_Report/Volume_1,_Chapter_2_County_Level/Missouri/st29_2_001_001.pdf (accessed 
June 15, 2009). 
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Environmental Justice: Defined 
The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) defines “environmental justice” as “the fair treatment 
and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race, color, national origin, or income with 
respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, 
and policies (which is) achieved when everyone enjoys the same degree of protection from 
environmental and health hazards and equal access to the decision-making process to have a healthy 
environment in which to live, learn, and work.”35

1. Potentially affected community residents have an appropriate opportunity to participate in 
decisions about a proposed activity that will affect their environment and/or health; 

   Similarly, environmental justice holds that 
participants should be meaningfully involved, such that: 

2. The public's contribution can influence the regulatory agency's decision; 
3. The concerns of all participants involved will be considered in the decision-making process 

and; 
4. The decision-makers seek out and facilitate the involvement of those potentially affected.36

 
 

 
Environmental Justice: Diverse Populations and their Travel Demands 
The Regional Plan is designed to address all modes of transportation used in the region – from 
personal vehicles to freight, from bicycles to various forms of public transportation. There exist 
populations in the region who have unique transportation needs.  This section includes graphic 
representations and analysis of low-income, elderly and disabled populations in the Mid-Missouri 
region.  Areas with higher concentrations of these populations should not be unduly disadvantaged 
by road construction or other transportation planning and issues.  Therefore, it is important to 
recognize areas where greater concentrations of these special groups reside and to be sensitive to 
their transportation needs. 
 
Maps 6a-g display concentrations of populations (in both densities and percentages of total 
population) requiring special consideration.  The data are derived from the 2000 U.S. Census and are 
displayed at the block group level.  Since the Mid-Missouri region has both metropolitan and rural 
areas, two sets of maps with representations of both persons per square mile and percentages of total 
population provide better analysis.  The composite score was developed by the Missouri Association 
of Councils of Government (MACOG) to show higher priority areas incorporating both the raw 
numbers and percentages of each of the three special consideration groups.  This information was 
provided jointly by MACOG and the Missouri Spatial Data Information Service (MSDIS).  Six 
categories (raw numbers and percentages of each of the three groups considered) were used to 
calculate the final Composite Score Map 6g.  On this map, higher composite scores indicate that 
higher consideration for these populations is necessary in certain block groups. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
 
35 “Environmental Justice,” (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 2009), http://www.epa.gov/compliance/environmentaljustice (Accessed June 
15, 2009). 
36 “Environmental Justice, Frequently Asked Questions,” (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 2009), 
http://www.epa.gov/compliance/resources/faqs/ej/index.html#faq2 (Accessed June 15, 2009). 
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Poverty Maps 6a and 6b: 
Low-income is determined by the federal poverty guidelines, which are generated annually based on 
family size and composition.37   The numbers and percentages below represent individuals living 
below 185 percent of the poverty line. Low-income individuals and families are more likely to seek 
public transportation or other alternatives to automobiles for transportation.  The region has nearly 
70,000 low-income residents, or 26.2 percent of the total population.38

 

   Columbia has block groups 
with significantly higher numbers of persons living below 185 percent of the poverty line, as well as 
several block groups with high percentages.  Jefferson City also has an area with higher than average 
number of low-income residents.  

 
Elderly Maps 6c and 6d: 
In 2007, estimates show that the Mid-Missouri region was home to 33,444 seniors (over 65 years of 
age). They constituted 10.7 percent of the total population in the six county area, which is below the 
Missouri total of 13.4 percent. Howard (15.9%) and Cooper (14.3%) counties were above the state 
average, while Boone (8.6%), Callaway (10.9%), Cole (11.3%), and Moniteau (13.2%) were below 
it.39   The elderly population is expected to rise as the baby boomer generation retires.  The 2007 
Missouri State Plan on Aging projects the senior population to reach nearly 15 percent of the total 
population by 2010, and exceed 18 percent by 2020.  Projections show that the senior population 
could reach 1.2 million (nearly 20%) by 2025.40   Therefore, meeting transportation needs for the 
elderly will become even more important.  In June 2009, 12.7 percent of Mid-Missouri driver’s 
licenses were held by senior citizens compared with 15.8 percent statewide.  All of the Mid-Missouri 
counties except Howard (18.4%) and Moniteau (17%) had lesser proportions of their driver’s 
licenses held by those age 65 or over.41

 

   The total number of seniors on the road is expected to grow 
significantly as the senior population itself grows. 

Maps 6c and 6d graphically represent the distribution of seniors in Mid-Missouri.  The highest 
concentrations of seniors are found in cities and towns Map 6c. However, it is important to note that 
in Map 6d  that a significant portion of the rural areas have percentages higher than the overall 2000 
senior population of 10.5 percent.  
 
 

                                                 
 

37  “The 2000 HHS Poverty Guidelines," (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 2005), 
http://aspe.hhs.gov/POVERTY/00poverty.htm (Accessed June 15, 2009). 

38 “2000 Census Blockgroups Shapefile,” (Missouri Spatial Data Information Service, 2002), 
http://www.msdis.missouri.edu/datasearch/VectDisplayResults.jsp?currDispPageNum=1 (accessed June 15, 2009. 

39 “Missouri County Summary of Social and Economic Indicators,” (Office of Social and Economic Data Analysis, 2009), 
http://www.oseda.missouri.edu/countypage/county_seir.shtml (accessed June 16, 2009). 

40 “State Plan on Aging, 2007-2011,” (Missouri Department of Health and Senior Services, 2007) 
http://www.dhss.mo.gov/SeniorServices/MOStatePlanonAging2007-2011.pdf (accessed June 16, 2009). 

41 “Total Drivers by Age per County,” (Missouri Department of Revenue, 2009), 
http://dorx.mo.gov/publicreports/drivers_age_cnty_report.txt (accessed June 16, 2009). 
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Disabled Maps 6e and 6f: 
At the time of the 2000 census, the Mid-Missouri region had 41,646 residents with disabilities.  This 
is approximately 14.4 percent of the population.  Statewide, 19 percent of residents reported 
disabilities.  Moniteau County’s proportion of disabled residents (19%) was equal to that of the entire 
state, while all other Mid-Missouri counties had lower proportions of their populations reporting 
disabilities to the census.42

 

   The census collects information on sensory, physical, mental, self-care, 
go-outside-home and employment disabilities.  In raw numbers, portions of Columbia have the 
highest concentrations of disabled persons in the region, along with western Jefferson City.  The 
southern part of California, MO also has a higher concentration of disabled individuals. The highest 
percentages of disabled individuals by block group are located in Jefferson City, central Columbia, 
and eastern Callaway County. 

 
Composite Map 6g: 
The composite map takes into account both the persons and percentages from the three special 
consideration groups based on a scoring system developed by MACOG.  Scores were assigned to 
each block group based on raw population numbers as well as proportional population for each of the 
three special consideration groups listed above.  Each of these six factors was scored on a scale of 1-
5, one being the lowest amount of consideration and five the highest.  Scores for each of the six 
categories were tallied for each block group and mapped.  The minimum composite score is six and 
the maximum is 30.43

                                                 
 

42 “Missouri County Summary of Social and Economic Indicators,” (Office of Social and Economic Data Analysis, 2009), 

   This map is designed to be comparable between planning commission regions 
across the state. Mid-Missouri does not have any block groups in the highest priority area (25-30), 
but there are several metropolitan and rural areas of concern based on concentrations of the three 
groups. 

http://www.oseda.missouri.edu/countypage/county_seir.shtml (accessed June 16, 2009). 
43 “MACOG Regional Transportation Plan Mapping Requirements and Standards Addendum,” (Missouri Association of Councils of 

Government, 2005), http://www.macogonline.org/archive/transportation/RTP_mapping-standards.doc. 
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Mid-Missouri Wildlife 
Map 7 shows Conservation Opportunity Areas (COAs) as identified by the Missouri Department of 
Conservation in the state’s Comprehensive Wildlife Strategy. COAs are terrestrial and aquatic areas 
that cover less than 15 percent of the state, but contain much of the state’s unique biodiversity.  
These areas have been identified, but only thirty-three in the state were selected for initial action, 
including two in the Mid-Missouri region.  These two areas are the Manitou Bluffs, located along the 
Missouri River in all six Mid-Missouri counties, and the Bonne Femme Karst in southern Boone 
County. COAs are just that, areas that have been identified as opportunities, but are not being 
regulated.44

                                                 
 

44 “ Missouri Comprehensive Wildlife Strategy,” (Missouri Department of Conservation), 

   These COAs are included in the Regional Transportation Plan because they are 
potential areas of wildlife preservation, which should be considered in the planning process.

http://mdc4.mdc.mo.gov/Documents/14101.pdf (accessed June 16, 2009). 
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Chapter 3: Modes of Transportation 
 
Roadways 
 
Mid-Missouri serves as a crossroads for several of the state’s major highway systems.  Running east-
west across the state is Interstate 70.  This system runs through Callaway, Boone, and Cooper 
Counties and connects the metropolitan areas of Kansas City and St. Louis.  Columbia plays an 
important role in serving as the largest city between these metropolitan areas, offering dining, 
lodging and recreational activities.  Map 8  displays state-system highways and bridges in Mid-
Missouri while Map 9a shows annual average daily traffic volume on those roadways. 
 
Intersecting Interstate 70 in Columbia is U.S. Highway 63, which runs north-south through Boone, 
Callaway, and Cole Counties.  The highway serves as a major route for transporting goods, providing 
access to work for many residents (especially in Columbia and Jefferson City), and bringing many 
visitors to the state government facilities in Jefferson City as well as the University of Missouri in 
Columbia.  Additionally, the highway provides access to the Columbia Regional Airport. 
 
In addition to these major routes, the area benefits from U.S. Highways 40, 50, and 54.  Highway 54 
provides access to the Lake of the Ozarks, a major recreational and tourism area.  Highway 50 
provides access to St. Louis and Kansas City, as well as the annual State Fair in Sedalia. 
 
 
Motor Freight 
The above major roadways bring a large volume of motor carriers through the region.  Regulation of 
these motor carriers falls with MoDOT’s Motor Carrier Services (MCS). MoDOT MCS provide a 
single location where commercial motor carriers can obtain the information, credentials and permits 
they need to conduct business in Missouri. MCS also enforces commercial vehicle safety and 
economic regulations to help make highways safe and fair workplaces. Headquartered in Jefferson 
City, Missouri, there are nine regional offices located throughout the state. MCS currently employ 
nearly 100 individuals who are dedicated to improving highway safety and saving lives.45

Map 9b displays daily truck volumes for major roads in the Mid-Missouri region. 
   

                                                 
 

45 “MoDOT Motor Carrier Services,” (Missouri Department of Transportation, 2009), http://www.modot.org/mcs/ (accessed June 14, 
2009). 
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Bridges 
Mid-Missouri has 475 of Missouri’s 10,224 state system bridges.  Of those 475 bridges, 40 have been 
or will be replaced by MoDOT’s Safe and Sound Bridge Improvement Initiative.  The Safe and 
Sound Program will replace 802 of Missouri’s most structurally deficient bridges by October 2014.46

 

   
As of 2004, Mid-Missouri had 24 bridges in serious condition, 30 in poor condition, 60 in fair 
condition, and 222 listed in satisfactory condition.  Bridge conditions are shown in Map 10a.  Bridge 
condition ratings are based on ratings for the three component sections of a bridge: superstructure, 
substructure, and deck.  The lowest rating of the three becomes the condition rating for each bridge.  
Furthermore, there are currently 24 one-lane bridges in the six county area, as shown in Map 10b. 

 
Railroad 
Missouri has the 2nd and 3rd busiest rail hubs in the nation in Kansas City and St. Louis.  Burlington 
Northern Santa Fe Railway and Union Pacific are the two largest freight rail operators in Missouri 
and own nearly half of the state’s track.  According to MoDOT’s Long-Range Transportation Plan 
(LRTP), 33 percent of all product movement in Missouri is conducted by rail.47   As of 2006, 16 
freight railroads operated in Missouri.  Five of these were Class 1 railroads, two were Regional, two 
Local, and seven were switching and terminal railroads.  Nearly 4,900 miles of freight track were 
operated upon by these railroads: 4,157 miles by Class 1, 488 miles by Regional, 74 miles by Local, 
and 153 miles by switching and terminal railroads.48

 

   The city of Columbia, located in Boone 
County, operates the Columbia Terminal Railroad (COLT). 

Passenger rail service provided an alternate mode of transportation for over 174,000 passengers in 
2006.49

 

   This service is particularly useful for people who do not have access to a personal vehicle, 
but have the need to travel between St. Louis and Kansas City.  Jefferson City, located in Cole 
County, is the nearest community with Amtrak service. 

The MoDOT Multimodal Division administers the state’s railroad program.   The railroad section of 
the Multimodal Division works with Amtrak and also works to improve public and railroad 
employee safety, and is also responsible for public highway-railroad crossings, and inspection of 
railroad infrastructure as it relates to track, grade crossing signals, and operating practices of each 
railroad.

                                                 
 

46 “MoDOT Safe and Sound Bridge Improvement Program,” (Missouri Department of Transportation, 2009), 
http://www.modot.org/safeandsound/index.htm (accessed June 17, 2009). 

47 “Missouri Advance Planning: Missouri’s Long Range Transportation Plan,” (Missouri Department of Transportation, 2007), 
http://modot.mo.gov/plansandprojects/documents/Map_000.pdf. 

48 “State Transportation Statistics 2007,” (Bureau of Transportation Statistics, U.S. DOT), 
http://www.bts.gov/publications/state_transportation_statistics/state_transportation_statistics_2007/index.html (accessed June 17, 2009). 

49 “Missouri Advance Planning: Missouri’s Long Range Transportation Plan,” (Missouri Department of Transportation, 2007), 
http://modot.mo.gov/plansandprojects/documents/Map_000.pdf  
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Airports 
At present, the aviation section is in the Multimodal Operations Division of MoDOT.  The section 
has a staff of eight and administers approximately $4,000,000 in state and $7,000,000 in federal 
funding for airport maintenance and capital improvement projects annually.  Other duties include 
airport safety inspections, maintaining a state airport system plan, airport traffic counts, and 
promoting aviation education.50

 
  

Missouri has approximately 500 aviation facilities, including both public and privately owned 
airports, heliports, seaplane bases, and grass landing strips.  Of those, approximately 140 are open to 
the public and 115 are publicly owned. Approximately 6,200 aircraft and 11,200 pilots are registered 
in Missouri.  Locally, airports are located in Boonville, Columbia/Ashland, Fulton, and Jefferson 
City, as shown in Map 11.51

 
  

 
Public Transportation 
Providing mobility options for Missouri citizens is important for economic development and 
reducing vehicular congestion.52

 

   MoDOT's transit section provides financial and technical 
assistance to public transit and specialized transit providers across the state. This function is carried 
out through the administration of state and federal programs related to general public transportation 
as well as specific transit programs for agencies serving senior citizens and/or persons with 
disabilities. 

The Missouri Elderly and Handicapped Transportation Assistance Program is a state funded program 
that helps defray a portion of the transportation costs incurred by agencies providing mobility 
services to senior citizens and persons with disabilities.  Half of the annual general revenue funding 
in this program is allocated to the ten “Area Agency on Aging” districts statewide.  The Federal 
Transit Administration (FTA) provides planning funds to urbanized areas via states through the 
Section 5303 program. MoDOT's transit section allocates these urban transportation-planning funds 
on a population basis to locally designated metropolitan planning organizations. MoDOT's transit 
section also administers national discretionary transit capital grants specifically designated for rural 
recipients as well as other transit projects statewide.  These federal transit capital grants in FTA's 
Section 5309 grant program fund 80 percent of the cost for replacement transit vehicles, vehicles for 
service expansion, transit facilities, and equipment in support of transit services.53

 
  

Several different public transit programs operate within the region.  OATS, Incorporated, a private 
not-for-profit transportation service provider, operates in 15 mid-Missouri counties and in 87 of 114 
counties statewide.  The central Missouri operation is headquartered in Columbia.  Door-to-door 
services are prioritized for senior citizens and persons with disabilities.  Urban service to those who 
do not qualify is available to those willing to pay for such services, while rural service to those 
without the necessary qualifications is available on a space and time basis.54

                                                 
 

50 “Aviation—General Information,” (Missouri Department of Transportation, 2009), 

   Additionally, elderly 

http://modot.mo.gov/othertransportation/aviation/aviationgeneralinformation.htm (accessed June 17, 2009). 
51“Missouri Aviation Facts,” (Missouri Department of Transportation, 2009), 

http://modot.mo.gov/othertransportation/aviation/aviationfacts.htm (accessed June 17, 2009). 
52 “State Multimodal Capital Improvement Bond Proposal Fact Sheet,” (Missouri Dept. of Transportation, 2006),  

http://www.modot.org/othertransportation/documents/FactSheet.pdf (accessed June 17, 2009). 
53 “Transit—General Information,” (Missouri Dept. of Transportation, 2009), 

http://www.modot.org/othertransportation/transit/transitgeneralinformation.htm (accessed June 17, 2009). 
54 “OATS Transit,” (OATS, Incorporated), http://www.oatstransit.org/ (accessed June 17, 2009). 
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and disabled citizens of Callaway County benefit from the services of SERVE, Incorporated, a not-
for-profit transportation provider similar to OATS.  Finally, both Columbia and Jefferson City 
operate public transit systems for all citizens.  Jefferson City operates JEFFTRAN, a public bus 
system that runs Monday through Friday, 7:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m. In the past 12 months, JEFFTRAN 
is said to have served 329,254 persons. 55   The City of Columbia operates Columbia Transit and 
Para-transit.  Columbia Transit had an estimated ridership of over 1.4 million in 2008.56

 
 

 
Waterways and Ports 
Winding its way through the region is an important and historic form of transportation: the Missouri 
River.  All six counties in the region border this river.  Missouri waterways move approximately $4.1 
billion worth of cargo annually.57   Ports offer environmentally friendly and low-cost transportation 
for agricultural and other bulk goods and reduce the number of trucks on highways.  As an example, 
the 2.3 million tons of cargo transported by barge from public ports in Missouri during fiscal year 
2005 would translate to 92,000 more trucks and at least a 250 percent higher shipping cost using 
another mode.58   The Mid-Missouri region is home to the Howard and Cooper County Regional Port 
Authority.  Located at Missouri River mile 196.5 directly across from Boonville, Missouri, the port 
offers the only public shipping access between St. Louis and Kansas City.  No dams obstruct the 
channel of the Missouri River from this site to its junction with the Mississippi River in St. Louis.  
The port facility itself has a storage capacity of 250,000 bushels of grain and 4 million gallons of 
liquid chemicals.  Two dry storage buildings and a 15,000-ton outside storage pad are also available.  
The site further includes a general cargo dock with liquid capabilities, a 50-ton crane, a 25-ton crane 
located on a floating dock, and a complete line of support equipment.  The facility is adjacent to U.S. 
Highway 40, Missouri Highway 5, and Highway 87 and Interstate 70 and is within one mile of the 
Missouri Pacific Railroad.59

 

   In addition to this important business function, Missouri waterways are 
popular for the recreational activity they offer.  A convenient number of access points are available 
for those who seek fishing, boating, or other activities.  Waterways and Port Facilities are shown in 
Map 11. 

 
Bike and Pedestrian Facilities 
The Katy Trail is a 225-mile (365 km) bike path stretching across most of the state of Missouri.  The 
former MKT rail line is now America's longest "rails-to-trail" project.  It is ideal for hiking, running, 
or cycling on just about any kind of bike.  Horseback riding is also allowed on a 25-mile section of 
the trail.  Many cross-country cyclists include the Katy Trail in their tours.  This trail is part of 
Adventure Cycling's Lewis & Clark route, as well as the American Discovery Trail.60

 
 

In addition to this well-known facility, both Columbia and Jefferson City maintain extensive bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities, and are in the process of developing plans to update and expand these 
facilities.  In 2006, Columbia was selected to participate in the Federal Highway Administration’s 

                                                 
 

55 “JEFFTRAN,” (City of Jefferson, 2009), http://www.jeffcitymo.org/cd/transit/transit.html (accessed June 17, 2009). 
56 “About Columbia Transit and Para-Transit,” (City of Columbia, 2009), http://gocolumbiamo.com/PublicWorks/Transportation/about-

transit.php (accessed June 17, 2009). 
57 “Welcome to our Waterways,” (Missouri Port Authorities, 2005), http://www.missouriports.org/index.html (accessed June 17, 2009). 
58 “State Multimodal Capital Improvement Bond Proposal Fact Sheet,” (Missouri Dept. of Transportation, 2006),  

http://www.modot.org/othertransportation/documents/FactSheet.pdf (accessed June 17, 2009).  
59 “Howard/Cooper County Regional Port Authority,” (Missouri Port Authorities, 2005), http://www.missouriports.org/howard.html 

(accessed June 17, 2009). 
60 “Katy Trail Missouri,” (BikeKatyTrail, 2009), http://www.bikekatytrail.com (accessed June 17, 2009). 
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Non-Motorized Transportation Pilot Program along with three other cities across the country.  With 
this selection came $22 million in federal funds to be expended over a four year period.  The funding 
has been used to build infrastructure for walking and bicycling throughout Columbia while helping to 
“establish national standards for public awareness and willingness to use active modes of 
transportation.”61   Jefferson City’s greenway is a multi-use trail running 7.4 miles through the city.  
The greenway trail connects parks, neighborhoods, schools, and businesses across Jefferson City.62

 
 

The MMRPC continues to aide in facilitating the Safe Routes to School (SRTS) program.  SRTS is a 
federal-aid program of the U.S. Department of Transportation's Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA). The SRTS Program is administered by State Departments of Transportation (DOTs).  The 
Program provides funds to the States to substantially improve the ability of primary and middle 
school students to walk and bicycle to school safely.  The purposes of the program are: 
 

1. To enable and encourage children, including those with disabilities, to walk and bicycle 
to school,  

2. To make bicycling and walking to school a safer and more appealing transportation 
alternative, thereby encouraging a healthy and active lifestyle from an early age; and  

3. To facilitate the planning, development, and implementation of projects and activities 
that will improve safety and reduce traffic, fuel consumption, and air pollution in the 
vicinity (approximately 2 miles) of primary and middle schools (Grades K-8). 

 
Each state administers its own program and develops its own procedures to solicit and select projects 
for funding.  The program establishes two distinct types of funding opportunities: infrastructure 
projects (engineering improvements) and non-infrastructure related activities (such as education, 
enforcement and encouragement programs).  More detail on eligible projects, as well as program set-
up is provided in the SRTS Program Guidance document.63

                                                 
 

61 “Get the History,” (GetAbout Columbia, 2009), 

 

http://www.getaboutcolumbia.com/about/view/3/About+Us%3A+Get+The+History.html (accessed June 17, 2009). 
62 “Greenway System,” (City of Jefferson, 2009), http://www.jeffcitymo.org/parks/greenway.html (accessed June 17, 2009). 
63 “Introduction to Safe Routes to School,” (National Center for Safe Routes to School), 

http://www.saferoutesinfo.org/guide/introduction/index.cfm (accessed June 17, 2009). 
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Chapter 4: Existing Transportation Management 
This section was provided by the Missouri Department of Transportation and adapted by the 
Mid-Missouri Regional Planning Commission. 
 
Development of Transportation Management Systems  
 
Prior to 1991, the Missouri Department of Transportation had begun development of several 
independent management systems.  Major systems included pavement, bridge, safety, congestion, 
and traffic monitoring.  During 1991, MoDOT undertook a major effort to coordinate and automate 
these independent systems. MoDOT had begun development of these systems before the Intermodal 
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA) mandate and, recognizing the long-term 
benefits of these programs, has continued to develop them after the mandate was lifted.  In 1995, this 
coordinated effort became MoDOT’s Transportation Management System.  The TMS is not a 
project, an office, or a functional unit, but a means of obtaining and analyzing data for use in sound 
engineering decision making. It crosses many boundaries, including other state agencies, external 
planning agencies, districts, and functional units. 
 
The process to convert existing MoDOT data, recreate required existing programs and products, and 
develop the new functions necessary to support the state’s diverse and growing business community 
has been massive.  Hundreds of files have been converted.  Hundreds of applications have also been 
developed.  The groundwork has been established, and it is only now that the department can begin 
to realize the benefits of the system that has been developed. 
 
Much of the TMS data (bridge and pavement condition, crash data, location 
referencing data and roadway features, etc.) are continually being shared with the MMRPC for the 
development of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).  The Regional Planning Commissions are 
also given the latitude to use the data and overlay other local data sources that meet their needs. 
 
While MoDOT’s Transportation Planning Framework allows the public to see the process by which 
state transportation decisions are made, the RPC’s RTP justifies and documents recommendations 
that go forward from the Region to the state’s planning framework process.  The plan also 
encourages county and city leaders to look at their individual transportation systems, how they 
interact with other systems, and consider ways to improve these networks in order to provide safe, 
efficient movement of goods and people in the most cost-effective manner possible. 
 
MoDOT, in working with the MMRPC, receives feedback on its data based on regional analyses.  
The intent is for the RPC to analyze this information from a regional perspective, develop different 
scenarios using the data that may generate new information, consider issues that may have been 
overlooked in the past, and consider local perspectives when deciding what information to analyze. 
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Available Management Systems 
 
Location/Referencing System (LRS) 
Prior to TMS (Transportation Management System), many functional units and districts at MoDOT 
had unique methods of collecting and storing data.  A standard method of referencing data was 
necessary if a fully relational, department-wide database was to be established.  To integrate the 
different databases, a common location/referencing system (LRS) was developed.  The LRS allows 
all information in the database to be viewed together.  This effort combined Bridge Management 
System, Pavement Management System, Safety Management System and Traffic Management 
System into TMS.  This means that every segment of roadway has data linked to it through a 
Geographic Information System (GIS). 
 
 
Traffic Data Acquisition System 
Previously, traffic data was collected by a variety of methods. All traffic data reporting was done on 
the mainframe system. With the development of the Traffic Data Acquisition System (TRADAS), all 
traffic data is collected and processed uniformly.  The TMS also allows for each district to track their 
signal, lighting and flasher inventories in one database instead of each district keeping a separate 
database.  The traffic data collected includes such items as traffic volumes (both automobile traffic 
and truck traffic), level of service (congestion condition) and vehicle classifications.  This data is 
used to understand traffic patterns and identify locations of need. 
 
 
Functional and Access Management 
Functional classification is the process by which streets and highways are grouped into classes or 
systems according to the character of service they provide.  Functional classification defines the 
nature of the roadway and the part that any particular road or street should play in serving the flow of 
trips through a highway network. 
 
Federal legislation requires the functional classification of roadways to determine the funding 
eligibility of transportation projects. 
 
Urban and rural areas have fundamentally different characteristics as to density and land use, density 
of street and highway networks, nature of travel pattern and the way in which all of these elements 
are related in the definitions of the highway classifications. 
 
 
There are three such area definitions: 
 

1. Small Urban: Areas designated by the Bureau of the Census having a population of five 
thousand (5,000) or more and not within an urbanized area; 
 

2. Urbanized: Designated as such by the Bureau of the Census with a population of 50,000 or 
more; and 
 

3. Rural: Comprises the areas outside the boundaries of small urban and urbanized. All 
highways and streets are grouped into one of three classes (arterial, collector, local), 
depending on the character of the traffic and the degree of land access they allow.  
Management systems are designed to improve or maintain the safe and efficient flow of 
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traffic. An important aspect in maintaining roadway capacity is the effective control of 
driveway and street access to arterial roadways. 

 
 

Table 4.0 Roadway Classification 
CLASSIFICATION CHARACTERISTICS 

ARTERIAL 
Provides the highest level of service at the greatest speed for the 
longest uninterrupted distance, with some degree of access control. 
 

Interstate/Freeway 

Four, six, or eight travel lanes with a minimum of 400 feet of right-of-
way. A limited access roadway with full grade separated interchanges. 
Access on and off the roadway is accomplished by ramps connecting 
frontage roads or interchanges. Access limited to interchanges and 
driveways on frontage roads. 
 

Expressway 

Four or six travel lanes with a minimum of 250 feet of right-of-way. 
Arterial roadway with widely spaced signalized intersections at minor 
intersections or other forms of traffic control such as cross-over 
geometrics on divided highways 
 

Principal Arterial 

Four or six lanes with 90 to 150 feet of right-of-way. High volume 
roadway with at-grade street intersections and regulated driveway access. 
Signalized intersections with priority given to the arterial through 
movement. 
 

Minor Arterial 

Two or four lanes with 90 to 120 feet of right-of-way. A secondary 
arterial facility to provide access to major arterials or limited access 
roadways. Serves localized circulation and access needs. The roadway 
may be divided or undivided and typically supports the access 
requirements of concentrations of commercial or residential development. 
 

COLLECTOR 
Provides a less highly developed level of service at a lower speed for 
shorter distances by collecting traffic from local roads and connecting 
them with arterials. 
 

Major Collector 
Two or four lanes with 90 to120 feet of right-of-way. Lower capacity 
roadway to provide local access and circulation to the arterial network.  
 

Minor Collector 

Two lanes with up to 66 feet of right-of-way. Low volume, low speed 
roadway to provide access for local residential traffic to the collector and 
arterial network 
 

LOCAL 
Consists of all roads not defined as arterials or collectors; primarily 
provides access to land with little or no through movement. 
 

 
 
The functional classification for roadways is based on the movement versus access concept. Arterial 
streets are primarily intended for the movement of through traffic.  Local streets provide access to 
individual tracts at the expense of through traffic movement.  Freeways and expressways are 
designed with limited access to provide entirely for the efficient movement of traffic.  Collector 
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streets, residential or commercial, provide equal service to the access and through movement 
functions. However, uncontrolled land access often produces conflicts that compromise the 
movement function of a roadway system. 
 
Although arterials are designed for higher speeds and serve longer travel distances than do collectors 
or local streets, they often become heavily used for short distance trips as well.  The higher traffic 
volumes are attractive to commercial interests, especially if driveway access is available to the 
property fronting the arterial.  Uncontrolled driveway access for commercial land uses significantly 
reduces the capacity of an arterial to carry traffic.  Depending upon the number of turning 
movements, number of travel lanes and the arterial traffic volumes, a driveway-permitted access to 
an arterial street will reduce roadway capacity by up to 25 percent.  The movement function of the 
arterial is quickly degraded to that of a collector street. 
 
 
Bridge Management System 
Historically, bridge information was stored in and reported by means of the mainframe computer 
system. Using this system was difficult and cumbersome.  The new system eliminates reliance on the 
mainframe computer.  It also adds the functionality necessary to collect more detailed element-level 
inspection data necessary to run bridge management software and to more accurately predict bridge 
maintenance costs.  TMS has become the single source for all bridge data in the department, 
replacing separate databases previously maintained in bridge and bridge maintenance operations. 
 
MoDOT personnel inspect state-maintained bridges and culverts on a two-year inspection cycle. 
Bridges and culverts that are rated “serious” to “poor,” or other bridges with unique structural 
features such as major truss structures, are inspected more frequently on an annual basis.  Bridges 
and culverts that are not state-maintained are referred to as “Off-System Bridges.”  They are 
inspected by a variety of personnel.  These personnel include MoDOT staff, city and county staff, 
and some by consultant. 
 
These bridge condition ratings are used to describe the in-place bridge as compared to the as-built 
condition.  Bridges are evaluated for the materials-related physical condition of the deck, 
superstructure and substructure components. 
 
The deck is the portion of the bridge that includes the driving surface.  The superstructure is 
comprised of the girders and other span elements of the bridge that support the deck. These 
superstructure elements may be comprised of structural steel or concrete, depending on the design of 
the bridge.  The substructure is comprised of those elements of the structure that support the 
superstructure (girders, span elements, etc.).  The substructure elements are the columns, footings 
and beam caps that the girders rest on. The deck, superstructure and substructure are rated 
independently; however, the lowest rating of the three is traditionally what is considered the overall 
rating for a structure.  The following general condition ratings are used as a guide in evaluating the 
deck, superstructure and substructure: 
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Bridge Rating Description: 
 
N NOT APPLICABLE 
 
9 EXCELLENT CONDITION 
 
8 VERY GOOD CONDITION – no problems noted 
 
7 GOOD CONDITION – some minor problems 
 
6 SATISFACTORY CONDITION – structural elements show some minor 

deterioration 
 
5 FAIR CONDITION – all primary structural elements are sound but may 

have minor section loss, cracking, spalling or scour 
 
4 POOR CONDITION – advanced section loss, deterioration, spalling or 

scour 
 
3 SERIOUS CONDITION – loss of section, deterioration, spalling or scour 

have seriously affected primary structural members. Local failures are 
possible. Fatigue cracks in steel or shear cracks in concrete may be present. 

 
2 CRITICAL CONDITION – advanced deterioration of primary structural elements. Fatigue 

cracks in steel or shear cracks in concrete may be present or scour may have removed 
substructure support. Unless closely monitored it may be necessary to close the bridge until 
corrective action is taken. 

1 “IMMINENT” FAILURE CONDITION – major deterioration or section loss present in 
critical structural members or obvious vertical or horizontal movement affecting structure 
stability. Bridge is closed to traffic until corrective action is completed. 

 
0 FAILED CONDITION – out of service – beyond corrective action 
 
The deck, superstructure and substructure are each rated separately.  If any of the three structures rate 
a 2 or lower, the bridge is typically closed.  From a planning and comparison perspective, the overall 
condition of the bridge is the lowest rating of the three structures.  For example, if Bridge 123 has a 
deck rating of 6, a substructure rating of 4 and a superstructure rate of 3, the overall condition of the 
bridge is considered a 3. 
 
 
Crash Data Management System 
Previously, Missouri State Highway Patrol (MSHP) and MoDOT both input and stored crash data.  
Currently, all MoDOT crash reporting and browsing is done through TMS applications, thus 
eliminating the mainframe programs and duplication of data entry.  Another benefit of the new 
system provides scanned electronic images of the accident reports to be included in the database, 
rather than paper or microfilmed images.  In 2002, the STARS (Statewide Accident Reporting 
System) of the MSHP was implemented into TMS. MSHP data entry clerks are now entering crash 
reports directly into the TMS database. 
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The crash data is utilized to identify where crashes occur and include other information such as type 
of crash, contributing circumstances, and severity of the crash. 
 
 
Pavement Management 
This is the management system that provides information and data relating to the driving surface of 
state-maintained roadways.  The pavement condition score includes distresses (cracking, rutting, 
spalling, etc.) that are present in the pavement. 
 
 
Pavement Condition 
The range for the condition score is 0 to 20, with 20 indicating pavement in perfect condition.  The 
first table shows the pavement condition score for National Highway System (NHS) roadways and 
non-NHS roadways and the classification of the pavement condition (“good,” “fair,” “poor,” etc.).  
The relationship between pavement condition and the planning framework prioritization score 
(percent of Total Point Value) is shown in the last column of the table. 
 
 

Table 4.1 Pavement Condition 
Condition 

Classification 
Condition Score Score 

(% TPV) NHS Non-NHS 
Very Good 18.9 - 20 18.9 - 20 0% 
Good 17.8 – 18.8 17.7 – 18.8 25% 
Fair 16.4 – 17.7 15.9 – 17.6 50% 
Poor 15.3 – 16.3 14.3 – 15.8 75% 
Very Poor 0 – 15.2 0 – 14.2 100% 

 
 
Pavement Smoothness  
Smoothness is measured by the International Roughness Index (IRI).  The IRI varies from 
approximately “0” to “300”, with “0” indicating a perfect roadway.  The IRI measurements and how 
the ratings are scored in the prioritization process are shown in the table below. 
 
 

Table 4.2 Pavement Smoothness 
Smoothness Rating IRI Score (% TPV) 

Very Good < 60 0% 
Good 60 – 94 25% 
Fair 95 – 170 50% 
Mediocre 171 – 220 75% 
Poor > 220 100% 
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Congestion Management 
Traffic congestion and travel delay are among the most visible signs of transportation problems.  
Drivers experience congestion for the most part as a personal annoyance, although traffic congestion 
is a problem that wastes time, consumes energy resources and contributes to poorer air quality. 
 
Traffic congestion in urban areas is typically confined to the morning and evening peak hours of 
travel.  Delays from congestion occur at specific locations such as interstate ramps, signalized 
intersections and bridges. 
 
Congestion in rural areas can occur at any time when the roadway is unable to handle the traffic flow.  
This can be related to peak hours of travel, including work and holiday travel.  It can also be because 
the typical two-lane roadway is restricted and traffic is unable to flow freely, often because of 
accidents or slow moving vehicles. 
 
Expanding the capacity of roadways is not the sole solution to congestion.  The new roadways, 
bridges, and highways built to relieve congestion satisfy latent and shifted demand for travel.  The 
use of alternate modes, land use regulation, access management, and improvements to intersections 
and traffic signals can all contribute to an overall program to manage traffic congestion. 
 
There are two major methods of gauging congestion: facility-based measures and travel time.  The 
facility-based congestion method focuses on the road itself and usually is based on traffic volume and 
capacity comparisons.  Such comparisons may include volume-to-capacity ratios and traffic volume 
per lane-mile.  The travel time method of measuring congestion indicates the same conclusion, 
however.  These trip-based measures are tied to the individual traveler’s congestion problems and 
oriented to the length of the trip.  Average travel time to work is an example of one such measure. 
 
A number of indicators may be used to gauge and manage congestion. These are divided into four 
categories. 
 

• Facility-based measures: 
o Average vehicle speed in peak hour 
o Ratio between peak volume & nominal capacity (V/C) 
o Total vehicle-hours of delay 
o Proportion of daily travel by speed or V/C range 
o Frequency and duration of incidents 
o Average daily traffic (ADT) per freeway lane 

 
• Personal travel effects: 

o Proportion of personal travel by speed range 
o Delay added to average person trips by time of day, travel purpose 
o Delay added to average person trip by place of residence 
o Delay to transit vehicles Number of accidents due to congestion 
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• Effects on the economy: 
o Delay added to average commuter trip by place of work 
o Percentage of truck travel by speed or V/C range 
o Vehicle-hours of delay to trucks/delivery vehicles 
o Truck scheduling costs attributable to travel time uncertainty 
o Market perceptions of congestion as an influence on economic activity 

 
• Environmental impacts: 

o Extra vehicle emissions due to stop-and-go conditions 
o Extra gas consumption due to stop-and-go conditions 

 
 
Level of Service is defined as conditions within a traffic stream as perceived by the users of a traffic 
facility. MoDOT’s TMS provides Level of Service information in the SOS Detail Browser.  In 
practice, Levels of Service have been defined by measures of effectiveness for each facility type, 
relating more to speed, delay and density than to qualitative factors or safety.  Level of Service is 
rated A, representing the best operating condition, to F, representing the worst.  The following 
describes levels of service, according to the Highway Capacity Manual. 
 
Level of Service A describes primarily free-flowing operations at average travel speeds usually 
about 90 percent of the free-flow speed for the arterial class.  Vehicles are completely unimpeded in 
their ability to maneuver within the traffic stream.  Stopped delay at signalized intersections is 
minimal. 
 
Level of Service B represents reasonably unimpeded operations at average travel speeds usually 
about 70 percent of the free-flow speed for the arterial class.  The ability to maneuver within the 
traffic stream is only slightly restricted and stopped delays are not bothersome. 
 
Level of Service C represents stable operations. However, ability to maneuver and change lanes in 
mid-block locations may be more restricted than in Level of Service B, and longer queues and/or 
adverse signal coordination may contribute to lower average travel speeds of about 50 percent of the 
average free-flow speed for the arterial class. 
 
Level of Service D borders on a range on which small increases in flow may cause substantial 
increases in approach delay and, hence, decreases in arterial speed.  This may be due to adverse 
signal progression, inappropriate signal timing, high volumes, or some combination of these.  
Average travel speeds are about 40 percent of free-flow speed. 
 
Level of Service E is the point at which the roadway has reached its maximum capacity. Traffic 
operations are unstable, speeds and flow rates fluctuate, and there is little independence for driver 
speed selection or maneuvering. 
 
Level of Service F characterizes forced flow at extremely low speeds below one-third to one-
quarter of the free flow which will drop to zero at times.  Intersection congestion is likely at critical 
signalized locations, with high approach delays resulting.  Adverse progression is frequently a 
contributor to this condition. 
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Transportation Demand Management (TDM) is a strategic response to roadway capacity 
deficiencies that does involve the construction of new or expanded roadways.  TDM actions are 
calculated to reduce vehicle demand by increasing vehicle capacity or providing an alternate mode.  
While new construction is the most direct and effective practice to eliminate congestion, this 
approach may not offer a complete solution.  A variety of strategies is available to reduce congestion 
and may include methods to increase vehicle occupancy and promote alternative modes of 
transportation.  Approaches may include: 
 

a. Ridesharing programs, local and regional 
 
b. Transportation management associations which coordinate opportunities and incentives for 

shared travel, usually through employers or business associations. 
 
c. Cash-out parking subsidies; which allow employees to convert employer paid parking 

subsidies to transit subsidies or cash. 
 
d. Restricted availability and/or increased parking cost for single occupancy vehicles. 
 
e. Mixed use development of walking, cycling and transit alternatives. 
 
f. Transportation enhancements projects, such as improved bicycle paths and pedestrian 

facilities to improve choices available to commuters. 
 
g. Staggered/flexible work hours to more evenly distribute the number of commuters. 
 
h. Telecommuting and home-based businesses. 
 
i. Electronic commerce that allows personal and business transactions electronically without 

physically making a trip. 
 
 

Signalized Intersection Management 
Signalized intersections are necessary to allow the safe movement of vehicles on and off a heavily 
traveled roadway or intersecting roadways.  However, there is a physical limit to the number of 
through movements and turning movements that can be safely accommodated by a signalized 
intersection.  When the demand for any movement at the intersection exceeds the available capacity, 
congestion and delays ensue, reducing the average travel speed and increasing the travel time.  There 
are three basic strategies available to contend with intersection delays: 
  

1. Construct a grade separated interchange,  
2. Construct a new roadway to divert traffic from the congested intersection, and  
3. Accept the delay and provide mitigation to improve safety and access. 

 
 
Billboard Management 
TMS was approached in 1999 to develop an application that would automate the process used to 
locate and maintain data on billboards.  While not in the original scope of development, it was 
determined that a generic features application could be developed that could then be used for other 
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similar types of information.  This application was highly successful for billboards, handling all their 
data needs, integrating their system with FMS and automating the billing process. 
 
 
Replaced Bridge Data Collection and Reporting System 
Historically, bridge information was stored in and reported by means of the mainframe computer 
system.  Using this system was difficult and cumbersome.  The new system eliminates reliance on 
the mainframe computer. It also adds the functionality necessary to collect more detailed element 
level inspection data necessary to run bridge management software such as PONTIS and to more 
accurately predict bridge maintenance costs.  The TMS has become the single source for all bridge 
data in the department, replacing separate databases previously maintained in bridge and bridge 
maintenance operations.
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Chapter 5: Needs Identification 
 
Needs, Projects, and the MoDOT Planning Framework 
 
As a Planning Partner with MoDOT, the Mid-Missouri Regional Planning Commission is responsible 
for representing the transportation needs of its constituent counties and municipalities, as well as the 
entire region, to MoDOT.  MMRPC’s Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC) is the body 
charged with this task as well as acting as a bridge between MoDOT and the region’s citizens.  The 
RPC’s TAC is composed of local city and county officials, Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(MPO) representatives, MoDOT District Engineers, and engaged citizens.  This group is 
representative not only of the six member counties of the region but of a broad cross-section of 
community sizes, disciplines, and interests. 
 
The process of needs identification and project prioritization, conducted by the state’s regional 
planning commissions, allows MoDOT to engage city and county officials at an appropriate scale.  
Assessment and prioritization of projects at the regional scale allow MoDOT to take local insight and 
perspectives into consideration when planning at both the statewide and district levels. 
 
The two major planning documents MoDOT publishes are the Long Range Transportation Plan 
(LRTP) and the Statewide Transportation Improvement Plan (STIP).  The STIP is updated annually 
and outlines all projects that are programmed for the following five years.  The LRTP lays out goals 
and strategies for state system maintenance and improvement beyond the subsequent five fiscal 
years, included in the STIP. 
 
MMRPC’s TAC identifies needs and prioritizes projects in order to inform MoDOT’s Long Range 
Transportation Planning process.  Because the STIP already outlines programmed projects for the 
following five fiscal years, the needs identified by the RPC’s TAC are likely to be those considered 
for construction within 5-20 years.  The prioritization process results in all projects receiving a high, 
medium, or low priority rating.  High priority projects are those that are expected to be considered for 
programming within 5-10 years or even to be added to the STIP sooner.  Medium priority projects 
are those that are anticipated to be programmed for completion within 10-15 years and low priorities 
are those that either may be programmed for construction within 15-20 or re-evaluated in the future. 
 
 
Transportation Needs and the Mid-Missouri Region 
Transportation needs in the Mid-Missouri Region are assessed by the MMRPC’s TAC and projects 
are prioritized based on weighted criteria.  Needs and projects for the region address state-system 
roadway, bridge, transit and multi-modal concerns.  The entire geographic area of the region’s six 
counties is covered, including two MPOs, CATSO (Columbia Area Transportation Study 
Organization) and CAMPO (Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization), centered on 
Columbia and Jefferson City, respectively. 
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Need Prioritization 
MMRPC’s TAC has determined goals and objectives by which to rate identified needs within the 
region.  These goals and objectives, listed in greater detail in Chapter 1, are as follows: 
 

1. Safety 
2. Public Involvement and Concern 
3. Economic Vitality 
4. Quality of Communities 
5. Preservation 
6. Diversity of Transportation Options 
7. Environmental Protection 
8. Funding Options and Opportunities 

 
 
The transportation need prioritization process is reiterated by MMRPC’s TAC each July.  The 
transportation needs for the Mid-Missouri Region, prioritized in 2008, are as follows (ordered based 
on that prioritization. These needs are shown on Map 12 – 2008 Identified Regional Transportation 
needs. This list was reviewed in January, 2009 during discussion of projected needs to be considered 
for American Recovery and Reinvestment Act funds.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table  5.0 – 2008 Identified Regional Transportation Needs 
Route/Project  County(ies) Description 
Hwy 50 corridor from California to 
Sedalia and from Jefferson City to 
Linn 

Moniteau, Cole, 
Morgan, Pettis, 

Osage 
Expansion of the existing corridor to a four-lane highway 

Development of statewide program 
to add paved shoulders to all 
numbered routes 

Various Enhancement of safety and travel on numbered routes that 
lack sufficient shoulder space 

Hwy 63/Route H interchange in 
Boone County Boone Construction of interchange that increases accessibility to 

area (including Columbia Regional Airport) 

Construction of preferred 
alternative from East Columbia EIS 
(MO 740 Extension) 

Boone 
Extension of MO 740 or preferred alternative, which may 
include improvements to several other roads and 
interchanges on I-70 

Improvement of Hwy 240  between 
Fayette and US 40 Howard 

Widening, addition of shoulders, improvement of sight distance 
and re-surfacing from Hwy 124 7.3 miles southward.  
Remaining 5.1 miles to be constructed along same corridor 

Former Missouri State Penitentiary 
Site Cole, CAMPO Environmental impact study to find preferred route to the 

site 

Ride-Share Program Various Research grant to explore creation of a ride-share program 
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Table  5.0 Continued - 
Route/Project County(ies) Description 

Short line railroad spur from 
Mexico to Fulton Callaway, Audrain Three phase improvement program to restore active rail 

service to Fulton 

Angel Lane Reconstruction 
(northern Ashland) Boone Reconstruction of road for suitable access 

Route F Callaway Reconstruction & rehabilitation of Bridge P357 over over 
Miller Creek 

Route B Cooper Replacement or rehabilitation of Bridge A-90 over I-70 

Route E Moniteau Reconstruction & rehabilitation of Bridge X533 over 
Smith Fork Creek 

Route 63 Cole, CAMPO Addition of lanes from Broadway to Monroe St. in 
Jefferson City 

Route B Boone Two lane relocations north of Hallsville to south of 
Hallsville 

Route 50 Moniteau Addition of third lane through California 

Route H Callaway Reconstruction & rehabilitation of Bridge T812 over 
Davis Creek 

Highway 240 Howard Replacement or rehabilitation of H287R south of Route P 

Route J Callaway Reconstruction & rehabilitation of Bridge N743 over 
Miller Creek 

Route D Cole Replacement or rehabilitation of Bridge P969 over 
Moreau River 

Route T Moniteau Reconstruction & Rehabilitation of Bridge N742 over 
Burris Fork 

Route 41 Cooper Replacement or rehabilitation of Bridge K236 over 
Lamine River 
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Table  5.0 Continued - 
Route/Project County(ies) Description 

Route 50 Outer Road Cole, CAMPO Addition lanes from South Country Club Dr to Route 179 
in Jefferson City 

Route U Cole Replacement or rehabilitation of Bridge Y310 over 
Strobel Branch 

Business 54 Callaway Three lane urban section north of Rt 54 to south of Rt O in 
Fulton 

Route 5 Howard Widening of shoulders throughout county (may be 
redundant with statewide program for numbered routes) 

Route 50 Cole, CAMPO Addition of lanes from South Country Club Dr to Route 
54 in Jefferson City 

Highway 5 Howard Replacement or rehabilitation of Bridges H266R and 
K744 south of New Franklin 

Route A Cooper Replacement or rehabilitation of Bridge G702R over the 
Lamine River 

Route 50/63 Cole, CAMPO Media barrier from Monroe to Clark Ave in Jefferson City 

Route 94 Callaway Reconstruction & rehabilitation of Bridge T539 over 
Logan Creek 

Route H Cole Replacement or rehabilitation of Bridge R250 over Bois 
Brule Creek 

Route 94 Callaway Reconstruction & rehabilitation of Bridge N500 over Big 
Tavern Creek 

Route V Boone Reconstruction & rehabilitation of Bridge P735 over 
Silver Fork Creek 

Route 54 (Eastbound) Cole Resurfacing from near Route E to 0.3 miles east of 
Moreau River Bridge 

Route 54 (Westbound) Cole Resurfacing from near Route E to 0.3 miles east of 
Moreau River Bridge 
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Table  5.0 Continued - 
Route/Project County(ies) Description 

Route 54 (Eastbound) Cole, CAMPO Resurfacing from east of Moreau River to Stadium Blvd 

Route U Cooper Replacement or rehabilitation of Bridge N696 over Clarks 
Creek 

Route 54 Callaway Upgrade to freeway from 1.8 miles north of Rt J to south 
of Fulton 

Route 179 Moniteau Water 1.7 miles north to 1 mile north of Cole County at 
Sandy Hook 

I-70 (Eastbound) Cooper Resurfacing east of Rte B to 1.3 miles east of Rte 87 (4.1 
miles) 

I-70 (Westbound) Cooper Resurfacing from Boone County line to .2 miles east of 
Rte 87 

I-70 (Eastbound) Cooper Resurfacing from Route 87 to Boone County line (8.4 
miles) 

Route E Howard Replacement or rehabilitation of Bridge T116 West at city 
limits of Fayette 

Route 179 Cole Replacement or rehabilitation of Bridge X35 over Rock 
Creek 

Route 54 Callaway Freeway on new location east of Kingdom City 

Route UU Callaway Reconstruction & rehabilitation Bridge N410 over Crows 
Fork Creek 

Route V Howard Replacement or rehabilitation of Bridge X691 west of 
Armstrong 

Highway 87 Howard Replacement or rehabilitation of Bridge A2718 south of 
Glasgow 

Route 63 Cole, CAMPO Upgrade to freeway from Eastland Dr in Jefferson City to 
West of Osage River 
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Table  5.0 Continued - 
Route/Project County(ies) Description 

Route 41 Cooper Replacement or rehabilitation of Bridge J-431 over 
Slough Creek 

Route 54 Callaway Upgrade to freeway from south of Fulton to south of 
Kingdom City 

I-70 (Eastbound) Boone Reconstruction or rehabilitation of Bridge A95R1 over 
Perche Creek 

Route 240 & Route 5 Howard Connection of routes (Fayette bypass) 

Route Y Boone Reconstruction or rehabilitation of Bridge N38 over Cedar 
Creek 

Route 63 (south bound) Boone Reconstruction or rehabilitation of Bridge A813 over 
Hominy Creek 

Route 63/54 Cole, Callaway, 
CAMPO 

Addition of pedestrian/bicycle lanes to Missouri River 
Bridge at Jefferson City 

Route A Cole Replacement or rehabilitation of Bridge R235 over Brush 
Creek 

Route A Cole Replacement or rehabilitation of Bridge R248 over Brush 
Creek 

Route B Callaway Reconstruction & rehabilitation of Bridge T561 Loutre 
Branch 

Route M Cooper Replacement or Rehabilitation of Bridge G366 over 
Lamine River 

Route 3 Howard Widen Shoulders from Armstrong to Route 240 

I-70 Boone Reconstruction or rehabilitation of Bridge L645 over 
Business 70 

Route DD Cooper Replacement or Rehabilitation of Bridge P227 over Flat 
Creek 

Route 94 Callaway Raise above flood level from .6 miles west of Route PP to 
1.1 miles west of Rte C 
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Those transportation needs added to the needs list since the 2008 prioritization are as follows, in no 
particular order: 

 
Table 5.1 –Added Needs List Since 2008 Prioritization 

Route/Project County(ies) Description 

Routes B, W, M Cole Improvements to intersection of Routes B, W, and M in Wardsville 

Business 54 Callaway Reconstruction of Bridge (roundabout) and box culvert at intersection of 
Business 54/Market St and 2nd Street over Stinson Creek 

Route OO Callaway, 
CAMPO Widen to 3 lanes and add sidewalks for safety and capacity 

US 54 Callaway, 
CAMPO Add freeway ramps to US 54 at S. Simon Dr. 

US 50 Cole, CAMPO Interchange at Lafayette Blvd. to improve capacity from Missouri Blvd. and 
Clark Ave. 

Missouri Blvd. Cole, CAMPO Add sidewalks along Missouri Blvd. to eliminate pedestrians in traffic lanes 
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Chapter 6: Future Project Plan 
 
Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) 
 
Each year, MoDOT publishes a Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), a five-year 
construction program listing all transportation projects planned by state and regional planning 
agencies for the current fiscal year and the four to follow. 
 
The 2009-2013 STIP (running from July 1, 2008 to June 30, 2013) totals $5.8 billion, with 
approximately $4.35 billion going to about 730 highway and bridge projects, $810 million to other 
transportation modes, and around $640 million to local transportation programs. 
 
The STIP is organized by MoDOT District.  Of the ten MoDOT Districts, two, the Central (5) and 
North Central (2) Districts, contain counties of the Mid-Missouri Region.  Howard County is in the 
North Central District and Boone, Cooper, Moniteau, Callaway, and Cole are all in the Central 
District.  Also included in the STIP are those projects sponsored by the region’s two Metropolitan 
Planning Organizations, the Columbia Area Transportation Study Organization (CATSO) and the 
Capitol Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (CAMPO), centered on Columbia and Jefferson 
City, respectively. 
 
Projects in the Mid-Missouri Region (including CATSO and CAMPO projects) listed in MoDOT’s 
Statewide Transportation Improvement Program are as follows: 
 
 

Table 6.0 Boone County Future Projects: 

Route Project Description Award Date Job Number 

MO 
163 

Capacity and Safety Improvements from Champions 
Dr north to Rte 740 (CATSO) Winter 09 5S0897 

US 63 
Resurface SB lanes from 0.2 miles N of Randolph 
Co. line to 0.5 miles S of Rte 124 at Silver Fork 
Creek 

Fall 08 5P0963 

US 63 Install cable median barrier-2 sections-from I-70 in 
Boone Co to US 54 in Callaway Co (CATSO) Fall 09 5P2149 

MO 
763 

Payment to City of Columbia for capacity 
improvements from Big Bear Blvd to Brown School 
Rd in Columbia (CATSO) 

-- 5U0675D 

Rte TT 
Payment to City of Columbia for capacity 
improvements from Rollins Rd to Brookview 
Terrace (CATSO) 

-- 5S0917 
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Table 6.1 Callaway County Future Projects: 

Route Project Description Award Date Job Number 

US 54 Resurface Eastbound lanes from E of County 
Rd 318 to 0.1 mile E of N Bus. 54 overpass Winter 09 5P0954 

US 54 
Resurface WB lanes from 2 miles W or Rte H 
to 1 mile W of County Rd 348 (includes 
additional shoulder improvements) (CAMPO) 

Fall 08 5P0955 

US 54 
Thin pavement treatment on WB lanes from 1 
mile W of County Rd 348 to 0.4 mile W of 
Rte AA/OO in Holts Summit (CAMPO) 

Summer 08 5P0955B 

IS 70 
On-call preventive maintenance and pavement 
repair from Rte YY (Williamsburg  exit) to 
Rte T (Foristell) 

Spring 09 2I2161L 

 
Table 6.2 Cole County Future Projects: 

Route Project Description Award Date Job Number 

MO 179 
Payback to Hwy 179 Transportation Corp. for 
completed highway from Rte 50 to Rte B in 
Jefferson City (CAMPO) 

-- 5U0441 

Rte B Structural and deck repairs and painting for 
bridge K0656 over Osage River 2012 5S0902 

 
Table 6.3 Cooper County Future Projects: 

Route Project Description Award Date Job Number 

IS 70 
On-call preventive maintenance and pavement 
repair from Rte F near Oak Grove to Rte K in 
Cooper County 

Spring 09 2I2161J 

IS 70 
On-call preventive maintenance and pavement 
repair from Rte K in Cooper Co. to Rte YY 
(Williamsburg exit) in Callaway Co. 

Spring 09 2I2161K 

IS 70 Pavement improvements on WB lanes from 
0.3 mile east of Rte B to the Lamine River 2011 5I2154 

 
Table 6.4 Howard County Future Projects: 

Route Project Description Award Date Job Number 

MO 240 
Replace bridges J0950 and J0902 over Bonne 
Femme Creek and construct left-turn lane at 
Rte 124/240 intersection near Fayette 

2011 2P0724 
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Table 6.5 Moniteau County Future Projects: 

Route Project Description Award Date Job Number 

US 50 ROW acquisition, grading, bridge, draining, 
and paving for bypass S of California Summer 08 5P0631A 

US 50 
Grading and drainage for widening a portion 
of Jacket Factory Rd from new Rte 50 N 
approximately 1 mile to existing Rte 50 

Summer 08 5P0631F 

US 50 Pavement improvements from Rte 87 in 
California to Kaylor Bridge Rd at St. Martins 2011 5P0912 

US 50 
Pavement improvements from E city limit of 
Tipton to concrete pavement section 1 mile W 
of Syracuse 

2011 5P0961 

 
 
Safe and Sound Bridge Improvement Program 
The Missouri Department of Transportation’s Safe & Sound Bridge Improvement Program is a two-
phase program to improve 802 of the state’s lowest-rated bridges by Fall 2014.  Plans are in place to 
rehabilitate 248 bridges and to completely replace another 554.  The total cost of the program is 
estimated at over $700 million. 
 
Within the Mid-Missouri Region will have 40 bridges rehabilitated or replaced under the Safe and 
Sound Bridge Program (Boone-13, Callaway-12, Cole-3, Cooper-8, Howard-2, Moniteau-2). 
 
 
 
 
Table 6.6 Mid-Missouri Region Safe and Sound Bridges 

Bridge 
Number County Route Feature Intersected 

A0113 Boone Rte WW N Fork Creek 

A0172 Boone US 40 East I-70 

A0491 Boone Sorrels Overpass I-70 

G0588 Boone 70 Outer Rd East Unnamed Stream 

G0589 Boone 70 Outer Rd East Unnamed Stream 

G0741 Boone US 63 South Turkey Creek 

H0197 Boone 70 Outer Rd East Grindstone Creek 

H0198 Boone 70 Outer Rd East Little Cedar Creek 

H0199 Boone 70 Outer Rd East Cedar Creek 
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Table 6.6 -continued Mid-Missouri Region Safe and Sound Bridges 
Bridge 

Number County Route Feature Intersected 

L0200 Boone MO 124 Perche Creek 

R0002 Boone Rte NN Lick Fork Creek 

R0023 Boone Rte NN Perche Creek 

R0256 Boone Rte F Sugar Creek 

A0025 Callaway Rte Z I-70 

A0028 Callaway Rte D I-70 

A0989 Callaway MO 94 Auxvasse Creek 

A1833 Callaway Rte E Four Mile Branch 

H0211 Callaway Outer Road 70 East Maddox Creek 

H0559 Callaway Old US Hwy 54 South Smith Branch 

L0546 Callaway MO 94 East Wing Creek 

L0911 Callaway Rte J I-70 

L0943 Callaway Rte M I-70 

L1000 Callaway Rte JJ IS 70 

N0908 Callaway Rte PP Middle River 

T0593 Callaway MO 94 Eagle Creek 

A0774 Cole Rte T Grays Creek 

N0976 Cole Rte W Spring Creek 

S0823 Cole Rte D Logan Creek 

A0008 Cooper MO 179 I-70 

A0090 Cooper Rte B I-70 

A0124 Cooper MO 5 I-70 

G0702 Cooper Rte A Lamine River Overflow 

L0944 Cooper MO 41 I-70 

N0982 Cooper Rte BB Harlan Branch 
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Table 6.6 -continued Mid-Missouri Region Safe and Sound Bridges 
Bridge 

Number County Route Feature Intersected 

R0590 Cooper Rte M Chouteau Creek 

W0304 Cooper Rte V Petite Saline Creek 

N0919 Howard Rte W Moniteau Creek 

X0127 Howard MO 124 Moniteau Creek 

N0447 Moniteau Rte D Moniteau Creek 

S0927 Moniteau Rte E Dry Fork 

 
 
 
 
Figure 6.0 
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American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) 
The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA), also known as the Stimulus Act, passed in 
early 2009, made $788 million in transportation funds available to the state, of which $525 million 
was allocated to the Missouri Highways and Transportation Commission for distribution.  Eleven 
road and bridge projects in the Mid-Missouri Region, totaling over $33.4 million, will be completed 
with ARRA funds. 
 
 

 
 
In addition to the ARRA road and bridge funds distributed throughout the state, each of the ten 
MoDOT districts received funds for Transportation Enhancements (see chapter 4) based on their 
share of the state’s population.  District 2 (North Central) used their allotted Enhancement funds for a 
museum in Macon.  MoDOT District 5 received $889,00 and decided to open a competitive 
application process.  From this process, the City of Hallsville (in northern Boone County) was 
awarded $281,250 for a sidewalk project.

Table 6.7  American Recovery and Reinvestment Act Projects in Mid-Missouri 

County Route Description 

Boone COLT Railroad Construction of railroad bridge over US 63 N of Rte B near 
Columbia 

Boone Rte 740 (Stadium Blvd) Pavement improvements from Broadway to US 63 in 
Columbia 

Boone I-70 Outer Rd SE Thin lift overlay from US 63 to Rte Z in Columbia 

Boone Rte Z Thin lift overlay from Rte 124 to I-70 

Callaway Rte OO Widening to 3 lanes to add capacity and improve safety in 
Holts Summit 

Cole US 50 Geometric improvements at the Rte 179 interchange in 
Jefferson City 

Cole Rte 17 Thin lift overlay from US 54 to Brush Creek (in Miller Co.) 

Cole, Moniteau Rte C Pavement and shoulder improvements from Rte AA (Cole) to 
Rte 52 (in Morgan Co.) 

Cooper I-70 Pavement improvements from Rte. B to the Saline County line 

Howard Rte 240 Pavement and shoulder improvements from Rte 5 to Rte 40 

Moniteau Rte 87 Thin lift overlay from Rte O to Rte C 
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Chapter 7: Financing 
This section was provided by the Missouri Department of Transportation and adapted by the 
Mid-Missouri Regional Planning Commission 
 
Introduction 
 
Federal Funding Sources 
Federal revenue sources include the 18.4¢ per gallon tax on gasoline and 24.4 ¢ per gallon tax on 
diesel fuel. Other sources include various taxes on tires, truck and trailer sales, and heavy vehicle 
use.  These highway user fees are deposited in the federal Highway Trust Fund and distributed to the 
states based on formulas prescribed by federal law through six-year transportation funding acts.  The 
current transportation bill, “Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Act: A Legacy for 
Users” (SAFETEA-LU), expires in 2009. Approximately 40 percent of Missouri’s transportation 
revenue comes from the federal government. Since 1992, Missouri’s federal funding growth has 
averaged 9 percent each year. SAFETEA-LU continued this strong growth; however, the anticipated 
federal revenues are not sufficient to support these funding levels.  Federal receipts must be 
supplemented by spending down accumulated balances in the Highway Trust Fund to maintain 
SAFETEA-LU funding levels.  A significant drop in federal funds will cause a dramatic drop in 
Missouri’s highway and bridge construction and maintenance. 
 
The U. S. Department of Transportation is advising states that, by 2010, the large Highway Trust 
Fund balance will be spent down, and funding will be insufficient to continue federal aid at 
SAFETEA-LU levels.  According to the American Association of State Highway and Transportation 
Officials, an amount equivalent to a 3¢ per gallon increase in federal fuel taxes must be identified to 
sustain federal programs at the level guaranteed by SAFETEA-LU. Between 2010 and 2015, it would 
take the equivalent of an additional 7¢ per gallon increase in federal fuel taxes to restore the 
program’s purchasing power to 1998 levels.  Unless Congress takes action to increase revenues to the 
Highway Trust Fund, Missouri’s federal transportation revenues will decrease dramatically. 
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Figure 7.0  
Missouri’s Anticipated Highway and Bridge Revenues 

for State Fiscal Years 2007-2013 

 
 
 
The stability and predictability of future transportation revenues are subject to a host of  variables.  
However, using historical trends and various economic indicators, the graph of Missouri’s 
anticipated transportation revenues above Figure 7.0 provides an estimate of Missouri’s 
transportation revenues for state fiscal years 2007 through 2013.  MoDOT is assuming federal funds 
are continued at SAFETEA-LU levels after the 2009 expiration of the funding bill.  Estimated 
revenue decreases from $2.8 billion in 2007 to $2.1 billion in 2013 are due to the end of the 
Amendment 3 bonding program. 
 
 
Federal Lands Highway Program 
The Federal Lands Highway Program, as an adjunct to the Federal-Aid Highway Program, covers 
highway programs in cooperation with federal 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 Lands Highway organization also 
provides training, technology, deployment, engineering services and products to other customers.  
The Federal Highway Administration administers the Federal Lands Highway Program, including 
survey, design, and construction of forest highway system roads, parkways and park roads, Indian 
reservation roads, defense access roads, and other federal-land roads.  The Federal Highway 
Administration, through cooperative agreements with federal land managing agencies such as the 
National Park Service, Forest Service, Military Traffic Management Command, Fish and Wildlife 
Service, and the Bureau of Indian Affairs, administers a coordinated federal-lands program 
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consisting of forest highways, public-lands highways, park roads and parkways, refuge and Indian 
reservation roads.  This program provides funding for more than 90,000 miles of federally owned and 
public authority-owned roads that serve federal lands.  The agency’s Federal Lands Highway Office 
provides program coordination, administration, and design and construction engineering assistance 
and directs the conduct of transportation planning and engineering studies. 
 
 
Federal Aviation Administration 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. 
 
 
State Funding Sources 
 
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 transportation.  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 country and in the region.  Missouri ranks 44th nationally in 
revenue per mile on the state highway system and 43rd when comparing state transportation revenues 
to the average daily miles driven. 
 
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. 
 
 
Highway and Bridge Revenue Sources  
 
State Motor Fuel Tax is the workhorse of Missouri’s state transportation revenue Assessed at a rate 
of 17¢ per gallon, it produces 45 percent of state transportation revenues.  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 increase 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 provide approximately 25 percent of state transportation 
revenues.  This is the one source of state revenue that has recently provided substantial additional 
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resources for transportation.  In November, 2004, Missouri voters passed Amendment 3.  This set in 
motion a four-year phase in period, 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. MoDOT estimated 
the bonding capacity provided by the new revenues at $1.7 to $1.9 billion. 
 
Similar to home mortgages used to buy or build a house, bond proceeds provide funds immediately 
to make necessary road and bridge improvements.  The principal and interest is then paid back over 
the life of the asset, which in MoDOT’s case is the road and bridge improvement fund. Some bond 
proceeds have already been used to fund the Smooth Roads Initiative, which brought 2,200 miles of 
Missouri’s busiest highways up to good condition. Proceeds were also used to accelerate a number of 
major projects originally planned to start in the later years of the current five-year construction STIP 
and allowed other major projects for which no funding was available to be added to the STIP. 
 
It is important to note that only the new Amendment 3 revenues are used to pay principal and interest 
on Amendment 3 debt. When the Amendment 3 bond proceeds are spent, the new Amendment 3 
revenues will be committed to repayment of principal and interest through state fiscal year 2026.  
When the process of redirecting motor vehicle sales taxes to transportation is fully phased in, the rate 
of growth in this revenue source slows dramatically.  Annual growth is projected at 2.5 percent, 
which, like the rate of increase in motor fuel taxes, is less than the rate of increase in construction and 
maintenance costs. A complicating factor is that, as consumers look for ways to decrease personal 
transportation costs, one option is turning to smaller, more fuel-efficient vehicles.  Since these 
vehicles cost less, motor vehicle sales and use taxes are lower, resulting in less transportation 
revenues. 
 
 
Motor Vehicle and Driver’s Licensing Fees also provide approximately 25 percent of Missouri’s 
state transportation revenue.  Similar to the 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.  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 5¢ of the state’s 17¢ per gallon fuel tax.  They also receive 
approximately 15 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 five percent 
of state transportation revenues comes from interest earned on invested funds and other 
miscellaneous collections.  During the Amendment 3 bonding program, cash balances in state 
transportation 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. 
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Funding for Alternative Modes of Transportation 
Transportation funding for alternative modes has historically been less than 5 percent of all MoDOT 
transportation revenue (approximately $60 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. 
 
Much of the funding for alternative modes comes with strings attached, limiting the activities for 
which it can be used.  For example, aviation fuel taxes, which include excise and sales taxes, must be 
spent on aviation projects.  Revenues from railroad regulation fees and a 25¢ fee that is paid upon 
registration or renewal of motor vehicles must be spent on rail projects.  However, funding from 
motor vehicle sales taxes and general revenue has flexibility to be spent on various modes. 
 
Missouri plans to invest almost 50 percent of these funds in transit, approximately 30 percent in 
aviation, approximately 15 percent in rail and the remaining 5percent in waterways. These funds are 
used to support operating, maintenance, capital and planning activities for Missouri’s transit and rail 
providers, airports and port authorities.  With the transportation bill, funding is typically set aside for 
local enhancement and safe routes to school projects, including sidewalks, bike and pedestrian paths. 
 
 
Funding Distribution 
On January 10, 2003, the Missouri Highways and Transportation Commission adopted an objective 
method to distribute transportation funds using factors reflecting system size and usage and where 
people live and work.  The distribution 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 around 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. 
 
Another aspect of the funding distribution method was the determination of the correct balance of 
funding – in today’s economic and political climate – between taking care of the existing system and 
adding new pieces to that system.  Historically, Missouri has focused heavily on building and 
expanding the roadway system.  This direction was necessary as the vast network of roads and 
bridges was under development.  But Missouri has come to a point where this direction has taken a 
toll on the statewide system.  The condition of roads and bridges reflects this past emphasis on 
expansion – taking better care of this system is long overdue. 
 
The funding distribution method sets aside a fixed amount of funds for Taking Care of the System 
(TCOS).  Past methods have had similar set-asides, but the amount dedicated has not been enough to 
stop the decline of the transportation system.  The method now allocates enough money to stabilize 
the system in the present condition and to also begin making some modest improvements. In addition 
to the TCOS category of funding, there are funds that can be used for major projects and emerging 
needs.  These projects are generally more focused on expansion work or may have to do with 
meeting needs unique to a specific region.  There is also a flexible funding category, which allows 
for meeting additional TCOS needs or major projects and emerging needs.  
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Funding Distribution Overview 
The following is a description of how funds are to be distributed using a projected MoDOT 
beginning funding total of $969 million.  This estimate is based on three-year average funding 
projections for fiscal years 2006, 2007 and 2008.  These are all funds available for transportation 
projects. 
 

1. Deduct $119 million in suballocated funding designated for specific purposes by the U.S. 
Congress.  In the past, these funds were not a part of the distribution method. MoDOT is not 
“re-allocating” these funds; they are simply included in the formula so that all transportation 
dollars are accounted for.  
 
2. Deduct $18 million for other modes such as transit, aviation, railways and waterways.  
These funds require appropriation by the state legislature and cannot be used on roads and 
bridges.  Funding amounts are based on the appropriated amounts for fiscal year 2003 and are 
subject to change annually depending on the legislature’s budget decisions. 
 
3. Deduct $20 million for economic development and cost-sharing programs. These programs 
are a means to capture additional funds into the transportation system and boost economic 
growth in Missouri.  This category is funded at $5 million higher than in past years.  In the 
event this amount is not adequate to accommodate high-priority project requests, staff will 
ask the Missouri Highways and Transportation Commission to increase the amount in this 
funding category. 
 
4. Deduct $75 million to fund debt service on the $900 million in bonding MoDOT 
committed to in fiscal years 2001, 2002 and 2003. This is a 20-year commitment and will 
increase if additional bonding is used. 

 
This leaves $737 million in remaining available construction funds.  These funds are the primary 
focus of the funding distribution method. 
 

5. Subtract a fixed amount of $400 million for TCOS. Allocating $400 million to take care of 
the system will stop system decline and start to show modest improvements in the system 
condition.  This amount is further divided by deducting $100 million for interstates to be used 
on a statewide level to preserve interstate pavements and bridges and achieve a goal of 85-90 
percent of the interstate system in good or better condition over the next 10 years.  Another 
$25 million for safety is set aside to address location-specific safety needs. Safety is one of 
MoDOT’s top priorities.  Nearly every project built has a goal of improving safety, whether it 
is the primary goal or a secondary one.  Potentially all of MoDOT’s available funds each year 
have an impact on improving the safety of the transportation system.  The remaining TCOS 
funds of $275 million are for the rehabilitation and reconstruction of the non-interstate 
National Highway System (NHS) and remaining arterials, with a goal of eventually having 
50 to 55 percent of the pavement on those routes in good or better condition. 
 
6. Subtract a fixed amount of $100 million in flexible funds.  These funds can be used for 
either taking care of the system or major projects and emerging needs. Funds are distributed 
to districts according to total population, total employment and total traffic volume on the 
national highway system and remaining arterials. 
 



Regional Transportation Plan      

Chapter 7 - 7 
 

7. Remaining funds are for major projects and emerging needs.  These funds are estimated at 
$237 million.  In this category, Transportation Management Areas (TMAs), which include 
Kansas City, St. Louis and Springfield, would receive their allocated funding based on the 
distribution factors of total population, total employment and total traffic volume on the 
national highway system and remaining arterials.  The rest of the state would receive 50 
percent of the remaining funds based on the same factors while the remainder would be for 
statewide rural major projects and would be allocated each year on a statewide basis.  TMAs 
are not eligible for the statewide rural major projects funds. 

 
MoDOT will revisit the funding distribution method in two years to adjust it as appropriate and will 
continue to review it periodically as directed by the Commission.  If MoDOT receives more funding, 
the funding distribution method can be adjusted to accommodate it.  The Commission would have to 
establish the fixed amounts of funds for taking care of the system and for flexible funds.  Once these 
decisions are made, remaining funds would be used for major projects and emerging needs. 
 
 
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 Economic Development Administration (EDA) branch, offers project 
grants to enhance regional competitiveness and promote long-term economic development in regions 
experiencing substantial economic distress. EDA provides Public Works investments 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 clusters, 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 infrastructure 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:  
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1. Improve the opportunities for the successful establishment or expansion of industrial or 
commercial plants or facilities in the region;  

 
2. Aassist 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 designed 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, community centers, public buildings and 
transportation.  Through its Community Programs, the USDA 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, mortgage companies which are part of bank holding companies, banks of the Farm Credit 
System or insurance companies regulated by the National Association of Insurance Commissioners.  
Community Programs may guarantee up to 90 percent 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 needed 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 
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a graduated scale.  Applicants 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, applicant 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. 
 
 
The Community Development Block Grant Program (CDBG) 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).  Other communities receive funds directly through the Entitlement Communities Grants 
program. 
 
The entitlement program provides annual grants on a formula basis to entitled cities and counties to 
develop viable urban communities by providing decent housing and a suitable living environment, 
and by expanding economic opportunities, principally for low-income and moderate-income persons. 
 
The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) awards grants to entitlement 
community grantees 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 certifies 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 35 other states.  
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. 
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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.  
 
 
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-approved 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 limited 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. 
 
 
The Missouri Downtown and Rural Economic Stimulus Act (MODESA) became a law in 
2003.  MODESA authorizes public financing for qualifying development projects in the 
“downtowns” of this state’s cities and towns.  The mechanism is similar to the one used in State Tax 
Increment Financing.  A portion of the new state and local taxes created by a project can be diverted 
to fund eligible public infrastructure and related costs for a period of up to 25 years. 
 
 
A Neighborhood Improvement District (NID) may be created in an area desiring certain public-
use improvements 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. 
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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 managing 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 NID, 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 
ordnance 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.  
 
 
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 combination 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 (TDDs) are organized under the Missouri Transportation 
Development District Act, Sections 238.00 to 238.275 of the Missouri State Statutes.  The district 
may be created to fund, promote, plan, design, construct, improve, maintain and operate one or more 
projects or to assist in such activity.  
 
The Mid-Missouri Region currently has 15 TDDs: one in Boonville, one in Jefferson City, and 13 in 
Columbia.  The region’s TDDs are shown in Map 13. 
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Transportation Development Corporations (TDCs) are organized under the Missouri 
Transportation Corporation Act, Sections 238.300 to 238.367 of the Missouri State Statutes.  TDCs 
act in promoting and developing public 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 vehicles.  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. 
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Partnership Debt-Financing Programs 
These programs make loans to a project that must be repaid: 
 
 
Missouri Transportation Finance Corporation (MTFC) - a non-profit lending corporation 
established to assist local transportation projects, and to administer the Statewide Transportation 
Assistance Revolving Fund (STAR Fund) 
 
 
State Transportation Assistance Revolving Fund (STAR Fund) - a fund created by the 
Missouri General Assembly to assist in the planning, acquisition, development and construction of 
non-highway transportation facilities. 
 
 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and Airport Improvement Program (AIP)  
The AIP provides grants to public agencies - and, in some cases, to private owners 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 public-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 2 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.  
 
Eligible projects include those improvements related to enhancing airport safety, capacity, security 
and environmental 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 eligible 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 environmental 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.  
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Recreational Trails Program - Department of Natural Resources: 
The Recreational Trails Program was authorized in 2005 by SAFETEA-LU.  The Recreational Trails 
Program is a federal-aid assistance program that helps states provide and maintain recreational trails 
for both motorized and non motorized recreational trails uses.  Annual funding for this program is 
approximately $1,000,000.  The program provides funds for many recreational trail uses, such as 
pedestrian (hiking, running, wheelchair use), bicycling, inline skating, equestrian, cross-country 
skiing, off-road motorcycling, all-terrain vehicle riding and four-wheel driving.  The Department of 
Natural Resources holds a competitive grant round each year and distributes the funding in response 
to recreational trail needs within the state.  The Recreational Trails Program encourages trail 
enthusiasts to work together to provide a wide variety of recreational trail opportunities. 
 
The Transportation Enhancement Program requires each state to reserve 10 percent of its 
Federal Surface Transportation Program funds annually for designated Transportation Enhancement 
activities to ensure transportation spending supports more than just roads. This program provides 
funding through a competitive selection process for transportation related activities other than routine 
highway and bridge construction.  Transportation Enhancement funds are available for a variety of 
project types, that are located in both rural and urban communities.  These projects help create more 
travel choices by providing funding to construct sidewalks, bike lanes and to convert abandoned 
railroad rights of way to trails. Communities may also use the Transportation Enhancement Program 
to revitalize local regional economies by restoring historic buildings, renovating streetscapes or 
providing transportation museums and visitor centers. 
 
Missouri Safe Routes to School Program (SRTS) was created by Section 1404 of the 
SAFETEA-LU in 2005.  The Highway Safety Division is responsible for administration of SRTS 
federal funds.  The funding is used to provide safer biking and walking accommodations for children 
in kindergarten through eighth grade, including those with disabilities.  There are two areas eligible 
for funding, behavioral and infrastructure. Behavioral activities may be used for public awareness 
and outreach campaigns, traffic education, and enforcement efforts.  Infrastructure projects include 
engineering and construction efforts such as sidewalks, crosswalks, lighting and bike racks. State, 
Local, and Regional agencies, schools, and non-profit organizations may submit applications to 
MoDOT to receive a grant from federal safe routes to school funds.
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 Chapter 8: Plan Implementation 
 
Introduction 
 
Since its inception in 1999, the Mid-Missouri Regional Planning Commission has worked with 
representatives of MoDOT and the cities and counties of the region, through outreach efforts and the 
Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC), to actively plan for and implement improvement to 
the region’s transportation system.  Through an accessible and inclusive process of identifying needs, 
articulating goals, and prioritization based on how those needs may meet the goals of the region, 
MMRPC will engage in an ongoing effort to serve its six member counties and the cities therein.  
This commitment involves efforts to promote safety, public involvement, economic vitality, quality 
of communities, preservation of existing facilities, diversity of options, environmental protection, and 
funding innovation as they pertain to all segments of the transportation system.  These eight goals, 
expressed in Chapter 1 of this plan, are key, not only to the development of this plan, but to the 
continued success of the planning process 
 
 
Implementation of Planning Goals 
 
Goal 1: Safety 
Areas within the region’s transportation system which pose safety risks are of utmost importance to 
the transportation planning process.  Identification of these areas relies on data from the Missouri 
Highway Patrol and MoDOT, local officials, and the general public.  The highest safety standards are 
necessary for new and existing transportation facilities and the continued upkeep is essential to 
ensuring that existing facilities remain safe. 
 
Goal 2: Public Involvement/Concern 
The planning process’ ability to address the needs and concerns of the public is integral to the 
success of the process.  The RPC must inform and engage the public and its elected officials in the 
transportation planning process while remaining receptive to the concerns of those involved.  The 
role of the  RPC includes acting as a mediator between MoDOT and the public officials and citizenry 
of the six-county region.  By acting as an intermediary between those at the local level and the 
region’s two MoDOT districts, MMRPC can facilitate communication while maintaining its own 
understanding of the information and viewpoints involved. 
 
Goal 3: Economic Vitality 
The economic vitality of the Mid-Missouri Region is dependent upon the free flow of people and 
goods across and throughout its six counties.  Safety, reliability, and efficiency are keys to the free 
flow necessary for economic viability.  Connectivity within and without the region is also vital to the 
facilitation of economic diversity and productivity. 
 
Goal 4: Quality of Communities 
The communities of Mid-Missouri are the social and economic engines of the region.  It is crucial to 
the success of the region that its transportation system serves to move people and goods throughout 
the region efficiently without disrupting the social and economic networks within its cities.  This can 
be achieved by promoting transportation improvements which are coordinated with local land use.  
High connectivity within cities must be paired with appropriate access to major routes connecting 
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those cities with the rest of the region.  Transportation facilities which fit the natural, built, and social 
environments in which they are constructed should be given preference over those that do not. 
 
Goal 5: System Preservation 
The existing transportation facilities of the Mid-Missouri region should be regularly maintained in 
order to ensure continued safety, reliability, and efficiency.  Routine maintenance keeps the system 
safe for users as well as avoiding greater repair costs in the future.  Proactive maintenance plans can 
help cities and counties avoid these greater repair or replacement costs. 
 
Goal 6: Diversity of Transportation Options 
MMRPC will continue to advocate for the expanded diversity of transportation options in the region 
in order to increase the stability of the system.  Initiatives which seek to promote non-automobile 
transportation will receive support from the RPC if they are well-coordinated and seek to meet the 
needs of the population.  It is also important that the various modes of transportation system have 
good connectivity in order to foster ease of transfer between modes.  While automobile travel does 
and will continue provide the largest share of transportation within the Mid-Missouri Region, there 
are segments of the population for which automobile use is not a good option.  The elderly, lower-
income, and disabled populations have higher proportions than the total population of those who are 
unable to drive or choose not to. 
 
Goal 7: Environmental Protection 
Another goal of the Mid-Missouri Regional Planning Commission’s transportation plan as well as its 
planning process is the preservation of the region’s natural environment and the promotion of energy 
conservation.  The transportation system of the region must respect the natural areas to which they 
are connected, as these areas are among the region’s greatest assets.  The transportation system 
should provide access to the natural scenic, historical, and cultural areas of interest while making 
minimal impact upon those areas. 
 
Goal 8: Funding Options and Opportunities 
Finally, the RPC’s planning process involves the identification and selection of appropriate funding 
sources for projects.  Examples of existing funding sources can be found in Chapter 7 of this plan.  
However, it is the goal of the RPC not only to apply the options found in this section but to pursue 
innovative funding options.  This may involve public/public or public/private partnerships or other 
options.  The RPC staff also acts as an information resource for member cities and counties.
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Updating the Regional Transportation Plan 
 
Keeping the Mid-Missouri Regional Transportation Plan up to date is a function both of updating the 
entire plan every five years as well as an ongoing process of updating that information which is 
subject to frequent change.  The five-year re-working of this plan will take place in 2013-2014.  All 
statistics and transportation system information may be updated as new information becomes 
available.  For example, the 2010 Decennial Census will provide an excellent resource with which to 
update this plan, including all maps contained herein.  Chapter 7, the Financing section of this plan, 
will be subject to change as SAFETEA-LU expires and Congress authors a new transportation re-
authorization in the second half of 2009.  For these reasons, routine review of this plan is necessary. 
 
Other facets of the evolution of this plan will come in the Needs Identification 
(Chapter 5) and Future Project Plan (Chapter 6) sections of this plan.  These sections must be 
updated as the planning process is iterated each year.  Once a year, as MMRPC’s TAC engages in 
prioritization of needs, chapter 5 will need to be updated to reflect the results of prioritization.  
Chapter 6 will need to be updated annually to reflect MoDOT’s newest Statewide Transportation 
Improvement Program (STIP) and any new initiatives introduced. 
 
 
Transportation Planning Schedule 
 
The Mid-Missouri Regional Transportation Plan will be completely updated every five years.  
However, there are a number of activities that will be performed annually, biennially, or on a more 
frequent basis than the regular five-year update cycle.  These activities are as follows: 
 
 
Needs Identification (Continuous) - Additions of needs to the ‘Identified Needs’ list (Chapter 5 of 
this plan) can be brought to the attention of the Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC) or RPC 
staff at any time.  New needs must be brought before the TAC, discussed, and called to a vote 
whether or not to place those needs on the project list.  Placement of needs on the needs list does not 
place them within the overall prioritization of the list. 
 
 
Needs Prioritization—Each July, the Mid-Missouri RPC TAC will review and prioritize the needs 
on the RPC Needs  List at its regularly scheduled meeting. 
 
 
STIP Programming and Scoping – Each January, MoDOT Districts select high-priority projects 
to move forward for programming or scoping.  The timelines for construction or scoping of these 
projects are placed in that year’s STIP. 
 
 
Review of Demographic/Economic Information (Continuous) – Population projections, 
economic, social, and demographic data are continuously updated.  This information should be 
reviewed with regularity and added to the plan as it becomes available.  The 2010 Decennial Census 
presents a major opportunity to strengthen and update the information in this plan.  Data products 
from the census should be used to update the plan at or shortly after the time of their release. 
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Updates to Chapter 5 (Needs Identification) – Each July-August, following the TAC’s 
prioritization of needs, the ‘Needs Identification’ section of this plan should represent those changes.  
Identified needs may be added to this chapter at any time in the un-prioritized needs table. 
 
 
Updates to Chapter 6 (Future Project Plan) – Each July-August, with the Missouri Highways 
and Transportation Commission’s (MHTC) approval of the STIP, the projects represented in this 
chapter as part of MoDOT’s Construction Plan should be updated.  Other new MoDOT initiatives 
should be added to this chapter whenever their details are finalized. 
 
 
Other Plan Updates – Updates to other sections of this plan may be necessary in the occasion of 
major changes in transportation at the National or State level.  For example, Chapter 7 (Financing) 
will likely need to be updated as SAFETEA-LU expires and Congress approves a new transportation 
re-authorization bill.  These updates should be made when appropriate information becomes 
available.
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Table 8.0  MoDOT General Planning Framework/Programming Schedule July-June  
                  (State Fiscal Year) 

  D
is

tr
ic

ts
 

Tr
an

s 
Pl

ng
 

Pl
an

ni
ng

 
Pa

rt
ne

rs
 

O
th

er
s Deadline Task 

N
ee

ds
 ID

 

    Continuous Needs identified by districts and planning partners1 

N
ee

ds
 P

rio
rit

iz
at

io
n     July 

Districts work with planning partners to review needs prioritization 
processes and make any necessary changes 

    August 
Districts submit any changes to the needs prioritization processes to 
Transportation Planning 

    December 
Districts work with planning partners using the needs prioritization 
processes to evaluate selected needs against one another 

P
ro

je
ct

 P
rio

rit
iz

at
io

n 

    July 
Districts work with planning partners to review project prioritization 
processes and make any necessary changes 

    July 
Rural Major Projects Task Force members submit major projects to be 
prioritized using the major projects prioritization process. Cooperation 
with planning partners is required 

    August Districts submit any changes to the project prioritization processes to TP 

    August 
TP uses the major projects prioritization processes to evaluate major 
project submittals against one another. Cooperation with districts and 
planning partners is required. 

    August 
Districts work with planning partners to develop a list of high-priority 
interstate projects and submit to TP for consideration for the Interstate 
Program. 

    September 
Rural Major Projects Task Force meets to review results of major projects 
prioritization process and develop an initial recommendation 

    October 
Rural Major Projects Task Force members and their staff discuss draft 
major projects recommendation with planning partners and the public in 
their district 

    December 
Districts work with planning partners using the project prioritization 
processes to evaluate selected projects against one another 

P
ro

gr
am

m
in

g 

    August TP provides planning and programming packets to districts 

    September 
TP uses dTIMS, information supplied by districts and other data to 
develop a draft Interstate Program and shares this program with districts 
and planning partners for comment 

    October TP provides funding targets to districts 

    October Statewide Transportation Planning and Programming Meeting 

    November 
TP finalizes Interstate Program based on district and planning partner 
comments 

    November 
Rural Major Projects Task Force meets to discuss input on major projects 
recommendation and make a final recommendation to the Chief Engineer 

    January 
Districts select high-priority needs to move forward into project scoping. 
Cooperation with planning partners is required 
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Table 8.0 (Continued)   MoDOT General Planning Framework/Programming Schedule July- 
                                           June (State Fiscal Year) 

  D
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ts
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s 
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ng
 

Pl
an

ni
ng
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O
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s Deadline Task 

P
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    January 
Districts select high-priority projects to be programmed. 
Programming guidelines should be used and cooperation with 
planning partners is required 

    February 
Districts submit recommendations for (needs) project scoping 
work to TP for inclusion in the STIP 

    February 
Districts submit recommendations for projects to TP for inclusion 
in the STIP 

    March TP sends district maps to districts and planning partners for review 

    March 
Districts complete review of district maps with planning partners 
and submit input to TP 

    April 
TP Completes draft STIP and sends to Districts for Review with 
Planning Partners 

    May Draft STIP presented to MHTC 

    May-June Public Comment period on the Draft STIP 

    July MHTC approves STIP 

The tasks described in the schedule under needs identification apply to the routine tasks that annually take place and not to the formal needs 
identification process that takes place with the LRTP update every three to five years. 



     Regional Transportation Plan 

List 1 - 1 
 

List of Acronyms & Initialisms 
 
AADT ................... Annual Average Daily Traffic 

AATF .................... Airport and Airway Trust Fund 

ADT ...................... Average Daily Traffic 

AIP ........................ Airport Improvement Program 

ARRA ................... American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 

CAMPO ............... Captal Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (Jefferson City) 

CATSO ................. Columbia Area Transportation Study Organization 

CDBG ................... Community Development Block Grant 

CEDS .................... Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy (MMRPC Document) 

CID ....................... Community Improvement District 

COA ...................... Conservation Opportunity Area 

COLT ................... Columbia Terminal Railroad 

DED ...................... Missouri Department of Economic Development 

DNR ...................... Missouri Department of Natural Resources 

DOT ...................... Department of Transportation 

EDA ...................... U.S. Economic Development Administration 

EPA....................... U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

FAA ...................... Federal Aviation Administration 

FHWA .................. Federal Highway Administration 

FTA....................... Federal Transit Administration 

GIS ........................ Geographic Information Systems or Geographic Information Science 

HUD ...................... U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 

IRI......................... International Roughness Index 

ISTEA................... Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 

LRS ....................... Location/Referencing System 

LRTP .................... MoDOT Long Range Transportation Plan 

MACOG ............... Missouri Association of Counties of Government 

MCS ...................... MoDOT Motor Carrier Services 

MHTC .................. Missouri Highways and Transportation Commission 

MKT ..................... Missouri-Kansas-Texas Railroad (see Katy Trail) 

MMRPC ............... Mid-Missouri Regional Planning Commission 
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MODESA ............. Missouri Downtown and Rural Economic Stimulus Act 

MoDOT ................ Missouri Department of Transportation 

MPO ..................... Metropolitan Planning Organization 

MSA ...................... Metropolitan Statistical Area 

MSDIS .................. Missouri Spatial Data Information Service 

MSHP ................... Missouri State Highway Patrol 

MTFC ................... Missouri Transportation Finance Corporation 

NHS ...................... National Highway System 

NID ....................... Neighborhood Improvement District 

NPIAS................... National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems 

RTP....................... Regional Transportation Plan 

RSMo .................... Missouri Revised Statutes 

SAFETEA-LU ..... Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act--A Legacy for 

Users 

SRTS..................... Safe Routes to School 

STAR Fund .......... State Transportation Assistance Revolving Fund 

STARS .................. Statewide Accident Reporting System 

STIP ...................... Statewide Transportation Improvement Program 

TAC ...................... Transportation Advisory Committee (Mid-Missouri RPC) 

TCOS .................... Take(-ing) Care of the System 

TDC ...................... Transportation Development Corporation 

TDD ...................... Transportation Development District 

TDM ..................... Transportation Demand Management 

TIF ........................ Tax Increment Financing 

TMA ..................... Transportation Management Area 

TMS ...................... Transportation Management System(s)  

TRADAS .............. Traffic Data Acquisition System 

USDA .................... U.S. Department of Agriculture 

USDOT ................. U.S. Department of Transportation 

V/C ........................ Ratio of Volume to Capacity 
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