
  

  

MINUTES 
COLUMBIA AREA TRANSPORTATION STUDY ORGANIZATION 

COORDINATING COMMITTEE 
December  5, 2019 

 
MEMBERS PRESENT 
Tim Teddy  Ci ty of  Columbia,  Community Development 
David Nichols  Ci ty of  Columbia,  Publ ic  W orks 
Michel le  Kratzer  MoDOT Mult imodal  
Jef f  McCann  Boone County,  ch ief  engineer  
Kim Tipton  MoDOT, transportat ion p lanning coordinator  
Mike Henderson MoDOT Centra l Of f ice 
Thad Yonke  Boone County ( for  Dan Atwi l l )  
Decar lon Seewood Ci ty of  Columbia,  deputy c i ty manager  
 
ALSO PRESENT 
Mitch Skov  Ci ty of  Columbia Planning/CATSO staf f  
 
I .    CALL TO ORDER 
  MR. TEDDY:  I 'm going to go ahead and cal l  the meet ing to order .   Good 
af ternoon.  My name is T im Teddy.   I  work  for  the Ci ty of  Columbia and I 'm going to be 
chair ing the CATSO Coordinat ing Committee meet ing today.  Mr . Glascock, our regular  
chair ,  was not able to at tend.  And I ' l l  s tar t  by apologizing for  the last-minute room 
change.  A very impor tant  announcement  --  that is ,  there is  a very important 
announcement  scheduled in the City Counc i l  chambers at three o'c lock .  A c ity/county 
press conference is  going to take place.   And while  I  ment ion i t ,  i f  there's  anybody here 
that  real ly wants  to hear what is  being said,  of  course,  feel f ree to excuse yourself  f rom 
th is meet ing and go next door .   W e' l l  s t i l l  be ta lk ing when you come back. W e have an 
agenda that inc ludes two publ ic  hear ings today;  one on our  Long-range Transportat ion 
Plan, and fo l lowing that ,  a publ ic  hear ing on the shor ter range Transpor tat ion 
Improvement Program.   
I I .    INTRODUCTIONS 
  MR. TEDDY:  F irst  order  of  bus iness is  in troduct ions.  And let 's  star t  wi th you,  
Mitch,  as  CATSO staf f ,  and then we' l l  go r ight  around the table.  Name, t i t le,  and 
organizat ion that you work  for .    
  MR. SKOV:  I 'm Mitch Skov.  I  am the senior p lanner and I  am a CATSO staf f  
person.  
  MR. TEDDY:  T im Teddy,  community development d irector  for  the City and I  
serve on th is committee as wel l  as  we' l l  ca l l  the CATSO Technical Committee.  
  MS. TIPTON:  Kim Tipton,  transportat ion p lanning coordinator  wi th MoDOT.   
  MR. HENDERSON:  Mike Henderson, transpor tat ion planning special is t  wi th 
central  of f ice transpor tat ion p lanning at MoDOT.   
  MR. NICHOLS:  David Nichols ,  the publ ic  works director  for  the Ci ty of  
Columbia.  
  MS. KRATZER:  Michel le  Kratzer,  mult imodal operat ions d irec tor wi th MoDOT. 
  MR. MCCANN:  Jef f  McCann, ch ief  engineer,  Boone County.  
  MR. YONKE:  Thad Yonke, senior p lanner at  Boone County, here for  Dan Atwi l l .  
  MR. SEEW OOD:  Decar lon Seewood,  deputy c i ty manager for  City of  Columbia. 
  MR. TEDDY:  And thanks to our  cour t  repor ter for  tak ing the minutes of  these 
proceedings.   I  a lso want  to  thank our event  serv ices s taf f .   They had to do a quick  



  

  

scramble.   Press conference was announced yesterday and we d isplaced a ut i l i t ies 
department a l l-day tra in ing f rom th is room and then I  th ink  that cascaded into another  
room displacement,  so event  serv ices have been very busy in  the last  24 to 48 hours .  
W e apprec iate what they've done to set  th is room up.  I  hope our audience wi l l  bear wi th 
us.   
I I I .    APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
  MR. TEDDY:  F irst  order  of  bus iness, approval of  the agenda.  Everybody 
sat is f ied wi th the order of  i tems on our agenda?   
  MS. KRATZER:  Move for  approval.  
  MR. YONKE:  Second. 
  MR. TEDDY:  I t 's  been moved by Ms. Kratzer  and seconded by Mr . Yonke that we 
approve the agenda.  Al l  those in favor  say aye.  Any opposed same sign.   
  (Unanimous voice vote for  approval.)    
IV.   APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
  MR. TEDDY:  Okay.   Approval of  the minutes f rom August  22nd.  W e had a 
chance of  review those minutes and are there any correct ions? 
  MR. YONKE:  I  move to approve the minutes.   
  MR. TEDDY:  Is  there a second? 
  MR. HENDERSON:  Second.  
  MR. TEDDY:  Moved, Yonke;  seconded Henderson that we approve the meet ing 
minutes f rom August 22nd.  Al l  those in favor say aye.   Any opposed same sign.   
  (Unanimous vote for  approval.)    
  MR. TEDDY:  Okay.   W e got  our minutes.   
V.  PUBLIC HEARING -  PROPOSED CATSO 2050 LONG-RANGE   
  TRANSPORTATION PLAN 
  MR. TEDDY:  Let 's  go r ight to  publ ic  hear ings.  I tem 5 on our agenda is  a publ ic  
hear ing on the CATSO 2050 Long-range Transpor tat ion Plan.  And before I  turn 
Mr.  Skov loose on that ,  let  me jus t say something about the order of  the hear ing.   F irst ,  
we wi l l  hear  him do a staf f  report .   He' l l  g ive an overview of  the p lan.  And I  l ike the 
contents.  Then we wi l l  have quest ions f rom the committee,  i f  any,  of  our  staf f  person.  
And then, I ' l l  open up the publ ic  hear ing.   So anybody f rom the in terested publ ic ,  I 'm 
going to ask you to come up to the microphone so our  cour t  reporter can hear  your  
comments .  I 'd a lso ask that you s ign your  name, i f  you haven' t  a lready,  so we can get  
the correct  spel l ing of  your  name.  W e wi l l  keep and preserve a record of  the ent ire 
meeting inc luding the publ ic  hear ing.  Fol lowing the c lose of  the publ ic  hear ing,  we wi l l  
have a committee d iscuss ion on the p lan, and as appropr iate,  enter ta in any mot ions and 
votes.   That 's  the order of  today's  hear ing.  Just  a l i t t le b it  about CATSO.  Mr.  Skov 
has an informational  s l ide on the screen.   I t  s tands for  Columbia Area Transpor tat ion 
Study Organizat ion.   I t  is  a type of  organizat ion known as an MPO or Metropol i tan  
Planning Organizat ion.  These are organiza t ions that are set  up by Federal  
Transpor tat ion Author izat ion Law, which is  current ly ca l led FAST Act,  al l  capi tal  let ters  
FAST Act .   And so that  is  where we get our  author izat ion.  And the rules  for  MPOs 
real ly say what CATSO is,  is  the committee and that the committee shal l  cons ist  of  local  
e lec ted of f ic ials ,  of f ic ia ls of  publ ic  agencies  that  adminis ter - -  administer major  modes 
of  t ranspor tat ion in metropol i tan areas inc luding representat ives of  publ ic  
transpor tat ion and appropr iate s tate of f ic ia ls.   So I  th ink  those of  us around th is table, 
in one way or  another ,  resemble that  c lass if icat ion.  And the 20-year p lan is  something 
that  we del iver  every f ive years.   That 's  a mandate.  Planning is  a cont inuing process, 
though.   So the plan is  capable of  being amended f rom t ime to t ime as needed.   This  
is  not a s i tuat ion where we s imply set  i t  and forget  i t  for  the next  f ive years.   I t  needs 



  

  

to  be adapted to changing c i rcumstances.  So we can do spec if ic  amendments  of  that 
p lan once i t  is  adopted.  Al l  r ight.   Are we a l l  r ight wi th going ahead with the 
presentat ion?  Mitch,  do you want  to g ive us  the overview? 
  MR. SKOV:  Again, I ' l l  just  give a l i t t le,  br ief  overview on the fo l low up to what 
Mr.  Teddy has said.   The Long-range Transpor tat ion Plan is  in tended to be mul t imodal  
and i t 's  ref lec ted in ,  of  course,  the col laborat ive dec is ion that  are made among the 
var ious munic ipal i t ies  and the var ious jur isdict ions that make up the Metropol i tan 
Planning Area.   In  th is case,  of  course,  i t  is  Boone County,  MoDOT, and the Ci ty of  
Columbia.  I t 's  - -  br ief ly,  i t  wi l l  ident i f y the exist ing system, any future demand on the 
system, and what s trategies we th ink  might be best  to meet those demands.  As T im 
indicated,  i t  is  a federal requirement in the federal  statutes  to have th is p lan.   And i t  is  
pr imar i ly when i t  comes down to the base,  i t  is  something we have to have in  order  to be 
able to get federal  a id.   Not  only transportat ion p lanning funds themselves,  but actual  
federal  capita l and operat ional funds for  var ious types of  other  transpor tat ion, e ither  
street  projects  or transit .   I t  has to be f inancial ly constra ined.  In  other  words,  the 
projects  we conc lude in  the document  there must be revenue shown to ac tual ly provide 
for  those projects .  I t  is  - -  to  go br ief ly over  what  publ ic  involvement  we've had,  we d id 
have a publ ic  input  survey,  which we d id in the fa l l  of  2018.  W e got  860 responses,  
which was actual ly way bet ter  than we've ever got ten before.   I t  was 10 t imes the 
responses that we got for  the 2040 p lan,  which is  the ex ist ing Long-range Plan.  W e had 
an open house,  a publ ic  meeting on September  18th.  There were 30 people who s igned 
the attendance sheet .   There are a number  of  other  people there as  wel l .   W e received 
27 wr i t ten comments  v ia emai l  and f rom comment sheets at  the meet ing.  W e've a lso 
had a number  of  discussions at  var ious Technical and Coordinat ing Committee meet ings 
at  the CATSO regular ly scheduled meet ings going back to the very end of  2017.  Most 
recent ly,  we had a d iscuss ion on the LRTP draf t  a t  the August meeting, and of  course,  
we have the publ ic  hear ing today.   A l i t t le  b i t  more about  the onl ine survey.   Obviously,  
i t 's  created to tr y for  us to get as  much input  as  we can.   I t  was sent  up for  a var ious 
stakeholder l is t .   I t  was promoted through a Facebook message on the City of  
Columbia's  page.  The sample s ize,  of  course,  is  not  as  much as we'd l ike,  but  i t  is  .57 
percent of  the tota l MPA populat ion, which is  149,000 approximately with the 200--  the 
2016 est imate is  at that number .  Again, we would l ike to get more,  but again,  that was  
way bet ter  than we've ever  done in the previous Long-range Plans in  terms of  responses 
received.  Just a br ief  survey of  th ings to show what  the - -  some of  the major h ighl ights  
were.   As far  as the respondents , they indicated 75-p lus percent of  their  work  tr ips , 
82-p lus  percent  of  their  nonwork  tr ips  were made in motor  vehic les  and they drove a lone.   
47 percent  rated the pedestr ian network  as being good, and 35 percent rated i t  fa ir ,  8  
percent  poor.   Similar  k ind of  numbers  for  the b icyc le network .  You can see s l ight ly 
lower number rat ing at  fa ir ,  s imi lar  number as poor.   The overal l  percept ion was 42 
percent  people rated i t  wel l ,  as  good; 40 percent fair ,  and 14-plus percent  poor.   A 
smaller  percentage of  people rated i t  excel lent .   As far  as  publ ic  trans i t ,  spec if ica l ly Go 
COMO, 14 percent of  the respondents  indicated they d id use the sys tem.  That 's  jus t a 
graph showing what  I  we jus t to ld you.   The green is the people who dr ive a lone.  
According to the b icyc le pedestr ian network ,  most people rate i t  as  being good or fa ir .   
Smal ler  numbers rated i t  excel lent  or  poor .   Overal l  percept ion, again, most  people 
ranked the system as e ither  being good or fa ir .   The next number of  people, around 14 
percent ,  ranked i t  as  being poor  and a much smaller  number ranked i t  as  being excel lent .   
Our projec t ions as far  as populat ion of  employment for  2050,  we used the 1.5 percent 
annual  growth rate presumption for  the populat ion, and a 1.3 percent  project ion for  
employment .   Revenue;  I  want  to get  to the f inances, which are a major part  of  the 



  

  

document.   As far  as revenue, MoDOT is  386.7 mi l l ion is  the --  pardon me --   386 
mil l ion .7,  181 mil l ion point  - -  for  Boone County and 712 mil l ion for  the City of  Columbia.   
This is  the spec if ic  resources --  f inanc ia l  resources for  transportat ion purposes.  And 
the federal money that  we ant ic ipate is  ro l led in to those numbers  depending on, you 
know, which jur isd ict ion is  - -  wi l l  be receiv ing i t .   Tota l  revenues are just  over 1 b i l l ion,  
1.28 b i l l ion.  Again, th is is  over  a 30-year  per iod.   Just look ing at  some of  the capi tal  
projects  we are ant ic ipat ing, new construct ional level  of  service upgrades for  the City of  
Columbia,  the current l is t  is  14 projects .  Est imated costs  are around --  jus t over  100 
mil l ion.  Major maintenance reconstruct ion,  there are three projects we are presuming 
wi l l  occur jus t under 6 mil l ion in terms of  tota l  projec t cost.   And MoDOT's costs are al l  
go ing to be on their  ex ist ing system.  Ef fect ive ly,  i t 's  capi ta l preservat ion of  what they 
cal l  major maintenance,  which means that they may replace pavement sect ions,  they 
may do over lays,  they may replace a br idge.   But there are more major projects , but 
they are maintenance ex ist ing system.  I t  is  not  construc t ion of  any new roads.   The 
tota l s treet project  costs are just  over 278 mi l l ion.  That 's  the roadway p lan and any of  
the projects  that are on the l is t  are going to be on the roadway p lan there under one of  
the major  c lass if icat ions.  As far  as  nonmotor ized types of  projec ts,  standalone projects  
for  s idewalk , and greenbelt  t ra i ls  for  example,  the plan does show 30 s idewalk  projects 
which is  an est imated cost  of  just  over  15 mil l ion.   There 's 29 greenbelt  t ra i l  and 
shared-use path projects.  Again, the est imated cost  for  that  is  jus t over 43 mi l l ion and 
the tota l cost  for  those type of  projec ts are est imated at  58.3 mil l ion.  That is  the 
CATSO Long-range Transportat ion Plan and Bicyc le Pedestr ian Network .  The major i t y 
of  the b icycle --  certa in ly a l l  of  the greenbelt  t ra i l  projec ts would be on th is sys tem, and 
the major i t y of  the s idewalk  projec ts would happen on that  as  wel l .   Al though, i t 's  
poss ib le, we do have some of  the s idewalks l is ted are local streets that technical ly not 
par t  of  the major network  here, but they are obviously par t  of  the ent ire sys tem.  Tota l  
maintenance cost,  which is  a b ig part  of  the projected expenditures, 70.5 mil l ion for  
MoDOT.  Boone County is  177-plus mi l l ion,  and the Ci ty of  Columbia r ight  about  250 
mil l ion.  For MoDOT, of  course,  th is is  their  rout ine maintenance costs , which they 
ant ic ipate on a year ly bas is .   Again, th is is  their  cost spec if ica l ly for  the CATSO area.   
Tota l maintenance for  a l l  jur isd ict ions is  497 mil l ion --  497.7 mi l l ion.   I t 's  just  under 500 
mil l ion, which is  a very large chunk of  the tota l  expenditures presumed.  Tota l  publ ic  
trans it  costs;  MoDOT, we are ant ic ipat ing would contr ibute 682,000 over that 30-year  
per iod.  And that is  just for  operat ions and maintenance.   The Ci ty of  Columbia 's 
trans it  systems, Go COMO, we' re presuming for  operat ions and maintenance 216-plus  
mil l ion.  And est imate for  capita l project cost over th is per iod,  16.5 mil l ion.  The tota l 
t rans it  expendi tures that  would in the est imate is  233.2 mil l ion over that  p lanned per iod.   
Tota l est imated expenditures; for  MoDOT that 's  243.6 mi l l ion;  for  Boone County 177.1 
mil l ion; and for  City of  Columbia 647.5 mil l ion.  You can see there is  a reserve for  every 
one of  those jur isd ic t ions.  I t 's  necessary to have a reserve and i t 's  necessary to 
demonstrate that through f iscal constra int  purposes for  federal law.  I ' l l  note that Boone 
County is  ant ic ipat ing they wi l l  spend a l l  the i r  revenue for  maintenance.  They do not  
have any new projec ts l is ted.  But to tal  expendi tures are jus t over a b i l l ion dol lars .  So 
the reserve is  212 mi l l ion.  That 's ,  l ike,  16.5 percent  reserve of  the projected revenue.  
I l lustrat ive projects ;  we have three of  those shown in the p lan current ly.   They are not 
par t  of  the f iscal ly constra ined l is t  because we don' t  ant ic ipate there's  any funding 
avai lab le now or anyt ime in the near  future.   The two big ones there are the Missour i  
740, which is  Stadium Boulevard extens ion f rom its  current  terminus up to I-70 at the St.  
Char les Road interchange.  The cost  est imate there is  80.5 b i l l ion.  That  would inc lude 
some reconstruct ion on Route WW  from 63 eastward to the end of  the urbanized area.   



  

  

The other i l lus trat ive projec ts there - -  l is ted there, that 's  a very large projec t,  is  Scot t  
Boulevard extens ion and I-70 interchange.  The cost  es t imate for  that is  81 mil l ion.  
Both of  those projec ts,  of  course,  have had extens ive engineer ing studies done for  them 
to actual ly examine the corr idor in  deta i l  and actual ly p ick  a preferred a lternat ive.  The 
Broadway extens ion is  inc luded there as wel l .   There has not been any k ind of  
engineer ing study done on that .   So that est imate is  not near ly as  detai led and not  as  
--  based on any k ind of  a s tudy.   I  wi l l  po int out again that as compared to previous 
Long-range Transpor tat ion Plans, th is  has got  much more focus on upgrades to the 
ex ist ing system and capita l preservat ion and maintenance than the previous long-range 
p lans.   The previous p lans conta in way more new projects  and projec t l is t ing that  are 
assumed way more new projects  than th is  one does.  In  par t ,  that  ref lects  some 
changed pr ior i t ies .  I t  a lso ref lec ts some new f inanc ia l real i t y of  the number of  sources 
for  transpor tat ion funding are stable now or they are ac tual ly dec l in ing.  In  the City's  
case, of  course, sa les  tax  is  a pr imary example of  that .   Again,  i t  a lso conta ins  --  the 
p lan also contains  the trend f rom the ex ist ing 2040 p lan in  that  we're showing a greater 
number of  nonmotor ized fac i l i t y projects  and funding.   Previous Tech Committee 
act ion; most  recent ly the Tech Committee d id meet on November 6th.  They reviewed 
the proposed document and they d id pass a motion for  the new Long-range 
Transpor tat ion Plan,  with any k ind of  minor correct ions,  to  the Coordinat ing Committee 
for  a publ ic  hear ing wi th the recommendat ion of  approval .   Certa in ly there can be 
revis ions made today.   I  have been informed that we may have a revis ion for  the 
document,  but we have made some minor  revis ions and format changes af ter  the Tech 
meeting.   None of  those were real ly major .   Again, they d id send i t  on for  a publ ic  
hear ing wi th the recommendat ion of  approval.   Our ex ist ing 2040 Long-range Plan is  
actual ly now expired.   I t  expired at  the end of  February in  20--  th is ca lendar  year.   I f  
formal approval is  given, i t  wi l l  not only al low i t  us to be actual ly up-to-date, i t  a lso would 
a l low us to approve a new updated f iscal  year 2023 TIP,  the Transpor tat ion Improvement  
Program, which is  the next i tem on the agenda.  So we are request ing that the 
committee actual ly cons ider th is and pass a motion formal ly approving i t  as presented 
or wi th any suggested revis ions you may have to any component  of  the document .  
Thank you.   
  MR. TEDDY:  Any quest ions for  Mr . Skov f rom the committee or  comments you 
want  to make at  th is  stage?  Anyone?  W e' l l  turn to our audience then and I  wi l l  open 
the publ ic  hear ing.   How many,  jus t  by a show of  hands,  how many intend to speak to 
us  today?  I f  I  could just  ask , comments , about  f ive minutes to wrap up.   Please come 
forward.  W e have a microphone.   W e just ask speakers  to speak in  the microphone.  
Come forward anyone who is  ready.   I ' l l  open the publ ic  hear ing.  
  MR. SCHMIDT:  Good af ternoon commission members and thank you.  My 
name is  Frank Schmidt .   I  res ide in  the c i ty of  Columbia at 505 Si lver Thorne Dr ive.  I  
have l ived in Columbia for  41 and a half  years now.  Even as o ld as I  am, that 's  the 
major i t y of  my l i fe.   I  applaud the work  you've done.  I  applaud the ef for t  you have put  
in,  but I  f ind some severe def ic iencies that could be addressed in the document .  I 've 
gone through the document and through the magic of  word search,  I  have d iscovered 
that  Vis ion Zero is  ment ioned exact ly three t imes in 140 pages.  Now, obvious ly,  you 
know, concrete standards and that  sort  of  technical s tandards wouldn' t  show up there,  
but I  th ink  that - -  I  was a member of  the commission that  - -  or  the task force that 
recommended Vis ion Zero.  I t  was adopted by the Ci ty of  Columbia.  And 
unfortunate ly,  s ince that  t ime re lat ive ly l i t t le  has been done to implement  i t  in  terms of  
real ly the impor tant  and probably most ef f ic ient and most te l l ing act iv i t y,  which is  
change in engineer ing standards.  And pure and s imple,  Vis ion Zero does not mean 



  

  

v is ion some or v is ion a few or  even v is ion as few as poss ib le.  I t  is ,  in  fac t,  zero.   
Unfor tunate ly,  we've had several pedestr ian deaths, which have occurred in  the last  few 
months, that have been exact ly at p laces where there have been other  pedestr ian 
deaths.  And so i f  you look at the map of  Vis ion Zero Commission, the dots  a l l  show up 
in the same place.   I  would l ike to recommend three poss ib le ways to deal  with th is.   
The f irs t  of  which is ,  I 'm old enough to remember the Grateful  Dead when they were a l l  
a l ive.  One of  my favor i te  songs had the ref ra in of  speed k i l ls .   In  the Nether lands the 
speed l im it  is  18 miles  an hour  because at that speed a pedestr ian has a greater  than 95 
percent chance of  surv iv ing an impact wi th a car.  I t  drops to half  a t  30 mi les an hour and 
prec ip itous ly af ter  that .   I  th ink  that is  the f i rs t  s tep of  what I  would cal l  - -  what  the Dutch 
cal l  forg iv ing inf ras tructure,  s low everyth ing down.  Related to this  is  construc t ion 
standards,  which would be d irec ted a long those l ines.   And so my other  th ings --  I  guess 
I 've got four  th ings to recommend.  Okay.   One is s imply to reduce the number  of  
ar ter ial ,  mult i lane,  speed-enhanc ing, speed - -  you know, 
go-faster-because-you-can-streets,  which we have.  I  regular ly cyc le a long Scot t  
Boulevard.  I t  is  - -  I  can do i t  because I  have been doing i t  for  a long t ime.  But  i t  is  
certa in ly not  hospitable to e ither pedestr ians or to  cyc l is ts.   In s lowing down th ings, I  
th ink  that an engineer ing s tandard that could be adopted in any new construct ion and in 
inf i l l  is  to ,  as  a matter  of  pr inc ip le and f irs t  pr ior i t y,  is  to  l im it  the s ight l ines.  I f  you dr ive 
out Scot t  Boulevard south of  Rol l ins  Road i t 's  wide, i t 's  b ig, i t  goes forever .   You can 
see whatever  a l l  the way down to where i t  constr ic ts.   Cars  go that  fas t,  as  they do on 
Stadium, as they do on Providence Road nor th of  town,  you name it .   So I  th ink  that  that 
engineer ing standard,  i f  incorporated, would c lear ly be appropr iate,  not  merely in 
res ident ia l  areas but a lso e lsewhere.   And then th ird, again,  look ing at  the map of  
pedestr ian deaths, they of ten occurred when people are cross ing very long stretches of 
uns ignaled s treets.  So that - -  as  streets  are neighborhood col lectors and what  ar ter ia ls 
we are stuck with are there, there should be regular ly spaced pedestr ian act ivated 
cross ing s ignals,  e i ther the hawk or  the rectangular rapid f lash,  one way or the other.   I  
wish i t  were poss ib le to persuade people that  walk ing an extra half -mi le  to the s ignal  and 
cross ing there and coming back was good for  their  health.  I t  is ,  not merely f rom the fac t 
that  they're less l ikely to get h it ,  but a lso the fact  that they get more exercise.  But  
people don' t  do that .   Unfor tunate ly,  we are a s lothful  species  and that  is  what  happens.   
I  would l ike to encourage as the program moves forward to incorporate these things,  
again,  wi th the motto of  safety f i rs t ,  because what  does i t  prof i t  a  c i ty i f  i t  ga ins  al l  of  the 
speed and loses i ts  c i t izens.  Thank you.  
  MR. TEDDY:  Before you receive Dr.  Schmidt ,  any quest ions of  the speaker or  
comments?  Okay.   Thank you,  s ir .   W e apprec iate i t .    
  MR. SCHMIDT:  One more th ing.  For  purposes of  ident i f icat ion, I 'm a lso a 
member of  the City Bicyc le and Pedestr ian Commission.   However, these are my 
thoughts  and not  theirs.   I  wouldn' t  presume to represent them, a lthough i f  they're 
smart,  they wi l l  agree wi th me.   
  MR. TEDDY:  Thank you.  W ho wil l  be next?   
  MR. THOMAS:  I  wi l l  go next .   Ian Thomas,  2616 Hi l lsh ire Dr ive.  I 'm a member 
of  the Ci ty Counc i l .   The comments  that I 'm about to make are most def in i te ly not 
representat ive of  the whole counc i l ,  but I  th ink  they are good comments  anyway.   Firs t  
of  a l l ,  I  want to say how much I  apprec iate the work of  the CATSO staf f  to  real ly make 
progress in the publ ic  engagement ef for t  th is  t ime around over  what has tradit ional ly 
been done.   Get t ing 800 survey responses was a tremendous ef for t .   The publ ic  
hear ing that  you held in here on a weekday evening def in i te ly increased people's  
engagement and understanding of  the process, mak ing some plan amendments  based 



  

  

on the input  that you received at  that meet ing.   And I  th ink  a l l  of  th is  has gone to length 
of  the fac t  that we real ly have a s ignif icant attendance, which is  not typ ica l  for  these k ind 
of  meet ings.  So I  th ink  th is  is  real ly great  progress.   However , I  do not  support the 
p lan update that  you are look ing at  today.  I  don' t  bel ieve that  i t  is  going to lead a safe 
transpor tat ion system in the future.  I  don' t  bel ieve i t 's  going to lead an equitable 
transpor tat ion system in the future, and I  don' t  bel ieve i t  is  sustainable.  I  don' t  bel ieve 
i t 's  going to resul t  in the carbon emissions decrease that we have to do here in  
Columbia,  and Boone County,  and the state of  Missour i ,  and the United States  of  
America,  and in the ent ire wor ld.  W e are one of  the most  progress ive communit ies in 
th is  par t  of  the country,  so we should be leading on these th ings and not  cont inuing to 
do the same k ind of  p lanning that  we have done for  so many decades now that the 
knowledge and the s ituat ion has changed.  W hilst  the publ ic  engagement ef for t  was 
excel lent  compared wi th previous ef for ts,  I  don' t  bel ieve i t  is  adequate yet .   I  th ink  there 
needs to be --  for  such a weighty p lan,  the progra'ms so much future money and makes 
i t  so d if f icu lt  for  the downstream as the projec ts, k ind of ,  come on to f ive-year ,  two-year ,  
capi ta l  improvement  p lans to make any changes. I  th ink  the publ ic  has to be bet ter  
educator,  bet ter  informed, and bet ter  engaged in being able to g ive their  opin ion about  
the way the future t ranspor tat ion system is  being p lanned.  The p lan has some 
excel lent goals , object ives, and performance measures, which I  th ink  are s imilar  to the 
ones that were developed f ive years  ago.   And I  thought  that was a real ly good process 
of  developing those goals,  objec t ives,  and performance measures.  However ,  there is  
no system, no p lan to actual ly measure those goals , object ives,  and performance 
measures and see whether we are accompl ish ing them.  So i t  is  a paper exerc ise, 
real ly,  to  jus t put  goals, object ives,  and performance measures in and then not  real ly 
refer  to  them in the actual  p lan and not  even have a way of  measur ing whether  we are 
achieving them or  not .   So some of  those performance measures that I  bel ieve we can 
measure in a bet ter  plan than th is would be the vehic le mi les  traveled per  capi ta.  And 
we have some goals to reduce that in  the Metropol i tan Planning Area.  The mode spl i t  
among dif ferent  modes of  transportat ion, carbon emiss ions, traf f ic  fata l i t ies,  t raf f ic  
ser ious injur ies .  W e have goals and object ives and performance measures for  some of  
those, but we don' t  have any way,  any p lan to actual ly measure them and achieve them.  
And they are not  spec i f ic  goals  e i ther .   They are general  goals.   So that 's  the second 
th ing that I  th ink  should be in  the plan.   And then th ird ly,  we do have a forward- look ing 
road expans ion p lan.   W e have a forward- look ing tra i l  expansion p lan.  W e actual ly 
have a --  the c ity of  Columbia level at  least ,  we have s idewalk  master  p lan.  But there 
is  no publ ic  trans it  master  p lan,  e ither at  the c i ty level  or  at the CATSO level.   So trans i t 
is  going to evolve somehow in the future.  W e ought  to  be able to have a publ ic  
engagement process and dec ide as a community,  as  a metropol i tan area, how we want 
to  see publ ic  trans i t  evolve in the future,  document that into a p lan and then development  
and implement s trategies to br ing that about .   
That  must be al l  done wi th the best  information that  we have avai lab le, current 
condit ions and future condit ions and f i t  wi th those --  wi th in that f ramework.  So jus t 
some of  the ideas that  I  would love to see d iscussed in the trans it  master p lanning 
process would be look ing at fare-f ree trans it ,  which has been in p lace in  a number of  
c i t ies l ike our  for  many years;  Missoula, Montana, Nor th Carol ina are two that I 'm very 
famil iar  wi th.  Kansas City,  Missour i  is  look ing ser ious ly at  fare-f ree trans it  now.  
There are some tremendous benef i ts  for  a community level for  creat ing fare-f ree t rans it .   
Also, I  th ink  we should look at  shared governance model  so that the trans i t  program is 
tak ing out f rom jus t f rom the City of  Columbia.  The Univers i ty of  Missour i  m ight very 
wel l  have a b ig stake in the trans i t  sys tem of  the future.   Many,  many,  many col lege 



  

  

towns have a shared governance and a shared funding model  for  t rans it  through which 
a l l  of  the students and of ten a l l  of  the faculty and s taf f  as  wel l  at  the Univers ity 
automatica l ly travel  f ree on the trans i t  sys tem.  And subs idies , the bus iness community 
as part  of  that .   And bus inesses wi l l  buy into the system and provide f ree trans it  for  a l l  
of  their  employees.  This is  tremendous ly ef fect ive of  bui ld ing a s trong trans it  system 
and get t ing people to use i t  and reduc ing the vehic les on the road, increas ing safety,  
reduc ing congest ion,  reduc ing emiss ions,  a l l  of  these tremendous benef i ts .   Then the 
th ird sys tem, which is  t ied wi th having some shared governance wi th the Univers i ty,  is  
that  U-Pass system.  And that that  system that I  referenced whereby s tudents a l l  t ravel  
f ree.   So I  ask  you not to  adopt  th is p lan.  But  i f  you do dec ide to adopt i t ,  then I  ask  
you to start  work  immediate ly on an amendment as  T im just ment ioned.  Amendments 
--  major  amendments  can be made to the p lan in  between the f ive-year  t ime points.   I  
would recommend a two-year process to address some of  these i tems and some others  
that  I 'm sure other  people wi l l  come up with and i t  wi l l  - -  i t  should involve some sor t  of 
a task  force that 's  - -  goes out and real ly engages the community,  educates people on 
what  th is is  about so that people can then g ive informed input rather than not  real ly 
understand what  the process is .   And then gather that  input  and make 
recommendat ions to you,  as  a committee,  on an amendment  I  would suggest  in  about  two 
years  t ime.  
  MR. TEDDY:  I f  you wi l l  s tand up for  a moment.   Do members have any 
quest ions of  counsel member --  or  Counselperson Thomas?   Thank you, s ir .  
  MR. THOMAS:  Thanks very much.  
  MR. TEDDY:  I  appreciate your  input .   W ho wil l  be next?  W ho wants to make 
a comment for  the record? 
  MR. SIMONSON:  Hel lo CATSO.  Good evening.   My name is  Lawrence 
Simonson.  Fi rst  of f ,  I  want to commend the staf f  and real ly th ink  i t  has been pretty 
wonderful  work ing wi th s taf f  and seeing their  hard work  put into accept ing a l l  of  the 
publ ic  comments  that  have been g iven through th is process.  I  have worked wi th c i ty 
staf f  and other  committees before and there has been resis tance to change and I  real l y 
th ink  that th is has been a very progress ive process.  Thank you very much.  Not  only 
being wi l l ing to l is ten to the publ ic  concerns,  but  then have real ly worked hard to 
incorporate the publ ic  concerns into the current vers ion of  the Long-range 
Transpor tat ion Plan.  So thank you very much.  I  commend you.   I  would l ike to 
encourage,  however , as we move forward to cont inue to improve the publ ic  engagement  
and access ib i l i t y of  CATSO.  W hile qui te a b i t  was improved in th is last  round,  I  do s t i l l  
th ink  that there are many s teps that  need to be taken to make th is more access ib le.  I  
th ink  i t  says quite a b i t  in the fac t that  in  the t ime that I  have been coming to the CATSO 
meetings over the years, th is is  probably the second largest meeting I  have ever  been 
to where usual ly i t  is  one or two people in the room.  I  think  when something is  as  
impor tant  as  the job that  you a l l  take on wi th the Long-range Transportat ion and a l l  of  the 
other work  that CATSO does,  i t 's  very impor tant  that the publ ic  is  walk ing s ide-by-s ide,  
step in s tep wi th you a long the way as you create these p lans.   I  encourage you to 
cont inue to make those improvements and thank you for  the improvements  you've 
a lready made.  I  a lso want  to  stress that  an adopt ion of  measurable benchmarks re lated 
to the Long-range Transpor tat ion goals  should be done and that  those goals should be 
--  excuse me, those benchmarks should be measured at  a regular  in terval  to ensure that 
the p lan is  moving us towards our  stated goals.  I  th ink  that is  something that is  lack ing 
and should be s trongly cons idered and developed as we move forward.  I  a lso would 
a lso l ike to encourage that we cont inue to work  on improving the readabi l i t y and overal l  
des ign of  the Long-range Transpor tat ion Plan to make i t  more accessible to the publ ic .   



  

  

The document is  fa ir ly d if f icul t  to read, pret ty profess ional - -  a lot  of  profess ional  
language,  hard to navigate.  I  th ink  some improvements have been made in th is most  
current  draf t ,  but  as  we cont inue to improve our  publ ic  engagement  process for  CATSO, 
I  th ink  that is  one big leap forward that can be made, a document that is  very easy and 
access ib le to the publ ic .   Thank you very much.  
  MR. TEDDY:  I f  you wi l l  s tand for  a moment  and give the committee members  an 
opportunity - -  any quest ions of  our  speaker?  Seeing none, thank you, s ir .   Al l  r ight .   
W ould anyone e lse l ike to address the commit tee on the Long-range Plan?  Anyone 
e lse?  Okay.   So I  wi l l  c lose the publ ic  hear ing seeing that no one has indicated they 
want  to speak.  W e did receive quite a number  of  wr i t ten comments, so not only our  
speakers today,  but I  wi l l  thank everyone that  took t ime to look at the p lan and of fer  
comments .  I  th ink  they were very construct ive and I  apprec iate hear ing the speakers  
today,  that whi le comments are cr i t ica l,  I  very much apprec iate the spir i t  in  which the 
cr i t ic ism was of fered.  Al l  r ight .   I  wi l l  turn to our Coordinat ing Committee members  for  
any d iscuss ion.   
  MR. YONKE:  So Mitch,  in  the s tuf f  that  you sent  out  there were some proposed 
changes f rom the draf t  that had been put through.   Spec if ica l ly,  we're look ing at  
e l im inat ing some projects?   
  MR. SKOV:  W ell ,  there were three projects  that  were moved f rom the spec if ic  
project  l is t  for  the Ci ty of  Columbia to, bas ical ly,  for  the most  par t ,  more of  a reserve.  
There was a suggest ion made,  of  course,  that there were too many street  projects  
shown.  So the --  there were three projec ts  spec if ica l ly taken out  and the impact  was --  
I  be l ieve i t  was 47 mi l l ion less is  shown in that  l is t .   As you wel l  understand, whether the 
project  is  in the l is t  is  i t  not,  spec if ica l ly,  has no d irect  bear ing on whether the project  
can be construc ted or not  as  long as i t  is  par t  of  the major  roadway p lan,  which al l  these 
projects  are.  But you' re r ight ;  I  took out three projec ts.   I  be l ieve there's  one of  them 
--  
  MR. YONKE:  County would l ike to have the Gans Road projec t re inser ted.   
  MR. SKOV:  Okay.   And where i t  was shown before,  we --  i t  was shown out  in  
f iscal year 2028.   
  MR. YONKE:  Yeah.   W e were look ing at  2030 and 2040 t ime.   
  MR. SKOV:  You want  to put i t  in 2035? 
  MR. YONKE:  That wi l l  work .   
  MR. SKOV:  W ell ,  that wi l l  - -  of  course that wi l l  up the est imated cost  based on 
the inf lat ion fac tor,  but there's p lenty of  reserve.  
  MR. YONKE:  Right.  
  MR. SKOV:  I  would make a presumpt ion i t  would be a c i ty projec t?   
  MR. YONKE:  I t  wi l l  be a combined project  probably and i t  wi l l  l ike ly be 
s ignif icant ly funded by development.   So i t 's  one of  those things where i t  needs to have 
--  i t  needs to be there because there may be some other money opportuni t ies at t imes.   
I t  needs to be in  the p lans so that i f  those other money opportuni t ies come in,  i t  can be 
funded.    
  MR. SKOV:  The --  one of  the other  projec ts I  took out was the Providence Road 
extension between Smi ley and Brown SchoolRoad.  Spec if ica l ly,  that was taken out 
because i t  is  a fa ir ly expens ive project ,  but  i t  wi l l  be pret ty much funded by the develop 
community.   I f  that proper ty is  developed, they would be the ones bui ld ing the road.  
  MR. YONKE:  Yeah.  This --  th is one, though, may have par tnership potent ial .   
So we want  the Gans Road put back in.  
  MR. SKOV:  And you - -  I  mean,  the dif ference --  the quest ion here is  do you want 
any of  that shown as a county projec t?  The amount of  reserve in  the county sect ion is  



  

  

very minimal.  
  MR. YONKE:  Right.   Not at th is  t ime, but  we can look at  that  - -  
  MR. SKOV:  That  doesn' t  - -   
  MR. YONKE:  I t 's  not  that  k ind of  plan.   I  mean, i t 's  not that level of  granular i t y.    
  MR. SKOV:  No.   
  MR. YONKE:  W e want i t  back in  there so that i f  th ings come about  that  a l low us 
to get  that  p lan --  I  mean,  we a lready spent a s ignif icant  amount  of  money on a l ignment  
studies  and in conjunct ion wi th a l l  of  the other p layers and so i t  is  an impor tant corr idor  
and so i f  i t  gets the potent ia l  to  come in,  and i f  addit ional  money f rom outs ide become 
avai lable,  we want  to not have the hurdle of  oops, i t 's  not in the plan.   
  MR. SKOV:  W ell ,  i t  would be the other example, bes ides the two b ig i l lust rat ive 
projects  that  have had a major engineer ing s tudy done.  So --  
  MR. YONKE:  Right.    
  MR. SKOV:  There is  certa in ly p lenty of  reserve shown to assume i t  is  going to 
be on the projec t l is t .   How about i f  we --  I ' l l  jus t presume it  wi l l  be at 2035.  
  MR. YONKE:  That wi l l  be f ine.    
  MR. SKOV:  Is  that f ine?   
  MR. YONKE:  Because i f  i t  ends up accelerat ing or not,  i t  can be amended to 
move forward or  backward.   So --  but i t  needs to be in the p lan.  
  MR. TEDDY:  I  th ink  I ' l l  cont inue comments of  the committee at  the appropr iate 
t ime.   I  th ink  we should make a mot ion to amend anyth ing that we are going to change 
that  d if fers f rom the content  of  the draf t  p lan.  I  agree that  there was a fair ly good publ ic  
process for  the Gans Road corr idor .   I  recal l  part ic ipat ing in the Rock Br idge 
Elementary open house.  I  th ink  the design f irm won an award for  that  process.    
  MR. YONKE:  Yes, they d id.  And,  you know, i t 's  - -  
  MR. TEDDY:  I t  was fa ir ly innovat ive.   
  MR. YONKE:  Right.   I t 's  got - -  
  MR. TEDDY:  The f irs t  one --  
  MR. YONKE:  - -  bui l t - in  storm water  contro ls.   I t 's  got  the ful l ,  complete streets .  
I t 's  got f ive roundabouts.  I  mean,  i t 's  made to s low traf f ic  even though i t  is  tak ing traf f ic  
of f  of  another --  yeah.   I t 's  one where everyth ing came together.    
  MR. TEDDY:  Other comments  f rom members of  the committee? 
  MR. HENDERSON:  I  just want one c lar i f icat ion.  So when you say remove the 
three projec ts f rom the p lan, that  means f rom the f iscal ly constra ined --  
  MR. SKOV:  From --  f rom the f iscal ly constra ined projec t l is t ,  not f rom the major  
road --  
  MR. HENDERSON:  They go to the i l lust rat ive l is t  then?   
  MR. SKOV:  No.  I t  d idn' t  go to the i l lus trat ive l is t .   They jus t  were not  shown 
on any l is t .   I t  would certa in ly be appropr iate to have the Gans Road as an i l lust rat ive,  
but i t 's  not  necessary.   The other  two I  - -  were moved jus t for  the sake of  adding to the 
reserve.  They wouldn' t  have to be removed. 
  MR. HENDERSON:  W ell ,  you expla ined the one project  was expected to be 
completed by the developer.  
  MR. SKOV:   (Nodded.)  
  MR. HENDERSON:  The other  project ,  what was the reason? 
  MR. SKOV:  W ell ,  the th ird project  was a - -  I  be l ieve i t  was St.  Char les Road and 
the presumpt ion was I  just d idn' t  th ink  that was as l ikely to happen is  why I  put that one.   
And i t  wasn' t  as  big of  a pr ior i t y as something l ike,  for  example,  and addi t ional  br idge 
over Perche Creek, which I  lef t  that project in even though i t 's  more expens ive.  Again, 
to  expla in to the audience, i t  doesn' t  - -  i t  doesn' t  constr ic t  the project f rom being done 



  

  

or  not  being done by i t  be ing in  the l is t  or  not being in l is t .   I f  i t  is  par t  of  the Major  
Roadway Plan, i t  is  st i l l  a potent ial  project .    
  MR. TEDDY:  I  wi l l  just add to that.   Take the example of  Providence Road 
a l ignment  f rom Smi ley to Brown School  Road,  fa ir ly large tracts  in  that area.  
Depending on what  happens to those tracts ,  there may be some opportuni ty there to get  
dedicat ions of  r ight-of -way  through the subdiv is ion process.   And a lo t  of  the projec ts  
we see in the p lans are del ivered wi th some pr ivate development dol lars.   They are not 
a l l  publ ic  expendi tures. 
  MR. SKOV:  W e would not  have to remove any of  these projects , necessar i ly.    
  MR. HENDERSON:  So again,  for  c lar i f icat ion,  is  the suggested amendment 
going to be to keep the Gans Road projec t in there or  is  the suggested amendment  to 
take three projec ts out?   
  MR. SKOV:  No.  The projects  were taken out in  the process of  revis ing the draf t  
af ter  the comments received.   Espec ia l ly at  the --  espec ia l ly at  the September meet ing.   
W hat Mr.  Yonke is suggest ing is  we put Gans Road back into the project l is t ,  the spec if ic  
project  l is t  of  ant ic ipated projects  under the f iscal  constraint.    
  MR. TEDDY:   W hat I  am suggest ing is  that  they are, in fac t,  s taying on the 
Major  Roadway Plan.   So we s t i l l  have a p lan as a cont ingency should there be 
emerging need on St .  Char les Road or Providence a l ignment.   Any other  quest ions 
about  that  or  comments?  Anyth ing e lse?  Any other aspect of  the p lan?  Any 
takeaways f rom our  publ ic  input? 
  MR. NICHOLS:  The request  to review i t  on a more f requent  bas is ,  is  that  
something th is  body does or can implement? 
  MR. TEDDY:  Yeah.  I  th ink  i t  has to be in i t iated by th is  committee.  W e'd 
probably want  to have fur ther  d ia logue about  any future amendments, but  that  is  
something that  we could in i t ia te.  W hat I  take away f rom the several  comments  today is  
we need to look at capac ity bui ld ing.  And the ru les governing MPOs do say we ought 
to reach out  to  other  p lanning ef for ts in our areas.  So that  would go to th ings l ike the 
c l imate ac t ion and adaptat ion p lan and Vis ion Zero.   You know, we do,  in  fact ,  
coordinate a lo t  of  planning ef for ts in the document .  And that 's  something that maybe 
isn' t  brought out  enough in the p lanning document .   The Gans Road corr idor  that we 
were just  ta lk ing about ,  having a publ ic  process would be a smal l  example.  But there 
are other types of  planning documents; the comprehens ive p lans of  Boone County and 
of  the City.   W e try to incorporate a p lan for  that,  for  example.  So a lo t  of  the content  
in the Long-range Plan is  somewhat  der ivat ive of  other  --  o ther  ef for ts  and other 
transpor tat ion improvements that have been publ ic ly vet ted.  So a lo t  of  the projects on 
the project  l is t ,  for  example,  aren' t  or iginat ing wi th th is  p lan.  Some have been on the 
p lan for  a number of  years .  And many come f rom documents  such the c i ty's  capita l 
improvement  plan or the state or  county p lans.  Al l  r ight.   I f  there's no fur ther  
quest ions or  comments, I ' l l  enterta in any motions.   
  MR. YONKE:  I  move to approve the p lan wi th the Gans Road re instated in  i t .    
  MS. TIPTON:  Second. 
  MR. TEDDY:  Okay.   I t  has been moved by Yonke,  seconded by Ms. T ipton that 
we approve the p lan subject  to  the Gans Road improvement  being re ins tated to the 
project  l is t .  
  MR. YONKE:  Yeah.  
  MR. TEDDY:  This is  the segment that  is  unapproved --  I 'm sorry --  yeah.  I t 's  an 
unapproved segment  on the south s ide of  town that 's  had a s tudy.   Any d iscuss ion of  
the mot ion?  I t  remains on the plan e ither  way.   This would be res tor ing i t  to the projec t 
l is t  as  wel l  as approving the p lan.   Okay.   I f  there's no fur ther  comments, a l l  of  those 



  

  

in favor  of  the mot ion to approve the p lan,  subjec t  to  the amendment,  s ignify by saying 
aye.  Any opposed same sign.   
  (Unanimous voice vote for  approval.)    
  MR. TEDDY:  Okay.  W e have a plan document.   Thank you everyone for  your 
comments .   
VI .  PUBLIC HEARING -  PROPOSED FY 2020-2023 TRANSPORTATION  
  IMPROVEMENT PLAN 
  MR. TEDDY:  W e have another  publ ic  hear ing we are going to move into.    
W e're going move r ight into our second publ ic  hear ing,  which is  proposed f iscal  year  
2023 Transpor tat ion Improvement Program.   
  MR. SKOV:  Thanks, Mr.  Chairman.   This is  the typ ical annual  update we do for  
the Transpor tat ion Improvement  Program for the CATSO Metropol i tan Planning Area.   
Just  br ief ly,  the TIP regular ly features a narrat ive l is t ing of  the transpor tat ion related 
capi ta l  projects .   In  th is case,  i t 's  for  the four-year per iod s tart ing in f iscal  year 2020 
through 2023 for  th is  area.  I t 's  very s imi lar  to  that  of  the MoDOT version of  a TIP,  which 
is  cal led the STIP, the S-T-I-P.   Pr imar i ly,  the purpose of  the TIP is to l is t  the federal 
funds that  are programmed for the var ious types of  transportat ion projects , which of  
course wi l l  inc lude roadway as well  as trans i t .   The las t projec t for  the Getabout  
Columbia,  the federal  nonmotor ized program projec t is  inc luded there.  There's  some 
bicycle/pedestr ian projects  and s idewalk  projects  for  the Ci ty of  Columbia as wel l  as  
Boone County maintenance and projec ts et  cetera.   And some pr ivate trans it  providers,  
too,  as wel l ;  pr imar i ly,  OATS.  I t  a lso doesn' t  l is t  the ant ic ipated maintenance costs 
needs of  the local  agenc ies  that  compr ise CATSO.  Again, that 's  Boone County,  
MoDOT, and the City of  Columbia.  Spec if ica l ly in  th is document ,  we only show the 
maintenance costs for  the lane miles for  what  they cal l  the federal a id system, which is  
that  which is  technical ly the h igher  c lass if icat ion,  streets , federal  t ransportat ion 
p lanning types of  f inances.  The maintenance costs  for  those --  those roadways 
est imated over the four-year per iod is  14.1 mil l ion.  L ike the LRTP, i t  has be f inanc ia l ly 
constrained.  In other  words,  a l l  the revenue that  is  shown has to be suf f ic ient  to cover 
the projec ts that are l is ted in the document .  And again,  in  order for  local jur isd ic t ions 
to use federal funds for  any k ind of  transpor tat ion-re lated projec t,  i t  has to be l is ted as 
the approved TIP.  This part icular  vers ion of  the TIP doesn' t  inc lude just  over --  or  jus t  
under  137 mil l ion in capita l projec t  costs;  34-p lus  mi l l ion of  that  is  federal  funds.  The 
major i t y of  those federal funds in  th is case are for  MoDOT roadway projects , again,  for  
upgrades to the cur rent system as well  as for  Go Como t rans it  projects.  The l ion's 
share of  that  is  for  operat ions and maintenance,  for  Go Como operat ion,  for  Go COMO 
system.  This is  not the eas ies t thing to see,  but i t 's  jus t a breakdown by sect ion.  You 
can see MoDOT roadways we're showing 83.3 mi l l ion;  360,000 for  the scoping,  which is  
a prel im inary engineer ing sect ion of  MoDOT.  Boone County does not have any new 
capi ta l  projects .   Again,  they're spending a l l  of  the ir  money on maintenance,  ex is t ing 
system.  Columbia s treets has 16.8 mi l l ion.   Columbia s idewalks, 904 mil l ion.  
Pardon me,  904,000.  And the Getabout  pro ject  is  shown there,  1.8 mi l l ion.   And then 
the second largest amount of  money bes ides the MoDOT sect ion --  the MoDOT roadway 
sect ion is  for  t rans it .   Again, the l ion 's share of  that  is  going to be for  operat ions and 
maintenance,  but there's a lso some capita l projects  shown there as well .   The tota l 
capi ta l  projects  funding we're presuming is  136.9 mil l ion,  p lus 14.1 mil l ion in  
maintenance just  for  that federal system.  Tota l amount  of  program money is  151 
mil l ion.  And the amount  of  revenue is  224 mil l ion.  W e are ant ic ipat ing the l ion's  share 
of  the remain ing funds wil l  go to other re lated transpor tat ion systems.  I  bel ieve some 
--  the l ion's share,  I  think , wi l l  go to maintenance for  the other  streets that  are not  par t  



  

  

of  the federal  a id sys tem.  Certa in ly,  the draf t  T IP as presented can be adopted as 
presented, or  i t  can be adopted under revis ions or amendments that  are suggested and 
approved by the commit tee.  This  wi l l  be formally provided to the Federal Highway 
Administrat ion,  FTA and MoDOT, immediately upon approval  by the Coordinat ing 
Committee.   As far  as  that previous Technical Committee act ion,  the Tech Committee 
d id review at  their  November 6th meet ing.  They had some general d iscuss ion on the 
draf t .   They d id pass a mot ion to forward the proposed TIP to the coordinat ing 
committee for  review and approval and wi th the recommendation of  approval .   As wi th 
the previous i tem, any --  af ter  any review the committee wants to or  any suggest ions the 
members  may have for  revis ions and af ter  hold ing a publ ic  hear ing,  Staf f  would suggest 
that  the committee g ive formal approval to  the proposed f iscal year  2020-2023 TIP.  
Thank you.   
  MR. TEDDY:  Thank you, Mr.  Skov.  Quest ions of  the committee for  Mr.  Skov?  
Any comment on the draf t  document?  Seeing none,  is  there anyone in our  audience 
that  would l ike to speak to the Transpor tat ion Improvement Program?  This is  where the 
par tners  and CATSO do actual ly express commitment to spec if ic  t ransportat ion 
expendi tures.  This  is  a document  that  a lso can be amended and of ten is  amended 
sometimes to change the expendi ture amounts or projec t scopes or  ass ignment of  the 
years  of  the d if ferent phases of  the improvements.   I  ment ion those two require publ ic  
hear ings,  general ly speak ing.  Okay?  Once again, any publ ic  comment on the TIP or  
Transpor tat ion Improvement Program?  Seeing none,  I  wi l l  c lose the publ ic  hear ing on 
that .   Is  there a motion?   
  MR. YONKE:  I  move to approve as presented.  
  MR. HENDERSON:  I ' l l  second.    
  MR. TEDDY:  Moved, Yonke;  second Henderson to approve the Transpor tat ion 
Improvement  Program as presented.  Any d iscuss ion on the motion?  Seeing none,  I ' l l  
ca l l  for  a vote.  Al l  those in  favor say aye.   Any opposed same sign.   
  (Unanimous voice vote approved.)    
VI I .  PROPOSED REVISIONS TO COLUMBIA AREA     
  FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION MAP 
  MR. TEDDY:  Al l  r ight .   W e have a TIP and a Long-range Plan.  Now, we're 
going to go --  this  is  the th ird topic ,  not  formatted as a publ ic  hear ing.  Revis ions of  the 
funct ional  c lass if icat ion map.   
  MR. SKOV:  There are qui te a few s l ides for  th is i tem.  I 'm go to tr y to go 
through i t  as br ief ly as  I  poss ib ly can.   For  those of  you are unfami l iar  wi th th is,  th is is  
a map which is  somewhat s imilar  to our  major  roadway p lan,  but  i t 's  - -  as opposed to the 
major roadway p lan,  which inc ludes some future roadways,  the funct ional  c lass if icat ion 
map, which is  technical ly a document  which is  for  federal  aid use,  for  federal  project  
f inanc ing for  roadways, is  something,  which real ly presents a snapshot at the current  
moment  of  what funct ional i t y of  that part icu lar  s treet is .   I  wi l l  br ing the map up in  a 
moment , but the MoDOT central  of f ice has asked us to make some revis ions to the 
ex ist ing map.   Technical ly,  th is  map is  mainta ined by the centra l of f ice of  MoDOT.  So 
there is  somewhat of  a formali t y of  th is procedure.  But they do want  us to review i t  and 
g ive our  approval to that  - -  to  their  proposed changes.  The current  funct ional c lass 
map we have was approved in August of  2018.  The proposed changes that wi l l  be l is ted 
on the fo l lowing s l ides.  There are four  future des ignat ions, which are typ ical ly not  on 
a funct ional  c lass map, but  we d id have a handful .   Those have been determined now.  
They don' t  meet the standards required to have them on the funct ional  c lass  map,  so 
they suggested those delet ion,  which Staf f  has no object ion to.  In  theory,  any future 
roadway that 's  shown on the funct ional  c lass  map is  presumed to be implemented wi th in 



  

  

f ive years.   There 's no funding to implement wi thin f ive years, so we are going to 
remove them f rom the map, or  I  should say MoDOT is going to remove them, but we're 
certa in ly f ine wi th that .   W hat the funct ional  c lass  map,  again, does is  i t  jus t - -  i t  
ident i f ies  the federal  a id sys tem.  The funct ional c lass if icat ions of  federal  a id sys tem 
for the roadway system.  This is  a Federal Highway Adminis trat ion documented as 
poor .   W hat you see there is  not ,  of  course, the Metropol i tan Planning Area boundary.   
That 's  actual ly the census def ined urbanized area boundary.   The roadways that  are 
there are var ious c lassif icat ions,  of  course. The h igher order  ones a l l  have a br ighter  
co lor .   The gray ones are local ,  the l ighter  l ines.  And the actual boundary there,  the 
b lack l ine boundary,  inc ludes the c ity l im its  as well  as what  the Census Bureau cal ls  
other areas that are urbanized.  So there is  some gray area there wi thin that  boundary.   
I t 's  ac tual ly unincorporated Boone County, but i t  is  s t i l l  par t  of  the urbanized area based 
on the census def in i t ions.  Now, the report  went  in to some more deta i l  about  how that 's  
def ined,  which I  am not going to get into.   But  th is is  the --  again, the funct ional  
c lassif icat ion system is bas ical ly a tool  for  federal a id, u l t imate ly.   Now, again I  am 
going to tr y to keep th is br ief .   The roadways that were --  have been shown in the 
current map that  we're going to remove, there --  for  some reason we have future 
Creekwood Parkway major  co l lector  between Clark  and Vandiver .   The Gans Road 
pr inc ipal  ar ter ia l ,  which we've d iscussed.   Removing i t  f rom the funct ional  c lass map is 
d if ferent than removing i t  f rom the roadway p lan, of  course.   This is  again --  i t 's  jus t a 
ref lect ion of  what  the roadway does at  the current  moment.  Future Providence Road 
minor  ar ter ia l  f rom Smi ley Lane to Brown School Road,  also a project  we d iscussed 
ear l ier .   And a future Nor thwest  Loop minor arter ial  between Brown School Road and 
Obermil ler  Road.   That wi l l  be a completely new roadway as would the other ones l is ted 
here.  But  these are going to be removed f rom the funct ional c lass  map g iven there 's no 
immediate funding avai lab le or presumed to be avai lab le wi th in f ive years.  There's  
some other ones, s imilar  st reets  that are going to be changed in terms of  c lass if icat ion.   
They wi l l  remain on the map, but I ' l l  t r y to go through these quick ly.   Brown School Road 
f rom 763,  which is  Rangel ine Street  to  Creasy Spr ings is  being changed for  a local and 
a minor to a major connector.   As a resul t  of  that  future Nor thwest Loop being removed,  
there is  no longer an arter ia l  connect ion there.  So having a col lec tor  street  
c lassif icat ion is  more appropr iate.  That  inc ludes Brown School f rom 763,  again,  
Rangel ine over  to Creasy Spr ings.  In  l ine wi th that ,  Creasy Spr ings Road between 
Brown School  and Obermil ler  is  being upgraded f rom a local  to a major connector.   
Obermil ler  Road f rom O'Neal  to  Creasy Spr ings is  being downgraded to major  co l lector  
f rom a minor ar ter ia l .   Again, there 's no Northwest  Loop connect ion on the map,  so th is 
wi l l  match up Obermil ler  and other col lectors  in  the v ic in i ty.   Blackfoot  Road,  which is  
- -  bas ical ly a local now, but  i t 's  shown on the roadway p lan as --  in some places as a 
minor  arter ial  there.   I t  was a l i t t le  new sect ion of  i t  shown funct ional  c lass  map.  I t 's  
being upgraded to major co l lec tor to  match Obermil ler  and the other --  so the ent ire 
ex ist ing sect ion of  Blackfoot  is  going to be major co l lector.   Route E, Stadium 
Boulevard extending f rom Blackfoot  down to I -70 wi l l  be downgraded f rom an arter ia l  to  
a major  co l lector .   Smiley Lane f rom Providence to Rangel ine is  actual ly being 
upgraded f rom major co l lec tor to minor ar ter ia l .   Presumably to --  because of  the fact  
that  Providence Road is a minor ar ter ial ,  the upgrade is  being done for  that  reason.  
Smiley Lane f rom the removed proposed Northwest  Loop is being downgraded f rom 
major co l lector to a local.   The fact  is  th is  sect ion of  Smi ley Lane actual ly going west 
f rom where Providence connects  to i t ,  actual ly dead ends in to a pr ivate dr iveway,  I  
be l ieve.  So i t 's  appropr iate to make i t  be local.   And then there's two sect ions of  Bluf f  
Creek Boulevard.   There are no pending p lans for  any k ind of  Gr indstone Creek br idge 



  

  

at  th is  point  to  l ink  those two sect ions,  nor th and south.  As a resul t  of  that,  there's  no 
thru movement  on around and downgrade to a local for  both the north sect ion and the 
south sect ions is  appropr iate.  Route 163, Providence Road, between Nifong, Route AC 
and Route K current ly i t 's  shown as a f reeway expressway and pr incipal  ar ter ia l .   I t 's  
going to be downgraded to minor ar ter ia l .   That wi l l  match up to what Route K is  
des ignated.  From Route K to the proposed Gans Road, which I  should say the removed 
proposed Gans Road is being downgraded a col lec tor  so i t  can match the c lass if icat ion 
of  MO-163 heading south down toward Rock Br idge Park .  Gans Road f rom the s tart ,  
f rom its  in i t ia l  beginning, over to  Rock Quarry is  being downgraded to local.   Again,  
because the future l ink  is  no longer shown in the funct ional c lass map.  This sect ion of  
Gans Road again terminates at  a pr ivate proper ty.   Local is  appropr iate.  And then 
Gans Road between Rock Quarry and Bearf ie ld is  being downgraded to minor  co l lector  
f rom arter ia l .   Again,  because of  a lack  of  an arter ia l  connect ion there with the future 
l ink  removed.  And between Bearf ie ld and 63 ramps is being downgraded to major 
co l lec tor .   Again, that 's  a better  des ignat ion for  what the road current ly serves than 
pr inc ipal  ar ter ia l .   As far  as  any previous review, the Tech Committee d id look at  th is at 
their  November  6th meet ing.  There was a quest ion about why --  what the point  of  
upgrading Smiley Lane might  be f rom Providence --  between Providence and Route 763.  
I t 's  current ly a major  co l lec tor  and that 's  what matches up to the actual  des ignat ion for  
Smiley Lane on the east s ide of  Rangel ine.  Presumably,  i t 's  being upgraded to match 
up to the fac t that  Providence is a minor arter ia l  on the funct ional c lass map and i t  
current ly terminates at  Smi ley Lane.   Des ignated that  sect ion of  Smiley an minor 
arter ial  cont inues that ar ter ial  funct ion over to 763.  Ei ther  way,  Staf f  cer ta in ly has no 
object ion to e i ther one of  those c lass if icat ion for  that por t ion of  Smiley Lane.  And that  
is  a large number of  changes, but  again, i t  doesn' t  have any bear ing on any future 
roadway changes.   I t  just real ly designates th ings as they are at the moment.   That 's  
a l l  I  got.  
  MR. TEDDY:  Committee members?  Any quest ions of  Mr . Skov?  W e did 
review th is ,  those of  us that serve on the Technical Committee.  W e went over  i t .   I  
th ink  we're ready for  a motion.  
  MR. YONKE:  I  jus t want to point  out that we a lso want  to make sure that  
everybody does unders tand that  we are look ing at  th is is  a snapshot  map and that i t 's  not  
a backdoor just i f icat ion to t r y to turn around and change th ings on the long-range map.   
That 's  not appropr iate.   In recognizing that,  we' l l  move to approve i t  as i t  has been 
presented.  
  MR. TEDDY:  Is  that a mot ion, then?   
  MR. YONKE:  Yes.   
  MS. TIPTON:  Second. 
  MR. TEDDY:  Moved,  Mr.  Yonke; second,  Ms. T ipton that  we recommend these 
revis ions to the Columbia Area Funct ional  Class if icat ion Map.   Any d iscuss ion on the 
motion?  Al l  those in favor say aye.   Any opposed?   
  (Unanimous voice vote for  approval.)    
VI I I .    PROPOSED 2019 SAFETY TARGETS FOR CATSO AREA 
  MR. TEDDY:  Let 's  move on to our next  i tem.  W e're on VI I I  of  our agenda.  
These are the proposed 2019 safety targets  for  the CATSO area.    
  MR. SKOV:  Mr . Chair ,  th is is  an --  become an annual  exerc ise for  CATSO 
regarding Federal Transpor tat ion Regulat ions.  The requirement,  that being for  the 
FAST Act ,  require that  a l l  MPOs adopt e ither  our own safety targets for  the upcoming 
year ,  or  to adopt the s tatewide safety targets .   In the past,  and specif ica l ly a year ago, 
we adopted what  MoDOT had set.   They would provide their  safety targets,  which are on 



  

  

the next  s l ide here, to us in the la ter  par t  of  August .   Technical ly,  we have unt i l  
February 27th to approve them or  come up wi th our  own.   February 27th happens to be 
the date of  the next CATSO Coordinat ing meeting.  I  guess i t  is  not an absolute that  we 
prove these here,  but I  have not  done any analys is  on the numbers or  looked into the 
data with any deta i l .   I  was informed recent ly that this is  something that has to be done,  
for  us  to keep compl iant ,  by February 27th.  The lates t numbers are there on the 
screen.  This  is  the adopted safety targets  re lated.  You can see fata l i t ies ,  fata l i t y rate 
per  hundred mi l l ion vehic le miles  t raveled,  number of  ser ious injur ies, ser ious injury rate 
per  100 mi l l ion vehic le miles traveled, and the number of  nonmotor ized fata l i t ies and 
ser ious injur ies .  There's a column for a f ive-year ro l l ing average there between 2014 
and 2018,  and a s tatewide target  for  ca lendar  year  and f ive you ro l l ing average for  the 
point  target for  year 2020.  You can see the --  what they're based upon.   The targets 
are based upon a 13 percent fa ta l i t y reduct ion, 8 percent ser ious in jury reduct ion,  and 
a very min imal amount  of  EMT increase.  Also,  5 percent  nonmotor ized reduct ion.  I  
don' t  real ly have anyth ing fur ther  to  say about this .   I t 's  ac tual ly up to the committee to 
do as you l ike.  But  the Tech Committee has not  looked at  th is because of  the t im ing 
Staf f  learned about  th is.   Again,  we do have t ime unt i l  the next  meet ing that  we could 
technical ly adopt i t  on the day they're do, which would g ive the Tech Committee a chance 
to review i f  there 's any value in  that .    
  MR. TEDDY:  I  would say we certa in ly aspire to reduce ser ious injury and death 
and crashes to zero.  These would be trends that would be indicat ive of  progress. 
  MR. SKOV:  Yes.  
  MR. TEDDY:  Is  that a way to look at  i t?   
  MR. YONKE:  These are the numbers that the state is  us ing? 
  MR. HENDERSON:  And what  was the pos it ion that  CATSO took when the 
or ig inal  targets were due?   
  MR. SKOV:  W e adopted the statewide targets .   
  MR. HENDERSON:  Statewide targets.  So that 's  a l l  we're ask ing to do in  the 
end is  cont inue that? 
  MR. SKOV:  To renew the new s tatewide targets that are provided.    
  MR. YONKE:  I  don' t  see any reason to wai t .   I  mean,  we can amend --  we can 
take these and i t  doesn' t  change the fact that we're s t i l l  t r ying to make th ings safer and 
do better  than that.   I  mean, th is  is  just  a mat ter  of  we must  have the goals  set and 
there's  no reason th is  can' t  be the goal  i f  i t  is  the statewide goal .   I  would move that  we 
adopt  the s tate ones now.  I  don' t  see any benef i t  f rom wait ing.  
  MR. HENDERSON:  I ' l l  second.  
  MR. TEDDY:  Moved, Yonke;  the second Henderson to adopt the s tate 's safety 
targets .  Any d iscussion on that  motion?  Seeing no fur ther  d iscussion, a l l  those in 
favor of  the mot ion say aye.   Any opposed?   
  (Unanimous voice vote.)    
  MR. TEDDY:  You have your targets .  
  MR. SKOV:  Okay.    
IX.   CATSO PLANNING PROCESS CERTIFICATION 
  MR. TEDDY:  Next  i tem is the CATSO planning process cer t i f icat ion.   
  MR. SKOV:  Required by the Metropol i tan Planning Organizat ion or under  
federal  law,  we renew our  planning process cert i f icat ion every year as part  of  the TIP 
approval .   I t 's  ac tual ly inc luded in the TIP appendices,  but i t  is  preferable and we would 
advise that we should actual ly review th is  in  cons ider i t  as a separate agenda i tem.  
Basical ly,  jus t cer t i f ies  that CATSO is  fu l f i l l ing the obl igat ions under the Federal 
Transpor tat ion Planning process rules  and we're doing that in accordance wi th those 



  

  

ru les  as  descr ibed, spec if ical ly on the cert i f icat ion.  Once the committee g ives their  
approval ,  the statement  wi l l  be s igned by the committee chair  or  maybe the vice chair   
in his  absence, and by the MoDOT engineer .   That doesn' t  have to be done today,  but 
i t  is  something that we' l l  inc lude as part  of  our f ina l approved TIP when we submit  i t  to  
MoDOT.  W e' l l  forward that immediate ly once we have a s igned document  and inc lude 
i t  wi th the TIP document .  Again, I  th ink  i t  is  jus t a mat ter  of  - -  for  - -  to make i t  more 
obvious to do i t  as  a separate i tem as opposed to adopt ing i t  as part  of  the TIP approval.   
So the suggest ion would be that  g ive the formal approval  by the committee and 
permiss ion for  the appropr iate par t ies  to s ign.   
  MR. TEDDY:  W as there quest ions or comments?  I ' l l  enterta in a motion to 
approve the self -cer t i f icat ion.   
  MR. HENDERSON:  I  move that we approve the p lanning process for  CATSO.  
  MR. YONKE:  Second.   
  MR. TEDDY:  Moved,  Henderson;  second Yonke to approve the self -cert i f icat ion 
statement.   Any quest ions about that mot ion?  Al l  those in favor  say aye.   
  (Unanimous voice vote for  approval.)    
  MR. TEDDY:  W e're now going to downshif t  a l i t t le  bi t .    
X. GENERAL COMMENTS BY PUBLIC MEMBERS AND STAFF.   
  Mr. TEDDY:  I tem 10 is general comments f rom the publ ic  and members  of  staf f .   
I f  there is  anyth ing that  re lates  to transportat ion and p lanning that is  not  featured on our 
agenda today,  p lease feel f ree to come forward.   
  MS. MEYER:  I  don' t  have any comments.  I  just want to thank you for  al l  that  
you have a lready done.  And as a c i t izen of  Columbia I  dr ive a lot .   I  a lso love r id ing 
my b ike and walk ing and I  am becoming more educated to the process and thank you 
again for  the invitat ion to part ic ipate as a c i t izen.  I ' l l  learn a lot  more and then 
hopefu l ly have an opportuni ty to have educated comments and such in the future.   
  MR. TEDDY:  Can we get  your  name, ma'am?   
  MS. MEYER:  Yes, L isa Meyer .   
  MR. TEDDY:  Thank you, L isa.  Thank you very much.  Anyone e lse f rom the 
publ ic?  Any members have something to share with the group?   
XI.    ADJOURNMENT 
  MR. TEDDY:  Staf f ,  you 've said a lo t .   I ' l l  ca l l  for  a mot ion to adjourn.   
  MR. YONKE:  Moved to adjourn.  
  MS. TIPTON:  Second.   
  MR. TEDDY:  Al l  those in favor  of  adjourning say aye.   
  (Unanimous voice vote for  approval.)    
  (Of f  the record.)  
 


