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BACKGROUND
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has solicited three rounds of
assistance since 2011 from transportation agencies to use and assess the
Infrastructure Voluntary Evaluation Sustainability Tool (INVEST). INVEST
is a tool created by FHWA to evaluate the strengths and weaknesses in
regards to sustainability within an agency’s planning processes and plans.
Through various scoring criteria INVEST provides a quantifiable
evaluation that gives agencies specific and tangible ways to improve their
processes.
As the designated bi-state Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for
parts of Andrew, Buchanan, and Doniphan Counties; the Village of
Country Club and the Cities of Savannah, St. Joseph, Elwood and
Wathena in Northwest Missouri and Northeast Kansas, the St. Joseph
Area Transportation Study Organization (SJATSO) is responsible for
managing, monitoring, and updating a long-range vision of the regional
transportation system as represented in the Metropolitan Transportation
Plan (MTP). As well, the MPO works closely with local municipalities and
the state Departments of Transportation for specific projects that have the
potential to affect the metropolitan area, such as the redevelopment
alternatives for the I-229 double decker bridge.
The St. Joseph metropolitan area is home to approximately 78,000
residents however grows to roughly 126,000 individuals during the day. As
the largest regional attractor in Northwest Missouri, the metropolitan area
receives a large influx of commuters from surrounding rural areas for both
work as well as social services such as medical appointments and
education. The City of St. Joseph is also a major regional exporter of
agricultural products, home to several manufacturing plants and situated
along rail, interstate and the Missouri River supporting multi-modal freight
opportunities. In addition to attracting commuters from outlying rural areas,
the metropolitan area is located relatively close, roughly an hour, to the
much larger Kansas City metropolitan area and sees a significant number
of individual trips to Kansas City metropolitan area. Many of these trips are
for work but also include social services such as specialized medical
appointments. While air quality isn’t something the MPO is federally
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required to mitigate at this time, the region is heavily reliant on individual
automobiles, like much of the Midwest, with growing congestion being one
of the largest concerns expressed by citizens.
In 2016 SJATSO applied for and was selected for Round 3 to assess the
INVEST software versions 1.2 and 1.3. SJATSO first evaluated the
regional long-range plan, 2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP),
using the System Planning Module. The purpose of the 2040 MTP
evaluation was to provide feedback on areas of opportunity for
improvement in the 2045 MTP update, currently underway and due to be
completed Fall 2019. By identifying areas for improvement staff was able,
via this report, to provide recommendations for increasing sustainability
considerations within the long range plan which drives the implementation
of transportation projects at the local level. The Project Development
Module was also used to evaluate three design concepts for the I-229
double decker bridge which is due for major repairs anticipated in the next
five years.
This report summarizes the process, scoring, lessons learned and
recommendations for improvement.

Current Sustainability Efforts
Per federal requirements, SJATSO considers the potential environmental
impacts at the policy or program level. However, compliance with NEPA
and other regulations are carried out individually by the project sponsor in
coordination with regulatory agencies at the project level. As SJATSO no
longer receives funding to sub allocate to member jurisdictions, it is left to
the federal and state agencies providing oversight on federally funded
projects to ensure compliance beyond the initial planning process.
That being said, for a project to even advance with federal funding it must
first go through the MPO planning process. It is through this process that
SJATSO has the most influence on a project. This planning process is
guided by the 2040 MTP, as a collective vision for regional long-term
development that was produced by the community as well as staff. One of

2|Page

the stated goals in the 2040 MTP is Environmental Protection, stating its
objective is to:

“Protect the environment, promote energy conservation, increase safety
and improve the quality of life”

The 2040 MTP supports this goal in its analysis of the planned fiscally
constrained roadway projects along with the potential environmental
mitigation activities needed and the environmentally sensitive areas the
project may affect. This helps to better identify which projects can
anticipate having the greatest impact before they even begin their
environmental clearance processes with regulatory agencies.
While avoiding a negative impact due to transportation projects is always
the preferred action, it is not always possible. Thus the 2040 MTP
provided guidance to project sponsors in minimizing and mitigating the
negative effects of transportation projects on the natural and built
environments. It is suggested that project sponsors consider this as soon
as possible during a project, generally during the design and engineering
phases. The following was suggested as a way of identifying the type of
mitigation strategy needed:
1. Identify environmentally sensitive areas within or adjacent to the
project location or corridor;
2. Identify how, and to what extent, a particular project may impact
floodplains, wetlands and environmentally sensitive areas; and
3. Identify appropriate mitigation strategies to avoid or minimize the
impact the project has on floodplains, wetlands and environmentally
sensitive areas.
Based on the resulting answers to the above, as well as what the
regulating agencies require, the following mitigation activities were
identified and provided to sponsors. Not every project will require the
same type or level of mitigation, as some projects by nature will have
greater environmental impacts than others.
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•
•
Air Quality

Cultural
Resources

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Endangered and
Threatened
Species

Farmland

Forested and
other Natural
Areas

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Neighborhoods,
Communities,
Homes, and
Businesses

Noise
Parks and
Recreation Areas
Wetlands and
Water Resources

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Promote the use of alternative transportation modes including
public transportation, bicycling, and walking
Promote the use of alternative fuel vehicles (i.e., local agency
vehicles, public transportation, etc.)
Grow and expand the implemented regional Rideshare program
Minimize idling of heavy construction vehicles
Transportation emission reduction measures
Project modifications to avoid area and/or historic sites
Preservation in place or excavation for archeological sites
Landscaping for historic properties
Memorandum of Agreement with State/Federal resource
authorities
Time of year restrictions
Construction sequencing
Design measures to minimize potential fragmenting of animal
habitats
Enhancement or restoration of degraded habitat
Creation of new habitat
Establish buffer areas around existing habitats
Modifications of land use practices
Restrictions on land access
Conserve agricultural and farmland
Compensation for farmland
Agricultural conservation easements on farmland
Replacement property for open space easements of equal fair
market value and equivalent usefulness
Minimize removal and/or selective cutting in forested areas
except for what is needed to establish roadways and associated
rights of way
Preserve and/or reestablish vegetation whenever possible within
open areas
Context sensitive solutions for communities
Minimize noise impact with sound barriers
Develop sidewalks, bike lanes, recreational areas, etc.
Property owners paid fair market value for property acquired
Relocate residential and commercial properties that are impacted
Planting trees or other appropriate landscaping
Noise barriers
Depressed roads or other roadway design to minimize noise
levels
Construct bicycle/pedestrian pathways
Replace impaired functions
Preserve, create, replace, or restore wetland areas
Vegetative buffer zones
Restore streams and/or stream buffers
Improve storm water management
Strict erosion and sedimentation control measures
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Additionally the 2040 MTP has an environmental justice review, which
includes the planned fiscally constrained projects in relation to low income
and minority populations, as well as the routes for the public transit
system. This section better analyzes the social impact of proposed
projects and their effect on the mobility of the community.

Challenges and Expectations
While the 2040 MTP acts as a convenient resource for project sponsors
and emphasizes multimodal projects as a way to decrease congestion,
increase public health and enhance workforce development there are still
many areas of opportunity for improvement. One of the greatest is the
implementation of the goals and recommendations within the 2040 MTP in
local projects, which is currently done through the Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP) compliance review. For every transportation
project that is proposed for inclusion in the TIP, the Technical Committee
reviews the components of the project in relation to a list of criteria as
outlined in the 2040 MTP to ensure the goals and vision are being
adhered to. The expectation beginning this evaluation was that INVEST
would help identify areas the 2040 MTP could improve its analysis of
sustainability measures, which would ultimately translate to the TIP
compliance review criteria.
Additionally, SJATSO staff was curious how well INVEST could be used
for a project at the beginning stages of planning and design, rather than
upon completion. I-229 will be a significant construction project for the 20county northwest region. The focus of the state DOT over the last several
years has been to take care of its existing system, not adding to it. As of
2018 Missouri ranks as the 48th state in funding but has the 7th largest
system. Because of this, very few construction projects outside of
maintenance occurs and certainly none that will have such a significant
impact on the region.
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There are a number of other challenges that SJATSO and the region face
in increasing the sustainability of the transportation system; many of which
are not unique, often shared among Midwestern communities. Among
these challenges include a car-dependent culture, public mistrust of the
government and data sources, limited local funding and resources, and a
focus on system preservation to the extent that multi-modal options are
often not prioritized by decision makers or the public.
While no tool could possibly address all challenges, there were a few
basic expectations for INVEST, including:
•
•

•

•

•

Provide opportunity for discussion around the concepts of
sustainability, a concept that is not always received positively;
Provide a neutral and data-based format for evaluating projects,
ultimately producing quantifiable results that could be shared with
decision makers and the public;
Provide a simple and user-friendly tool allowing community
members and technical committee members to participate in the
evaluations;
A small MPO with limited staff (in SJATSO’s case, two full time
planners), and limited resources could learn to use the tool quickly
and efficiently;
Results from the analysis would be useful in informing the 2045
MTP update and the I-229 Alternatives project as they move
forward.

While some of these expectations were met, SJATSO has provided
suggestions for how to improve the INVEST tool in the following sections.
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SYSTEM PLANNING MODULE
SJATSO committee members possess various levels of knowledge in
transportation planning and the concepts of sustainability. Members
constantly rotate through, based on positions and appointments meaning
SJATSO is constantly educating its
members. While participation has
In addition to staff,
increased over the last few years, many
participants included:
of the committee members have an
• Member Cities:
incredible amount of responsibilities and
o Engineers
very little time to give to the MPO outside
o City Administrators
o Law Enforcement
of regularly scheduled meetings. That
o Streets Departments
being said, it was important for SJATSO
o Airport Management
to test how well INVEST could be used
o Parks and Recreation
o Community Development
as an off-the-shelf tool. Staff wanted to
and Planning
know if this could be used for future
o Water Protection
projects and plans as a way for
• Transit Agencies:
o City of St. Joseph Transit
committee members to better engage in
o OATs, INC.
the planning process and analyze work
• Economic Development
products through a sustainable lens.
Agencies:
o

Process and Stakeholders
SJATSO coordinated a workshop of
various stakeholders from both the
MPO’s Technical Committee as well as
the community, attempting to provide a
wide breadth of knowledge that related to
the individual components of
sustainability.
While this group of stakeholders brought
valuable insight to the workshop, there
were a few key challenges. This made
the group fairly large, which generally
does not lend itself to the lively
participation of all participants, but rather
a few. For this reason, the group was

St. Joseph Chamber of
Commerce
o Doniphan County
Economic Development
o Regional Bank
o St. Joseph Downtown
Partnership
• Missouri Department of
Transportation
o District Planner
o Area Engineer
o Transportation Planning
Specialist
• Community Agencies:
o Student Affairs from the
local University
o Federally Qualified Health
Center
o Behavioral, social and
health services
o Community Foodbank
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split into four smaller groups with a group facilitator, who was responsible
for ensuring all participants were engaged and contributing.

Figure 1: Instructions for 2040 MTP Review

Additionally, the majority of the participants were only vaguely familiar with
the 2040 MTP, and being over 200 pages in length it was unlikely anyone
would read through the document in advance. For this reason, laptops, as
well as hard copies, were provided to each group so that they could more
easily search through the 2040 MTP using the control F function.
Last but not least, time and attention spans were short. Many in the group
were higher level administrators or supervisors responsible for
departments and 3 hours of their time was the maximum staff felt
comfortable asking for, while still remaining confident in attendance.
Because of this short timeframe, combined with unfamiliarity with the 2040
MTP as well as the INVEST tool, the criteria were separated for each
group. With three of the groups focusing on only four criteria, and the
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fourth group finishing the last five. This allowed the groups to spend more
time in discussion and provide more detailed feedback.

2040 MTP Scoring Results
INVEST version 1.2 was the most up-to-date version when this workshop
was conducted. Staff provided a hard copy of the System Planning for
Regions (SPR) Scorecard and Questions. In addition to the scorecard,
staff provided a notes sheet instructing groups to take notes for each
criteria, specifically asking them to note criteria that are ill-defined,
confusing, or not applicable to the 2040 MTP and why so that feedback
could be gathered improving future iterations of the INVEST tool; a
summary of which is included in a later section.
Figure 2: Excerpt of Feedback Notes

The total score for the 2040 MTP is shown below, as recorded by
participants. Upon review by staff, there were a few criteria that were not
given points, but are present in the MTP. As well, others are a part of the
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planning process but there was no documentation within the 2040 MTP.
Even with the addition of these criteria, the 2040 MTP received a Bronze
level score.

Figure 3: 2040 MTP Scorecard
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Scoring demonstrated clear shortfalls in several criteria. Some of this is
due to the responsibilities of SJATSO. For example, Criteria SP-15 and
SP-17 scored low because SJATSO is not responsible for construction
projects. While the 2040 MTP provides a regional environmental analysis,
it is focused mostly on mitigation activities with a more detailed NEPA
review process occurring at the project level between project sponsors
and regulatory agencies.
Other criteria scored low because there was no evidence or explanation
demonstrating that a particular criterion was met. For example, in SPR-13
1a and 1b ask if the agency demonstrates that the analysis has a strong
foundation in observed data suitable for developing tools which model the
land use, socioeconomic, transport, and environmental systems as well as
demonstrate that the data used in planning analysis are evaluated and
updated on a regular basis. While SJATSO does this, the 2040 MTP does
not clearly demonstrate the process which led to a loss of points. Other
criteria similarly lost points due to the insufficient demonstration of the
processes SJATSO uses in its creation of the long range plan.
Another area of missed points was actually due to scorer error. For
example, participants scored SPR-03, Integrated Planning: Social, low
indicating that the plan did not identify or give special consideration to the
engagement of low-income, minority, disabled, and linguistically isolated
populations, etc. Upon review by staff, this section should have scored
higher, because this is in fact identified in the 2040 MTP, although could
stand to be more detailed. Ultimately this means that either the group did
not understand the questions, or more likely, they were unable to easily
find the section in the plan which speaks to the accessibility of the
information in the 2040 MTP.

Lessons Learned
The comments provided on the notes sheet were invaluable for not only
gathering feedback on INVEST, but also as a way to better explain why
groups assigned the scores they did. Specific lessons learned and plans
for future improvement by criterion follow.
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SPR-01: Integrated Planning: Economic Development and Land Use
It was recommended to indicate whether the MTP is meeting or exceeding
federal guidelines. It was unclear if the plan was just barely meeting
requirements, or going ‘above and beyond’. There was also no evidence
of the coordination with economic development plans or demonstration of
tools that were used as best practice quantitative methods to analyze and
evaluate the performance of alternative land use/transportation scenarios.
Planned Improvement: The 2045 MTP will better demonstrate the
coordination of the local plans, especially economic development
plans as well as demonstrate the methods used for analyzing
alternatives.

SPR-02: Integrated Planning: Natural Environment
Similar to above, the 2040 MTP does not coordinate well with local
environmental plans, however independent environmentally focused plans
are not common in our area. One area that could potentially be improved
though is developing a process to better demonstrate sustainable
outcomes and monitoring progress.
Planned Improvement: The 2045 MTP will look at developing a
process to better demonstrate sustainable outcomes and
monitoring progress.

SPR-03: Integrated Planning: Social
Much of this criterion was a missed opportunity. Many of the criteria
SJATSO already has, but it was not clearly demonstrated in the MTP.
Planned Improvement: The 2045 MTP will better reference the
ways SJATSO connects with stakeholders as outlined in the Public
Participation Plan, Title VI Program and Limited English Proficiency
Plan.
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SPR-04: Integrated Planning: Bonus
This was the only criterion that received full points. With participant
comments saying that SJATSO “does well with having various interdisciplinary agencies at meetings and on teams. For the most part,
collaboration occurs when developing MPO documents. Problems can
occur when a project with outside influence deviates from the planning
process (due to political pressures)”.
Planned Improvement: The 2045 MTP will continue this integrated
and collaborative planning process, while remaining sensitive to the
opportunity for political pressures to derail the planning processes.

SPR-05: Access and Affordability
Another high scoring criterion, participants were happy with the level of
detail given to access and affordability. The largest area of opportunity
was with including sustainability-related performance measures.
Planned Improvement: The 2045 MTP will examine which
measures of sustainability are reasonable to include, making sure
that SJATSO is capable of monitoring progress with the data it
currently has access to.

SPR-06: Safety Planning
Much of the missed points came from the lack of coordination to statewide
efforts, as well as the inclusion of safety targets.
Planned Improvement: The 2045 MTP will better reference safety
plans such as the Statewide Highway Safety Plan and State-level
initiatives such as the move Toward Zero Deaths (TZD). As well,
per FAST Act requirements, safety performance measures will be
included.
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SPR-07: Multimodal Transportation and Public Health
While the plan did well in identifying multi-modal aspects, public health
remained an area of opportunity.
Planned Improvement: The 2045 MTP will examine the feasibility of
including public health goals and strategies for achieving them in
coordination with multi-modal efforts.
SPR-08: Freight and Goods Access and Mobility
Better coordination with the Freight community as well as performance
measures was responsible for a loss in points.
Planned Improvement: This has already begun, with the 2045 MTP
update including the formation of a Freight Working Group, which
was kicked off by hosting the first regional Freight Summit in
Northwest Missouri in spring of 2018. As well, performance
measures will be included per the FAST Act requirements.
SPR-09: Travel Demand Management
Comments indicated the need for a better discussion of Travel Demand
Management goals, objectives and performance measures.
Planned Improvement: The 2045 MTP will look at including a more
detailed description of the travel demand management activities
and goals it currently uses.
SPR-10: Air Quality and Emissions
As a small MPO in attainment many of these elements did not apply to
SJATSO. Air quality and emissions are briefly covered in the 2040 MTP,
however are not a major focus of the plan.
Planned Improvement: The 2045 MTP could better discuss this
subject, as well as the federal requirements surrounding it.
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SPR-11: Energy and Fuels
Comments suggested that the non-motorized and transit plans were one
way that SJATSO was reducing energy and fossil fuel consumption.
However, there were no clear stated goals, inventory or method for
tracking success.
Planned Improvement: The 2045 MTP update will examine what
data and resources are readily available to staff and if there is a
reasonable way to better include a discussion of strategies or
policies that could be implemented for energy reduction.
SPR-12: Financial Sustainability
Much of this criterion scored high, with the exception of having a stated
process by which SJATSO engages stakeholders in a dialogue about the
implications of any changes in revenue forecasts.
Planned Improvement: The 2045 MTP can better discuss the TIP
formation process which includes engaging stakeholders regarding
revenue forecasts.
SPR-13: Analysis Methods
Many of the points lost were because of a failure to demonstrate how the
data is evaluated and updated. As well, the MPO has never undergone a
peer review of its analysis methods.
Planned Improvement: The 2045 MTP can look at including a better
discussion of data management.
SPR-14: Transportation Systems Management and Operations
The most detailed management and operations plan for improvements
identified was primarily transit specific.
Planned Improvement: The 2045 MTP can look at expanding this
section beyond transit and making it more explicit in its discussion
of systems management and operations.
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SPR-15: Linking Asset Management and Planning
Points were lost for the lack of performance-based planning elements.
Planned Improvement: The 2045 MTP will include performancebased targets as well as reference local Asset Management Plans
which are currently being updated.
SPR-16: Infrastructure Resiliency
The plan does not clearly identify coordination with partner agencies, or
provide performance measures with a methodology for monitoring
progress.
Planned Improvement: The 2045 MTP update will examine what
data and resources are readily available to staff and if there is a
reasonable way to include performance measures and monitoring
procedures.
SPR-17: Linking Planning and NEPA
Much of this criterion was not applicable as mentioned previously.
Planned Improvement: The 2045 MTP update could look at
including a more detailed explanation of how projects move from
the system-level to project-level through our existing TIP process
and the role of NEPA in system-level planning.
Overall, based on the above criteria, staff felt that there are many
opportunities to increase the score with the 2045 MTP update by better
demonstrating the processes and plans it already has in place. A copy of
this final report will be shared with SJATSO’s contracted consultant
leading the 2045 MTP update so that the recommended improvements
can be included.
Outside of these criteria, staff received general comments regarding the
format and length of the 2040 MTP. It was suggested and wholeheartedly
agreed upon by the scoring committee, that the plan be reduced in length
by at least half, keeping it under 100 pages. It was suggested this could
easily be accomplished by condensing the narrative and moving more
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towards visual representation of data, i.e. less text, more charts and
graphics. Participants felt this would not only increase the accessibility of
the information in the plan, but would perhaps increase how often the plan
is used and implemented by member jurisdictions. Staff has already
communicated this to the consultants leading the 2045 update, and plan to
dramatically decrease the length and text-heavy portions of the current
plan.

Evaluation of INVEST
Overall, the group found many of the questions difficult, with even the
more technical members such as planners and engineers often having to
refer to the detailed narratives for each criterion. This was daunting for
laymen.
Suggestion for improvement: Use shorter and more concise
descriptions. It became time consuming for many groups to read
through each criterion narrative as well as definitions and
acronyms. Some of this would be addressed with increased use of
the tool and familiarity of the principles. However, SJATSO wanted
to know if this tool could easily be used off-the-shelf for future
analyses with its various committees and stakeholder groups.
At this point it remains too technical, easily frustrating scorers and leading
many groups into sidebar discussions on what the questions are actually
wanting. As one participant noted, “if you need a multi-page reference
sheet to explain the questions, it’s too hard”.
Some of the criteria did not fit well with a small MPO. As mentioned, air
quality and NEPA at the project level are not something required for a
MPO that does not manage projects or receive CMAQ funding. Many
smaller MPOs no long have discretionary funds to sub-allocate as well.
Suggestion for improvement: These criteria should be reformatted
to include small MPO requirements, recognizing that the
Transportation Management Areas oftentimes have much more
responsibility and resources.
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Similarly, criterion 13 was limiting for a MPO of SJATSO’s size. With only
two full time planners, the MPO is very careful about collecting data that is
not federally required and ensuring it can be regularly updated with the
time and resources it has. For this reason larger data analysis such as
modeling for the MTP is done by a contracted consultant which will
change each update cycle. This makes demonstrating measurable
outcomes difficult, as it would require hiring outside consultants to do
regular re-evaluations, something SJATSO repeatedly missed points on.
Suggestion for improvement: These criteria should be tailored for
large and small regional analyses, recognizing the difference in
requirements and subsequent resources available.
For reference, comparable MPOs in SJATSO’s region range from having
one part-time planner to 3 full time planners on staff. While many
colleagues have expressed interest in improving sustainability, the tool will
need to be adjusted for use in smaller agencies.
Hard copy scorecards were used for this workshop mostly because
SJATSO did not have access to laptops outside of the 4 they were able to
provide, but also because the group was more comfortable using hard
copies. Staff practiced using the web-based score card and found the
criteria listed on the right with the scroll bar easy to use.
Suggestion for improvement: It could be made more user-friendly if
when you clicked save, there was the option to automatically move
to the next criterion instead of having to back up each time to the
main page.
Also, having the ability to collaborate online with team members would be
beneficial. For example, SJATSO has moved many processes to google
based documents so that staff can more easily work on the same
document as another agency in real time and have received positive
feedback on this sort of real time collaboration. Being able to look at the
same document at the same time and discuss evaluation would allow
more participants who are limited in either time or geography. Even having
a chat box for group collaboration and discussion would be beneficial.
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PROJECT DEVELOPMENT
MODULE
The I-229 Bridge, a double decker bridge, located in downtown St.
Joseph, Missouri is an important part of the regional movement of freight
and people as it acts as a direct route to the stockyards, rail yards, port
and downtown businesses. The Missouri Department of Transportation
(MoDOT) has determined that the bridge has reached a point in its
lifespan to begin planning for either major repairs or reconstruction.
From the examples of other agencies who have used the Project
Development Module of INVEST to evaluate a project, the majority of
projects were either complete, or near completion. The value and insight
gained in evaluating a project upon completion is that the agency can then
take those lessons learned and apply them to the next similar project.
However, because of the funding shortfall in Missouri, MoDOT does not
anticipate another project in the northwest district similar to the I-229
Bridge in the near future. Therefore, staff was curious to see if INVEST
could be used at the front end of a project’s concept and design to better
inform the planning process moving forward, rather than looking back.

Process and Stakeholders
The growing need for repairs on I-229 has been a community-wide
discussion in the region for the last several years, however at the point of
applying for Round 3 of funding there was little to no movement on
advancing that conversation. Northwest District staff had communicated
with the MPO that there may be some sort of scoping or planning
document that would need to be included in the MPO process in the
future, but what that would look like was undetermined at that time.
SJATSO, recognizing the immense impact I-229 has on regional
movement, wanted to begin the conversation with MoDOT and hoped that
INVEST could be used as an impartial tool to support a preliminary
analysis of concepts. With that goal in mind SJATSO applied for funding
and coordinated with the district MoDOT office to begin gathering data.
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The area engineer at the Northwest District produced three design
concepts for the I-229 Bridge based on previous riverfront studies and
projects. The concepts presented to staff included:
1. No Build – Maintain As-is
MoDOT would maintain the structure as is, with an initial
investment, estimated at 50 million, to bring the structure to a state
of good repair that, with regular maintenance, could last another 25
years. This would maintain current access to downtown St. Joseph
and the stockyards south of 36 Highway.
2. Remove I-229 Completely
MoDOT would remove approximately 1.4 miles of I-229, ending
access south of downtown at 36 Highway and north at St. Joseph
Avenue. This would either redirect freight traffic to local roads as
they navigate south through downtown to the industrial areas, or
redirect them down I-29 which runs along the eastern edge of St.
Joseph.
3. Lower to At-grade
MoDOT would lower the structure to an at grade facility with
reduced access to downtown and two smaller bridges where it
crosses over the railroad lines.

Older traffic count data was available for the I-229 Bridge and ramps, and
showed that I-229 is one of the lowest volume interstates in the state with
traffic approaching 20,000. However, there was no data for counts during
harvest season, which traditionally sees a large influx of semis and truck
traffic from surrounding rural areas. SJATSO worked with the City of St.
Joseph Streets Division and MoDOT to get traffic counts during peak
harvest traffic, mid-October of 2017, which was then shared with MoDOT
and AECOM, the contracted consultants responsible for maintaining the
MPOs traffic model. With this data AECOM was able to produce level of
service traffic scenarios based on the three design concepts proposed by
MoDOT, allowing staff to better visualize the impacts to the roadway
network as a whole.
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All of this spurred increased public and local interest, prompting the
Northwest District to begin the environmental process for the I-229 Bridge
with an Environmental Assessment (EA); hiring consultants in the summer
of 2018. As the consultants began gathering information on the project,
staff held the workshop to score the I-229 Bridge, with the intention of
completing the project before the EA began so that any results could be
passed along to MoDOT for consideration during the planning process.
Due to the technical nature of the project and module, SJATSO organized
a workshop of engineers, environmental specialists and planners from the
City of St. Joseph and MoDOT for the review of the I-229 alternatives.

I-229 Scoring Results
INVEST version 1.3 was the most up-to-date version when this workshop
was conducted. Staff provided a hard copy of the System Planning for
Regions (SPR) Scorecard and Questions. In addition to the scorecard,
staff provided a notes sheet instructing participants to take notes for each
criteria, specifically asking them to note criteria that are ill-defined,
confusing, or not applicable to the project and why so that feedback could
be gathered improving future iterations of the INVEST tool; a summary of
which is included in a later section.
This evaluation was different from how many agencies have used the
Project Development module in the past. The project was at the
conceptual stage of planning; meaning much of the criteria could only be
answered hypothetically based on standards of practice. Participants were
sent all relevant material prior to the workshop and asked to familiarize
themselves with the tool.
For an easier comparison and quicker scoring process, the project was
scored using a separate score sheet made from the online criteria.
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Figure 4: I-229 Scorecard
INVEST I-229

Criteria
PD-02 Lifecycle Cost Analyses
PD-03 Context Sensitive Project Development
PD-04 Highway and Traffic Safety
PD-05 Educational Outreach
PD-06 Tracking Environmental Commitments
PD-07 Habitat Restoration
PD-08 Stormwater Quality and Flow Control
PD-10 Pedestrian Facilities
PD-11 Bicycle Facilities
PD-12 Transit and HOV Facilities
PD-14 ITS for System Operations
PD-15 Historic, Archaeological, and Cultural Preservation
PD-17 Energy Efficiency
PD-18 Site Vegetation, Maintenance and Irrigation
PD-19 Reduce, Reuse and Repurpose Materials
PD-20 Recycle Materials
PD-22 Long-Life Pavement
PD-23 Reduced Energy and Emissions in Pavement Materials
PD-24 Permeable Pavement
PD-25 Construction Environmental Training
PD-26 Construction Equipment Emission Reduction
PD-27 Construction Noise Mitigation
PD-28 Construction Quality Control Plan
PD-29 Construction Waste Management
PD-30 Low Impact Development
PD-32 Light Pollution
PD-33 Noise Abatement
Total

Percentage
*points possible exclude NA points

Points Possible
3
10
10
2
5
7
6
3
3
5
5
3
8
6
12
10
7
3
2
1
2
2
5
4
3
3
5
135
108
78
135

Scenario 1 Scenario 2
Scenario 3
Repair
Remove At-grade/ remove
as-is
229
Edmond ramp
Score
Score
Score
1
1
2
2
6
8
0
0
0
2
0
1
2
2
2
0
4
4
5
3
3
NA
0
3
NA
0
3
0
NA
0
2
NA
0
0
0
0
2
1
1
NA
0
1
4
NA
2
0
NA
3
NA
NA
7
NA
NA
0
NA
1
0
1
0
1
0
1
0
1
5
1
5
1
5
1
NA
1
0
NA
2
NA
NA
0
0
NA
0
28
26
50
25.93%
33.33%
37.04%

During the workshop the participants scored each scenario with the
mindset of what they would do for each scenario given past practices and
current standards. For both scenario 1 and scenario 2 participants agreed
several criteria were not applicable, those criteria are included in the later
section discussing the evaluation of the INVEST tool. Due to this the
points available varied for each scenario which is why scores were
converted to percentages based on their individual points available section
for better comparison. While all three scenarios were fairly close, the
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highest score was scenario 3 which was to remove the structure and
replace it with an at-grade facility.

Lessons Learned
Technical professionals like engineers seemed to be much more exacting
than the MTP scoring committee. The committee struggled with the
concept of scoring hypothetical scenarios and if a criterion or it’s
explanation was not explicit they had struggled to evaluate it. Vice versa, if
criteria were explicit, they were very rigid in assigning points, only
awarding points if a scenario followed the criterion to the letter, oftentimes
getting caught on phrases such as “above and beyond”.
The I-229 committee was vastly different in composition to the MTP
committee, demonstrating how two different audiences would approach
the tool. Going forward, staff has found it better to have a better mix of the
two mindsets in committees so that there is better balance.

Evaluation of INVEST
Overall, the group found many of the questions difficult to apply to a
project near the beginning of the planning process versus once a project
was near completion.
The technical participants, such as the state DOT engineers, consistently
referred to the detailed narratives for each criterion. One criterion in
particular caused extensive discussion and confusion, PD-08 Stormwater
Quality and Flow Control. The tables included for calculating the runoff
treated were not as intuitive as hoped and used more time than
anticipated. Additionally, the description lists PD-30 Low Impact
Development as background for this criterion, which is well ahead in the
scoring process. Participants did not find jumping back and forth
convenient or user friendly.
Suggestion for improvement: Provide an example calculation to
help clarify how to use the tables. While engineers were more
capable of understanding the process, it still required quite a bit of
discussion. For layman this would be even more difficult. In addition
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to providing a sample calculation, you may add visuals of the
sample project, recognizing many people understand visual content
easier. Move criteria next to each other if they support each other
and are listed as necessary background for understanding certain
criteria.

In discussing PD-19 Reduce, Reuse and Repurpose Materials, the group
felt its sub requirements did not apply very well to bridge projects. PD-19.3
and 19.4 involved bridge preservation and retrofitting bridges respectively.
Specifically, 19.3 applies to preservation and not rehabilitation or
reconstruction activities. The rest of the criteria placed a large emphasis
on pavement on the ground. By comparing three alternatives that are so
drastically different from rehabbing a bridge, to lowering it to at grade or
removing it completely the participants felt the points awarded were
skewed. Especially as they felt this did not apply to the option to remove
the structure completely, which realistically would reduce the materials
being used but not through the methods specifically stated.
Suggestion for improvement: Soften language for requirements. For
example, instead of reducing new pavement needed “through soil
stabilization methods…etc.” simply allow for the reduction of
materials needed. By specifying the allowed methods, by nature it
excluded the most obvious reduction which is removal.
Similar confusing language was discussed in PD-28 Construction Quality
Control Plan. The first part of the criterion asked if the contractor was
“required to plan and implement…above and beyond what is typically
required…”. Generally, a contractor is only held to the typical requirements
and it was confusing as to when this would change for just one contractor.
The language itself was confusing, reading as if the contractor would be
required to plan beyond what they are required.
Suggestion for improvement: Providing real-life examples would be
helpful in clarifying situational questions.
In some instances, the expanded explanation caused more confusion, for
example in PD-3 Context Sensitive Project Development. In 3.4 the score
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sheet asks, “was acceptance achieved among project stakeholders on the
problems, opportunities, and needs that the project should address and
the resulting vision or goals for addressing them?”, however the
description assigns one point for “Visualization techniques, ranging from
project alternative renderings to photo-simulations, are used to assist in
the decision regarding design choices”. While related, the committee felt
these are two different criteria and had difficulty scoring this section.
Overall, much of the difficulty in scoring came from the exacting nature of
the committee who followed the guide to the letter. If something was not
specifically indicated it was not given credit, and likewise when there was
ambiguity there was significant discussion and hesitation to commit to an
interpretation. An example of this would be 33.4 which specifies noise
reduction by designing quiet pavements. This section includes the posted
speed limit for the pavement with maximum noise levels. While reducing
speed on a roadway will naturally reduce noise, the committee did not feel
they could consider that as an option as it did not specifically include quiet
pavement.
Additionally, it was very difficult to apply criteria to projects which staff
suspected may be the case. Asking the committee to answer in the
hypothetical was also difficult, given many were technical in mindset and
practice, finding it difficult to commit to an idea of how a project may go.
Suggestion for improvement: Having something written specifically
for a project in the early stages would be helpful, not only in getting
committees over their hesitation to commit to an idea but also from
a planning standpoint. As discussed previously, for smaller areas
who do not have large projects often, being able to use this tool
proactively instead of reactively would be beneficial. As well, being
able to compare various scenarios side by side in a scorecard
would be helpful for discussion and analysis.
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APPENDIX A: SCORECARDS
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INVEST I-229

Criteria
PD-02 Lifecycle Cost Analyses
PD-03 Context Sensitive Project Development
PD-04 Highway and Traffic Safety
PD-05 Educational Outreach
PD-06 Tracking Environmental Commitments
PD-07 Habitat Restoration
PD-08 Stormwater Quality and Flow Control
PD-10 Pedestrian Facilities
PD-11 Bicycle Facilities
PD-12 Transit and HOV Facilities
PD-14 ITS for System Operations
PD-15 Historic, Archaeological, and Cultural Preservation
PD-17 Energy Efficiency
PD-18 Site Vegetation, Maintenance and Irrigation
PD-19 Reduce, Reuse and Repurpose Materials
PD-20 Recycle Materials
PD-22 Long-Life Pavement
PD-23 Reduced Energy and Emissions in Pavement Materials
PD-24 Permeable Pavement
PD-25 Construction Environmental Training
PD-26 Construction Equipment Emission Reduction
PD-27 Construction Noise Mitigation
PD-28 Construction Quality Control Plan
PD-29 Construction Waste Management
PD-30 Low Impact Development
PD-32 Light Pollution
PD-33 Noise Abatement
Total

Percentage
*points possible exclude NA points

Points Possible
3
10
10
2
5
7
6
3
3
5
5
3
8
6
12
10
7
3
2
1
2
2
5
4
3
3
5
135
108
78
135

Scenario 1 Scenario 2
Scenario 3
Repair
Remove At-grade/ remove
as-is
229
Edmond ramp
Score
Score
Score
1
1
2
2
6
8
0
0
0
2
0
1
2
2
2
0
4
4
5
3
3
NA
0
3
NA
0
3
0
NA
0
2
NA
0
0
0
0
2
1
1
NA
0
1
4
NA
2
0
NA
3
NA
NA
7
NA
NA
0
NA
1
0
1
0
1
0
1
0
1
5
1
5
1
5
1
NA
1
0
NA
2
NA
NA
0
0
NA
0
28
26
50
25.93%
33.33%
37.04%
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APPENDIX B: SCOPE OF WORK

http://stjoempo.org/

TO:

Rob Hyman
Environmental Protection Specialist
Office of Natural Environment
Federal Highway Administration

Connie Hill Galloway
Environmental Protection Specialist
Office of Natural Environment
Federal Highway Administration

CC:

Enos Han
Community Planner
Missouri Division
Federal Highway Administration

Paul Foundoukis
Community Planner
Kansas Division
Federal Highway Administration

RE:

St. Joseph Area Transportation Study Organization (SJATSO)
Letter of Interest for Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA)
INVEST Solicitation

Mr. Rob Hyman and Ms. Connie Hill Galloway:

The St. Joseph Area Transportation Study Organization (SJATSO) serves
as the metropolitan planning organization (MPO) for the greater St.
Joseph, Missouri, area. The metropolitan area has a population of
approximately 127,000 people encompassing 3 counties and 5 cities,
operating across the state line in both Kansas and Missouri. The region
boasts a strong historic presence laying claim to such innovations as the
Pony Express and maintains strong ties to its rural roots as an agricultural
hub and exporter.
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Previous planners with SJATSO have expressed interest in using
INVEST, however due to staffing and funding limitations have been unable
to complete a full assessment. This opportunity would provide the
necessary capital to evaluate, quantify implement best practices identified
through the INVEST process. As such, SJATSO is prepared to add an
additional layer of assessment to its processes and would like to submit
this letter of interest regarding participation in the Federal Highway
Administration’s INVEST program.

Agency Interest
Within the past year SJATSO has accomplished strong efforts towards
supporting sustainability across the region. Within the structure of the
MPO, two new committees were formed: the Standing Bicycle and
Pedestrian Committee and the Transit Working Group. Both committees
are responsible for increasing multi-modal projects and policies metrowide to reduce the dependence on automobiles and enhance citizen’s
quality of life. The committees have diverse representation ranging from
members of the local police force to economic development and the health
department. Additionally, SJATSO has aided the ST. Joseph Health
Department’s efforts to design and implement the regions first bike share
system, scheduled for release in April 2017. SJATSO also works closely
with the St. Joseph Bicycle Friendly Community group and helped support
their 2016 application and strategic plan for Bicycle Friendly Community
status with the League of American Bicyclists. A part of these efforts has
been to connect the health and economic benefits associated with
multimodal transportation and the bike share system.

SJATSO also has programed in the Unified Planning Work Program
(UPWP) a scheduled update to the Regional Bike and Pedestrian Plan,
which in combination with the St. Joseph Non-Motorized Plan (2009), St.
Joseph Boulevards Master Plan (2009) and the Rail to Trail Inventory
(2012) will continue the regional focus on the creation of an integrated
multimodal network. These documents have also lead to the
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implementation of the Complete Streets concept in roadway design,
construction, operation and maintenance.
SJATSO is committed to continuing to lead the metropolitan area in
adopting progressive policies and improving the understanding of
sustainable transportation. With a comprehensive transportation portfolio
including air, rail, river and freight traffic, staff as well local stakeholders
recognize and value the economic, social and environmental benefits of a
robust and sustainable infrastructure. With the results of INVEST, it is
SJATSO’s goal to:
•
•
•

•

•

Develop quantifiable measures for sustainability within the MTP
that can be incorporated into an implementation matrix
Better highlight the connection between public health and regional
economics to the transportation system
Analyze vulnerabilities in the transportation system that can be
strengthened to improve resiliency to extreme weather and climate
considerations
Improve the connection between SJATSO’s Title VI program to
sustainable policy and design decisions, emphasizing the impact of
decisions on the vulnerable populations within the metro
Champion tools such as INVEST and encourage member
communities to apply additional levels of analysis to the local
decision making process

Additional support of SJATSO’s efforts in sustainability as well as the
desire to use INVEST comes from the St. Joseph Public Works
Department, the department which houses SJATSO. As such, an
allocation of staff hours has been approved by the Assistant Director of
Public Works to focus on the INVEST analyses and implementation
results.
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Proposed Efforts and Work Plan
Looking to the more immediate planning horizon, there are two ways in
which INVEST could be applied. The first being an assessment of the
2040 MTP using INVEST to identify opportunities to strengthen
sustainability principles in the annual planning process and ultimately the
2045 update. Work for the 2045 update will begin 2017, with the
consulting agency, AECOM, providing planning services to supplement
staff time and efforts. SJATSO Staff will complete the INVEST analysis
and deliver results to AECOM for inclusion in the 2045 update. See Table
1 for a summary of project details.

TABLE 1: MTP Update Details

Project Title

Project Description

Purpose

INVEST
Module

MTP Update

Analyze the 2040 MTP
using INVEST to identify
opportunities

Strengthen sustainability
principles in the upcoming
2045 update and subsequent
planning documents

System
Planning

The timeframe for the MTP Update project will take approximately 5
months and will result in a detailed list of edits to be incorporated into the
2045 MTP update. See Table 2 for a summary of the timeline and
subsequent work products. The budget totals $5,000 with approximately
$2,000 budgeted in staff hours for the in-kind match.
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TABLE 2: MTP Update Timeline

Phases of Work

Budget

Phase 1:
Evaluation Tool

$1,000

Phase 2:
Implementation of
Recommendations

$2,500

Phase 3:
Reporting

$1,500

Total

$5,000

Work Products

Timing

Analyze 2040 MTP using
INVEST
Identify specific items within the
MTP that need updates based
on the INVEST results; compile
and send to AECOM for
implementation in update (MTP
scheduled for completion in
2021)
Compile report on the INVEST
process, the results of the
evaluations and recommended
changes. Disseminate
information to member
communities and committees
A report of findings to be used
throughout the 2045 update
process

1 Month

3 Months

1 Month

5 Months

The second way in which INVEST could be utilized is by examining the I229 viaduct, a double decker bridge. The I-229 viaduct is located in
downtown St. Joseph, Missouri and runs along the Missouri River acting
as a direct route to the rail yards, port and downtown businesses. The
Missouri Department of Transportation (MoDOT) has determined that the
viaduct has reached a point in its 50 year lifespan to begin planning for
either major repairs or deconstruction. See Table 3 for a summary of
project details.

TABLE 3: I-229 Viaduct Details

Project Title

Project Description

Purpose

INVEST
Module

I-229 Viaduct

Analyzing a 3 scenarios for
either demolition or repair of the
I-229 from US 36 to the north
end of downtown St. Joseph

Provide an analysis on
preliminary design for
maximum impact

Project
Develop
ment
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The timeframe for the I-229 Viaduct project will take approximately 7 to 10
months and will result in a three alternatives examined for a determination
of the most feasible design option. See Table 4 for a summary of the
timeline and subsequent work products. The budget totals $15,000 with
approximately $2,000 budgeted in staff hours for the in-kind match.
TABLE 4: I-229 Viaduct Timeline

Phases of
Work
Phase 1:
Evaluation
Tool

Budget

Work Products

Timing

$1,000

Analyze existing viaduct using
INVEST

1 Month

Phase 2:
Design
Development

$10,000

Produce three design alternatives
for rerouting, deconstructing and/or
improving the downtown riverfront
portion of I-229

3-6 Months

Phase 3:
Conceptual
Evaluation

$2,500

Analyze the three alternatives
using INVEST

2 Months

Phase 4:
Reporting

$1,500

Total

$15,000

Compile report on the INVEST
process, the results of the
evaluations and recommended
changes. Disseminate information
to member communities and
committees
Preferred alternative and
considerations that can be used in
later project design and completion

1 Month

7-10 Months
(from date of
award)

Impact on Decision Making
Decision making within SJATSO happens at various times however the
MTP acts as a guiding force in all decision making and plan development
(see Figure 1). Most notably, the Transportation Improvement Program
(TIP) is directly tied to the MTP. In 2016 SJATSO created a scoring matrix
for TIP projects based on elements and goals found within the 2040 MTP.
As such, with the results of INVEST and subsequent implementation in the
2045 MTP update the TIP scoring matrix would reflect a stronger
emphasis on sustainable practices which would directly affect local
projects across the metropolitan area. This scoring at the project level
would encourage TIP project sponsors to consider the sustainability of
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their proposed projects and provide the MPO with an avenue to
encourage better regional practices.

FIGURE 5: Document Hierarchy Relating to the MTP
Additionally, the I-229 viaduct will be
a high profile project for the region
acting not only as a main commercial
route for access to rail lines and the
river port but also as an iconic feature
of downtown St. Joseph. Thus, any
decisions regarding the viaduct will
involve local decision makers such as
city council members, MPO board
members and staff from the Missouri
Department of Transportation
(MoDOT) Northwest District office. By
preparing an analysis of the
sustainability of the proposed design
concepts prior to preliminary design,
there is the opportunity for maximum impact on the project as a whole.

Both projects are intended to maximize the exposure of not only staff and
local decision makers but also the public to the benefits of sustainable
project design and implementation. Challenging public perception of what
sustainability can look like, these projects will help continue local
momentum towards sustainable policies such as complete streets, road
diets, and support multi-modal transportation networks.

Collaboration
The potential to act as a case study is particularly helpful for smaller
MPOs that may have limited staff and resources by providing lessons
learned and suggestions for tailoring the tool. Particularly, this will provide
a regional perspective for other agencies in the Midwest who may be
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interested in using INVEST but face similar struggles in implementing
sustainable practices and measures.
All INVEST users will be asked to provide feedback regarding the tool
itself, criterion used and the website in the form of a survey at the end of
each workshop. Additionally, during the workshops suggestions for tool
improvement and limitations in application will be recorded for submission
to FHWA. Lessons learned will be tracked throughout the process and
compiled into a report that will highlight the steps taken, results for each
project, successes and opportunities for improvement.

In addition to submitting a case study to FHWA, SJATSO will share results
with its boards and member communities through presentations and its
website. Through this, it is SJATSO’s hope that its members will begin
using INVEST and sustainable principles in their consideration of new
projects. SJATSO staff is also part of a coalition of Missouri MPOs, with
one of its transportation planners currently acting as Co-chair to the
coalition. Additionally staff attends biannual Kansas MPO meetings and
would be interested in sharing SJATSO’s experience using INVEST with
both the Kansas and Missouri MPOs in the hopes of encouraging them to
use tools such as INVEST within their own agencies.

Dedicated Staffing and Resources
For both assessments SJATSO is prepared to assemble an
interdisciplinary team; members already identified have experience in
economic development, current planning, engineering, watershed
management, health services and transit. The team will consist of
members from across the metropolitan and staff members from several
cities and counties. Dedicated staff will consist of two SJATSO
transportation planners, each serving as a project lead for one
assessment, with the non-Federal match reflected as an in-kind match of
hours.
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Due to the scope and size of the MTP, the interdisciplinary team will
spend 3-5 hours familiarizing themselves with the document and exploring
the tool. Scoring will happen as a group in a full-day workshop. Project
lead will spend a significant amount of time familiarizing themselves with
the tool and conducting a preliminary score of the MTP prior to the
workshop; additional hours include coordination, planning and compiling
the final reports. Results will be given to AECOM to be incorporated into
the 2045 MTP update. See Table 5 for a summary.

TABLE 5: MTP Update Allocation of Staff Time

Project

MTP
Update

INVEST Users

Individual Hours

Workshop
Hours

Estimated
In-kind
Match

Interdisciplinary team
consisting of 6 -12
individuals

Approximately 35 hours

8 hours (fullday workshop)

N/A

Transportation Planner
(Project Lead)

45 hours

8 hours (fullday workshop)

$1,221

Transportation Planner

30 hours

8 hours (fullday workshop)

$875

For the I-229 viaduct assessment, the interdisciplinary team will spend 3
hours familiarizing themselves with the concept design and exploring the
tool. Scoring will happen as a group in a full-day workshop. Project lead
will be responsible for assembling a concept design including three
alternatives. They will also spend a significant amount of time familiarizing
themselves with the tool and conducting a preliminary score prior to the
workshop; additional hours include coordination, planning and compiling
the final reports. See Table 6 for a summary.
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TABLE 6: I-229 Viaduct Allocation of Staff Time

Project

I-229
Viaduct

INVEST Users

Individual Hours

Workshop
Hours

Estimated
In-kind
Match

Interdisciplinary team
consisting of 10-15
individuals

Approximately 3
hours

8 hours(fullday workshop)

N/A

Transportation Planner
(Project Lead)

45 hours

Transportation Planner

30 hours

8 hours (fullday workshop)
8 hours (fullday workshop)

$1,221
$875

Conclusion
INVEST provides a unique opportunity for SJATSO to conduct a selfassessment that will ultimately impact local projects and policies. Using
INVEST to analyze the I-229 viaduct, as one of the most high profile
projects in the metro, will provide a local example of best practices for
projects. Additionally, by incorporating and strengthening sustainable
principles in the MTP, SJATSO will be able to lead the metro towards a
more resilient future. With the ability to quantify intrinsic values such as
the quality of life of residents and the preservation of natural resources,
results from INVEST will present sustainability as a tangible goal.
If you have any questions, please contact me by email at
czibers@stjoemo.org or by phone at (816) 236-1471. Thank you for your
time and consideration.
Sincerely,

Caitlin Zibers
Transportation Planner
St. Joseph Area Transportation Study Organization
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APPENDIX C: 2040 MTP
WORKSHOP INSTRUCTIONS
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APPENDIX D: CASE STUDY
SUMMARY
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