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CHAPTER IV 
Section 4(f) 

A. Affected Environment 
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation (DOT) Act of 1966 limits FHWA participation in 
projects that adversely impact publicly owned park and recreation lands, wildlife and waterfowl 
refuges and historic sites1. The Secretary of Transportation may only approve projects requiring 
the use of these lands if there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use and the project 
includes all planning to minimize harm. Properties in the project area to which Section 4(f) might 
apply include Cosmo Park and Lake of the Woods Recreation Area and the historic resources 
determined to be eligible for the NRHP during the historic architecture survey conducted for the 
project. Cosmo Park, or the Columbia Cosmopolitan Recreation Area, is a 533-acre park 
located in the northeastern quadrant of the I-70/MO-740 (Stadium) interchange. All of the 
reasonable alternatives have been reworked in order to stay outside of the park (see DEIS 
Exhibit III-1D). The Lake of the Woods Recreation Area is a 145-acre park located at 6700 
St. Charles Road. As part of the effort to create continuous frontage roads adjacent to I-70, a 
new frontage road would connect into St. Charles Road opposite the park. No right of way 
acquisition from the park is proposed (see DEIS Exhibit III-1I). The historic architecture survey 
conducted for the SIU 4 portion of I-70 evaluated over 260 individual buildings. Ultimately, five 
buildings were determined to be eligible for the NRHP. A fifth site (the Candlelight Lodge 
Retirement Center, site number 4BO84) is currently listed on the NRHP. These are shown on 
DEIS Exhibit III-5A through J and Table IV-12.  

Table IV-1: Listed and Eligible Historic Properties in the Project Corridor 
Resource 
Number Name Location 

Type of 
Property 

NRHP 
Status Notes 

4BO4 Amerman 
Farm 

Old Rocheport 
Road, 0.5 mile west 
of MO-J 

Large Queen 
Anne House, 
some 
outbuildings 

Eligible, 
Criterion C 

Some outbuildings 
close to the house 
are contributing, but 
the entire farm is not 
eligible. 

4BO28 Dougherty 
Log 
Building 

Van Horn Tavern 
Road, southeast of 
U.S. 40 interchange 

Log building Eligible, 
Criterion D 

1820s tavern, 
relocated and now 
used as agricultural 
outbuilding. 

                                                 
 
1 Sites listed on or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places, regardless of ownership. 
2 Historic resources are routinely divided into architectural and archaeological components. Pursuant to the Preliminary 
Development Process, archaeological fieldwork is conducted only after the preferred alternative is selected. Currently, no 
archaeological resources that are eligible for the NRHP are known to occur in the project corridor. Section 4(f) applies to 
archaeological sites where it is vital to preserve the resources in place. One important component of the Final EIS would be to 
incorporate the archaeological fieldwork into the decision-making process.  
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Table IV-1: Listed and Eligible Historic Properties in the Project Corridor 
Resource 
Number Name Location 

Type of 
Property 

NRHP 
Status Notes 

4BO84 Candlelight 
Lodge 
Retirement 
Center 

700 feet north of I-70 
between the 
Business Loop 70 
West and Stadium 
Boulevard 
interchanges 

Early 
twentieth 
century 
Colonial 
Revival hotel 

Listed, 
Criteria A 
and C 

Built in 1929, it is the 
former Pierce 
Pennant Motor 
Hotel. Considered 
significant for its 
architecture and 
history. 

4BO91 Dunscombe 
Insurance 
Lustron 
House 

West Road, 250 feet 
south of I-70 Drive 
SW 

Prefab steel 
Lustron 
House, 
garage 

Eligible, 
Criteria A 
and C 

High integrity. 

4BO147  Bowling 
Estate 

Southwest of Paris 
Road overpass 

1913 brick 
mansion 

Eligible, 
Criterion C 

Surrounding lands 
may be integral to 
the building’s 
context and 
therefore included 
as part of the 
historic site. 

 

The reasonable alternatives avoid the impacts to all of these resources, except for the Bowling 
property – located between I-70 and the Business Loop 70 in the vicinity of mile marker 127.5 
(see DEIS Exhibit III-5E). The Bowling property consists of approximately 30 acres. There are 
two dwellings and assorted other outbuildings on the property. Existing I-70 forms the property’s 
northern border. To the west is the Columbia Municipal Power Plant. The Business Loop of I-70 
is the southern border. Industrial/ commercial properties adjoin the property’s eastern boundary 
with the COLT rail line/Paris Road (MO-B) in close proximity. There is a single drive/access 
road across the site and most of the northern half of the property is wooded. The configuration 
of the property is shown on Exhibit IV-13. Based on fieldwork conducted by the Center of 
Archaeological Research and a field review by the MoDOT and the SHPO, the Bowling Estate 
was found to be eligible for the NRHP. The larger of the two dwellings was found to be 
individually eligible. The NRHP boundary was tentatively determined to be the entire 30-acre 
parcel. 

All reasonable alternatives of the I-70 project include a relocation of the on and off movements 
between I-70 and Business Loop I-70. In this area, the reasonable alternatives include a 
one-way frontage road system and the collector/distributor system (the one-way frontage road 
system is the recommended preferred alternative). Currently, the connection between I-70 and 
Business Loop I-70 is a pair of direct ramps – located immediately adjacent to the I-70/U.S. 63 
interchange. The reasonable alternatives propose an interchange, west of Paris Road, to 
provide access between I-70 and the Business Loop. The reasonable alternatives would result 
in identical encroachments upon the Bowling property. As currently depicted, approximately 6.3 

                                                 
 
3 Exhibits IV-1 and 2 are located at the end of this text. 
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acres (approximately 20 percent) from the property’s northwestern corner would be acquired to 
construct the approach roads to the interchange. None of the buildings would be displaced. The 
proposed ramps along I-70 would also result in a narrow encroachment along the property’s 
entire northern border.  

Based on coordination with the SHPO, these impacts will result in an Adverse Effect 
determination. Consequently, Section 4(f) applies. The remainder of this section is organized in 
accordance with the format of an individual Section 4(f) evaluation: 1) Introduction/ Purpose and 
Need, 2) Description of Section 4(f) Resources, 3) Impacts to Resources, 4) Alternatives 
Considered, 5) Measures to Minimize Harm, 6) Coordination and 7) Conclusions. 

B. Individual Section 4(f) Statement 

1. Introduction/Purpose and Need 
As is discussed in Chapter I of the I-70 (SIU 4) DEIS, the purpose and need associated with the 
Second Tier of the I-70 (SIU 4) project is to: 

1. Accommodate existing and future traffic volumes on I-70, 
2. Improve outdated I-70 design elements, 
3. Accommodate all users of I-70, and 
4. Improve user safety. 

Within SIU 4, the challenges to accomplish these transportation goals are highest within 
Columbia, because of the high degree of development and the constraints associated with the 
urban environment. The use of the Bowling property is the result of the closure of the existing 
I-70 to Business Loop I-70 ramps and their replacement by an interchange adjacent to the 
Bowling property. All of the reasonable alternatives include a relocation of the on and off 
movements between I-70 and Business Loop I-70. Currently, the connection between I-70 and 
Business Loop I-70 is a pair of direct ramps located immediately adjacent to the I-70/U.S. 63 
interchange. These ramps need to be relocated because they conflict with the ability to improve 
the I-70/U.S. 63 interchange. Exhibit IV-2A and B depict the areas described in this text. 

The recommended preferred alternative for the I-70/U.S. 63 interchange is a four-movement 
system interchange. The four-movement system configuration organizes travel between U.S. 63 
and I-70 so that the four most critical vehicle movements are not required to stop. These major 
movements include 1) U.S. 63 (southbound) to I-70 (westbound), 2) U.S. 63 (northbound) to 
I-70 (westbound), 3) I-70 (eastbound) to U.S. 63 (northbound) and 4) I-70 (eastbound) to 
U.S. 63 (southbound). The investigation of alternatives at the I-70/U.S. 63 interchange was 
extensive and included a Major Investment Study (MIS). The final MIS report was dated June 
2000 and included an evaluation of transportation system characteristics (including an 
environmental overview), a transportation needs summary, an explanation of the evaluation 
methodology, an investigation of strategies and the identification of a preferred strategy.  The 
identification of the four-movement system interchange as the preferred strategy was arrived at 
through a three-level screening process. At each screen, unsuitable strategies were discarded 
and the most suitable selected for further consideration. The three strategies found to be most 
suitable included a limited build option, a two-movement system interchange and the four-
movement system interchange. The four-system interchange ultimately emerged as the 
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preferred alternative. Both the two-movement system and four-movement system interchanges 
would require the relocation of the existing I-70/Business Loop ramps (thereby requiring the use 
of the Bowling property). While the limited build option would not require the relocation of the 
ramps, it was rejected based on its performance. Ultimately, it was determined that the limited 
build option would not satisfy the area’s transportation needs. For example, the average 
intersection volume to capacity ratio exceeded 1.2 (compared to 0.84 for the four-movement 
system). Additionally, the limited build was expected to have a 27 percent higher crash rate, 
49 percent higher delay times during the peak PM hour and 262 percent longer average 
interchange delays, than the four-movement system. Although it was substantially less 
expensive, the limited build option was dropped from consideration and should not be 
considered feasible and prudent.  

Consequently, in order to satisfy the transportation goals of the project, an improved 
I-70/U.S. 63 interchange is required. In order to improve the interchange adequately, the 
I-70/Business Loop ramps need to be relocated.  

2. Description of Section 4(f) Resource 

The Bowling property consists of approximately 30 acres (parcel number 1710900011080001/  
resource number 4BO147). Buildings on site include a brick mansion, a stucco four-square house, 
a granary, two garages and two portable buildings. The brick mansion is an elaborately detailed 
example of a 20th century eclectic revival colonial. It was constructed in 1913. Very few external 
alterations have been noted. This building is considered to be individually eligible for the NRHP 
under Criterion C, architecture. The stucco house is not considered to have the integrity for the 
National Register as an individual building because of a large addition to the north side. However, 
this house was at the height of fashion for the time of its construction, and it still expresses that 
historic period and is considered a contributing resource for the property. The remaining buildings 
are not considered contributing.  

According to coordination with the SHPO, the entire 30-acre parcel is included within  the NRHP 
boundary. Existing I-70 forms the property’s northern border. To the west are Bowling Road and 
the Columbia Municipal Power Plant. The Business Loop of I-70 is the southern border. 
Industrial/commercial properties adjoin the property’s eastern boundary with the COLT rail 
line/Paris Road (MO-B) in close proximity. There is a single drive/access road across the site and 
about the northern half of the property is wooded. The configuration of the property is shown on 
Exhibit IV-1. The Bowling family originally purchased the property in 1897. The current brick 
mansion was built in 1913 after the original building was destroyed by fire. The property is now 
held in trust by relatives (The Juliet Bowling Napier Trust).  

The determination that the NRHP boundary should be the entire 30-acre property is the result of 
the character of the property. Based on historic photographs, the historic setting is believed to be 
similar in appearance to what it is today. It is currently wooded to the north and around the 
buildings. The site opens up to the south. Around the houses, the landscaping retains much of its 
original character and some of its original elements, including a fountain. The draft Architectural 
Inventory Form is contained in Chapter IV.B.8. 
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3. Impacts to Resources 

Both of the reasonable alternatives in this area (one-way frontage road and collector/distributor) 
include a removal of the on- and off-ramps between I-70 and Business Loop I-70 and their 
replacement with an interchange. The impact to the Bowling property is identical under either 
reasonable alternative. The new interchange would connect to the Business Loop and to 
Vandiver Road, via a new connector road. None of the buildings on the Bowling property would 
be displaced. In addition to the interchange impacts, the proposed widening along I-70 would 
also result in a narrow encroachment along the property’s entire northern border. As currently 
depicted, approximately 6.3 acres (roughly 20 percent) of the property would be acquired. 
Because of the extent of the right of way acquisition and the close proximity between the new 
connector road and the brick mansion, a determination of adverse effect is expected4.  

The impacts to the Bowling property come from two sources: the mainline widening associated 
with constructing the one-way frontage road or the collector/distributor systems and the new 
roadway that connects the new interchange to the Business Loop. These will be discussed 
below.  

a. Mainline Encroachments on Bowling Property 

Regardless of whether a new interchange is constructed, the reasonable alternatives would 
encroach upon the Bowling property. The addition of I-70 travel lanes and the ramp components 
of the one-way frontage road system or the collector/distributor road system would result in a 
narrow encroachment along the entire northern border of the Bowling property. The reasonable 
alternatives utilize a narrow I-70 median design and a symmetrical widening plan to minimize 
the footprint and facilitate construction. Only by altering the project’s centerline could these 
encroachments be avoided. The construction costs and traffic delays associated with a 
non-symmetrical widening (moving the centerline north) can not be considered feasible and 
prudent. Moving the centerline to the north would force the construction to be conducted piece 
meal (in order to create traffic lanes open) – both costly and disruptive to traffic.  A northern shift 
could also increase displacement impacts. 

As currently depicted, the mainline improvements to I-70 would result in an encroachment of 
approximately 160 feet (49 meters) deep into the northern border of the Bowling property. The 
property’s north border is approximately 990 feet (300 meters) long. The encroachment 
attributable to the improvement of I-70 is approximately 3.6 acres (1.5 hectares). These 
encroachments would narrow the wooded buffer between I-70 and the buildings on the Bowling 
property. Nevertheless, a substantial wooded buffer would remain. Based on coordination with 
the SHPO, mainline encroachments, on their own, would not result in a determination of 
adverse effect.  

b. Interchange Connector Road Encroachments on Bowling Property 

The new interchange is intended to facilitate movement between I-70 and the Business Loop. 
The existing ramps (one allowing westbound I-70 traffic to exit to westbound on the Business 
Loop and the other allowing eastbound Business Loop traffic to exit to eastbound I-70) need to 
be removed to allow for the improvement of the U.S. 63 interchange. The proposed interchange 
                                                 
 
4 The one-way frontage road is the recommended preferred alternative. The reasonable alternatives are depicted on DEIS Exhibit 
II-20A/B and II-21A/B.  
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would increase the driving public’s ability to move between I-70 and the Business Loop. Rather 
than the two movements currently allowed, the interchange would allow for all movements. For 
example, Business Loop traffic (eastbound or westbound) can access I-70 both eastbound and 
westbound. The same applies to I-70 traffic destined for the Business Loop.  

The proposed new interchange ramps would be located within the work area associated with 
either the one-way frontage road system or the collector/distributor road system. The direct 
impacts to the property would come not from the interchange ramps, but rather from the 
connector road – the road that would connect the interchange to the local roadway network. To 
the north of I-70, the connector road is arranged so that it would create an intersection between 
the connector road, Vandiver Road and Parker Street. To the south of I-70, the connector road 
would merge into existing Bowling Road and intersect with the Business Loop at the existing 
intersection.  

The connector road affects approximately 2.7 acres of the Bowling property. It traverses the 
northwestern corner of the property. While this does not result in the acquisition of any of the 
existing buildings, the edge of the right of way does come within approximately 60 feet 
(18 meters) of the rear of the brick mansion. The connector road would also eliminate a 
driveway connection between the Bowling property and Bowling Street. As can be seen on 
Exhibit IV-1, the connector road would remove some of the vegetation from the rear of the brick 
mansion and would be closer to the brick mansion than to existing Bowling Road. The traffic 
volumes on existing Bowling Road are very low. The traffic volumes on the connector road 
would be substantially greater. These changes are expected to materially alter the on-site 
conditions.  

Consequently, it is the interchange connector road that precipitates the determination of 
adverse effect.  

4. Alternatives Considered 

The improvement of the U.S. 63 interchange requires the relocation of the existing Business 
Loop ramps. Because the proposed interchange connector road is the basis for the 
determination of adverse impact, the development/evaluation of alternatives focuses primarily 
on the alternatives that would replace the movements between I-70 and the Business Loop 
while avoiding the Bowling property. The No-Build Alternative as well as alternatives outside of 
the existing I-70 corridor are also examined.  Exhibit IV-2 A and B depict the areas associated 
with the avoidance alternatives.  

a. No-Build Alternatives 

Both the traditional No-Build Alternative and the basic widening preliminary concept maintain 
the existing ramps between I-70 and the Business Loop (see Chapter II, Alternatives). Neither of 
these satisfy the purpose and need of the project – they fail to accommodate existing and future 
traffic volumes on I-70, they retain outdated design elements, they do nothing to accommodate 
the higher traffic volumes expected on I-70 in the future and they make no improvements to 
user safety. 
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Figure IV-1: Corridor Location Map 

b. Alternatives that do not Utilize the Existing I-70 Corridor 

With the acceptance of the First Tier EIS for SIU 4 in December 2001, FHWA approved the 
continued investigation of the Widen Existing I-70 Strategy for improving I-70.  Within SIU 4, it also 
proposed to investigate a new four-lane freeway, within a Near North Corridor or a Far North 
Corridor (see Figure IV-1).  The utilization of the Near North Corridor or the Far North Corridor 
could potentially eliminate the need to use land from the Bowling property.   
 

 
The analysis conducted during the I-70 First Tier EIS concluded that while a northern I-70 
corridor might reduce traffic on I-70, these traffic reductions would not be large enough to 
preclude the need to improve existing I-70.  Using the need to improve existing I-70 as a starting 
point, the Second Tier EIS continued the evaluation of the northern corridors. The first part of 
the Second Tier EIS analysis was to confirm whether the First Tier EIS finding was still true with 
updated I-70 Columbia traffic volumes. The second part was to determine whether 
transportation deficiencies on I-70 would be best addressed by improving only the existing 
highway or by improving the existing highway and developing a new highway north of I-70. An 
important step in evaluating the corridors was to determine I-70 traffic volumes in 2030 without a 
northern corridor and traffic volumes with a Near North Corridor and a Far North Corridor 
(including traffic volumes on I-70). The I-70 Columbia Travel Demand Model indicated that ADT 
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(vehicles per day) would range from 30,000 to 60,000 on the Near North Corridor, from 5,000 to 
16,000 on the Far North Corridor and from 72,200 to 118,000 under the existing I-70 corridor.  
Based on this evaluation, the Far North Corridor was eliminated from further consideration 
because it was inconsistent with the purpose and need of the project. The Far North Corridor was 
found to result in very little diversion of existing I-70 traffic onto the Far North Corridor. Overall, 
only about two percent of the traffic on I-70 would be rerouted to the Far North Corridor. Because 
the Far North Corridor would divert so few vehicles, it would have virtually no benefit on existing 
I-70 traffic operations. Consequently, the improvements required within the I-70 corridor would be 
virtually identical even after incurring the impacts and costs associated with developing the Far 
North Corridor. These conclusions were presented to the project’s Advisory Group and also to 
the public during a public involvement meeting.   
 
The Near North Corridor would divert about 22 percent of the I-70 traffic. This represents 
roughly 26,000 vehicles per day, enough to warrant additional consideration. Because the Near 
North Corridor would offer some traffic relief to I-70, MoDOT decided to investigate the level of 
environmental and socio-economic impacts associated with constructing a freeway in that 
corridor and compare those impacts to the impacts of improving the existing I-70 corridor. 
Overall, the analysis showed that the cost to build the Near North Corridor and minimal I-70 
improvements would cost $275 million more than improving I-70 alone. The difference is largely 
the result of the need for new roadways and structures. Other impacts associated with the Near 
North Corridor include approximately 1,500 acres of property acquisition, 180 acres of floodplain 
encroachments, 550 residential displacements and 990 acres of farmland impacts. Following 
the completion of the corridor traffic evaluation and the corridor impact assessment, the Near 
North Corridor was eliminated from further consideration because 1) The traffic analysis 
indicated that the Near North Corridor would draw significantly less traffic than its capacity could 
support, 2) Even with the Near North Corridor, additional lanes would be needed on I-70 to allow 
it to operate at a minimally acceptable level. Even one additional lane would require 
replacement of every bridge along I-70 and the reconstruction of each interchange along the 
entire SIU 4 section of I-70, and 3) the analysis determined that any alignment within the Near 
North Corridor would have considerable environmental and socio-economic impact as 
compared to building all the required improvements along the I-70 corridor only.  
 
c. Removal of Business Loop 70 East/I-70 Connectivity Alternatives  

The elimination (and non-replacement) of the existing I-70/Business Loop ramps would have a 
negative impact on traffic operations at the adjacent interchanges (such as the MO-763 and 
U.S. 63 interchanges). Trips that formerly used the existing I-70/Business Loop ramps would need 
to be rerouted, negatively impacting the other intersections in the roadway network. Under the non-
replacement scenario, peak hour volumes at the MO-763 interchange are predicted to increase by 
36 percent and volumes at the U.S. 63 interchange by 10 percent. An example of non-interchange 
increases to the roadway network is Paris Road, which is expected to experience an increase of 
24 percent. It has been determined that the non-replacement of the movements served by the 
existing I-70/Business Loop ramps would result in the failure to meet the project’s threshold 
standards regarding interchange operation.  

The removal/non-replacement of the ramps is inconsistent with the Columbia Transportation Plan. 
Coordination with the local stakeholders also indicates that the elimination of the connection 
between I-70 and the Business Loop is a concern. In addition, businesses now served by the 
existing ramps would lose direct access to I-70. Another ramification of the non-replacement of the 
I-70/Business Loop ramps would be longer travel times/distances to and from the Business Loop. 
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For example, I-70 westbound travelers destined for the Columbia Country Club would experience 
an increase in travel distance of 2.7 miles (4.3 km) (I-70 to MO-763 interchange to Business Loop 
to the Country Club). 

d. Relocation of Interchange to the East (Paris Road) 

Several alternatives that relocate the interchange to the east of the Bowling property were 
examined. The Paris Road alternative relocates the interchange to the east, at the Paris Road 
crossing. This solution was first developed during the First Tier EIS. It was eliminated because it 
failed to meet the project’s threshold standards regarding interchange operation and because of 
the residential and business displacements associated with the configuration. It is also expected to 
require extensive and costly impacts to the COLT railroad. 

Moving the interchange to Paris Road eliminates the ability to create a complete interchange. This 
is because the COLT railroad immediately parallels Paris Road to the west. The level of 
development in this area further limits the ability to construct a complete interchange.  A complete 
interchange would result in an unreasonable level of community impacts. Consequently, only two 
ramps are practical (Paris Road to I-70 eastbound and I-70 westbound to Paris Road). Without all 
of the movements, trips are rerouted to other interchanges in the system. This places greater traffic 
loads on them. As part of a reevaluation of the traffic conditions associated with an interchange at 
Paris Road, for Section 4(f) purposes, it was determined that these diversions would not allow the 
system to operate within the threshold standards established for the project.  

Depending on the exact configuration of the Paris Road interchange, as many as 10 additional 
business structure displacements could result, as well as additional residential structure 
displacements. Some of these potentially displaced buildings may also be eligible for the NRHP.  

Finally, an interchange at Paris Road would directly impact the existing COLT railroad. The 
complexity associated with railroad involvement (including a probable realignment) and the 
expense of the additional displacements would result in higher design and construction costs. The 
ramp spacing between the U.S. 63 interchange and the Paris interchange may also violate safety 
criteria. Additionally, to function properly, the frontage road/ramp system would need to be 
extended to the Paris interchange, crossing the COLT line at-grade, a situation unlikely to satisfy 
either the railroad or the City of Columbia.  

e. Relocation of Interchange to the East (Realignment of Recommended Preferred 
Alternative) 

Another alternative that relocates the Business Loop interchange to the east of the Bowling 
property is a realignment of the recommended preferred alternative that was developed when 
the NRHP eligibility was discovered. While it may avoid the impact of the connector road 
encroaching upon the Bowling property, it does not eliminate the encroachments associated 
with the improvements to I-70 itself. It also would require the displacement of the businesses 
adjacent to the Bowling property and require a new tunnel under the COLT railroad. 

This design places the interchange connector road across the triangular area formed by Paris 
Road, I-70 and the eastern border of the Bowling property. The skew of the overpass is altered 
so that the northern connector road terminus is at the Vandiver/Parker intersection (as it is in the 
recommended preferred alternative). The southern part of the connector road follows the 
eastern border of the Bowling property, requires a new structure to underpass the COLT 
railroad and terminates at the Business Loop. The intersection of the connector road at 
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Business Loop 70 would be a mere 400 feet (121.9 m) from the relocated Paris Road 
intersection created in the recommended preferred alternative. While this alternative avoids the 
Bowling property, it would require a reworking of the existing Bowling property ingress/egress 
pattern.  

Among the consequences that prohibit this configuration from being considered feasible and 
prudent are the following: 

• Potentially unsafe weaving movements would be created between the new 
interchange and the U.S. 63 interchange. Moving the interchange to the east moves 
it closer to the U.S. 63 interchange. This creates a situation where the U.S. 63 ramps 
conflict with the new interchange ramps. Specifically, it reduces the distance 
available to weave from ramp lanes to through lanes. There are several ways to 
measure the adequacy of these weave movements. Some of them indicate that the 
relocation proposed here is minimally adequate, while others suggest it is 
inadequate. The professional judgement of the project team is that moving the new 
interchange closer to the U.S. 63 interchange, as needed to avoid the Bowling 
property, would result in unacceptable operations.  

• The costs associated with the alteration of the COLT railroad are extraordinary. In 
order to avoid the Bowling property, an underpass is required at the COLT railroad. 
Any involvement with a railroad increases construction costs and times. Rarely would 
a railroad be allowed to be out of service. The cost of an underpass is extremely 
high. The construction of the underpass is expected to take several months and may 
require the temporary closure of the Business Loop. 

• The displacement of a large number of businesses, located adjacent to the Bowling 
property, would result. The use of the triangular property immediately east of the 
Bowling property would result in displacements to the businesses that currently exist. 
These include the Central Concrete Company, Sutherland Home Improvement and 
Bob Young Auto Repair. The recommended preferred alternative avoids these 
impacts. 

• The new Business Loop intersection would be substandard. A new intersection on 
the Business Loop would increase local delays and complicate traffic management. 
Further, the new intersection would be approximately 400 feet (121.9 m) from the 
relocated Paris Road intersection. At this distance, conflicts between the two 
intersections may develop. Further, the new connector road intersection would occur 
immediately adjacent to the tunnel/underpass of the COLT railroad. Design 
limitations caused by the railroad could negatively impact the functional 
characteristics of the intersection.  

f. Relocate Interchange to the West of the Bowling Property 

Relocating the new interchange to the west of the Bowling property would eliminate the 
operational conflicts with the U.S. 63 interchange, but were rejected because of the 
displacements associated with them. The area adjacent to I-70 and west of the Bowling property 
are fully developed. Any interchange configuration through the area west of the Bowling 
property must contend with the power plant, residences and a multitude of commercial 
enterprises. Additionally, the MO-763 interchange is only 0.6 mile (.97 km) from the Bowling 
property.  
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5. Measures to Minimize Harm 

This section will address all of the planning efforts that were undertaken to minimize the impacts 
to the Bowling property. As the design process proceeds, the specificity of the recommended 
preferred alternative would increase. This would allow the mitigative measures proposed to be 
more detailed.  

a. Design Modifications 

The design of the recommended preferred alternative sought to balance and minimize the 
impacts associated with the new interchange/connector road. In addition to the Bowling 
property, several other important design constraints are present. First, in order to function 
properly, the connector road needs to terminate at existing intersections. New intersections 
would negatively impact the overall roadway network and conflict with existing intersections. 
Consolidating and relocating the terminal intersections increases the project’s relocation 
impacts substantially. The need to utilize the Bowling/Business Loop and the Vandiver/Parker 
intersections influences the range of possible alignments. Second, the design was constrained 
by the presence of the two fixed resources vital to the community – the power plant and the 
COLT Railroad. Impacts to the operations of these resources needed to be avoided. Finally, the 
design also needed to be incorporated properly into the design of I-70 itself. Unless it could 
function as a component of the overall system, it could not be considered feasible. The 
recommended preferred alternative works within these constraints and avoids the acquisition of 
all of the buildings on the Bowling property. 

b. Footprint Minimization 

To the extent practical the encroachment on the Bowling property was minimized by reducing 
the project footprint. As the design process proceeds, additional footprint reductions would be 
evaluated. One specific area that could reduce project-related impacts is examination of the 
possibility of connector road realignments that shift the footprint (slightly) from the Bowling 
property toward the power plant property. 

c. Payment of Fair Market Value 

The Missouri Department of Transportation acquisition and relocation process is conducted in 
accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Polices Act 
of 1970 (the Uniform Act), as amended. The Uniform Act, as well as Missouri state law, requires 
that just compensation be paid to the owner of private property taken for public use. The 
appraisal of fair market value is the basis of determining just compensation to be offered to the 
owner of property to be acquired. 

d. Restoration and Landscaping 

In order to rehabilitate the areas of the Bowling property disturbed by the project, a landscaping 
plan would be a component of the project. Important elements of this plan would include the 
following: 

• To the extent feasible, a phased construction schedule would be used to minimize 
exposed areas. Provisions would be made for the use of temporary vegetative cover 
to stabilize areas not subject to active construction. 
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• A re-vegetation plan would be a component of this project. This plan would 
compensate for the loss of trees caused by construction.  

• If possible, construction would be limited to a single growing season. In any case, 
vegetative covers would be well established prior to end of the growing season. 

e. Best Management Practices 

In addition to the implementation of standard Best Management Practices (BMPs), such as an 
appropriate soil erosion control plan, specific BMPs would be established to minimize impacts to 
the Bowling property. 

f. Section 106 Programmatic Agreement 

Whenever there is a federal undertaking, Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
establishes a formalized process to identify historic properties, determine the effect of the 
undertaking, consider measures to mitigate impacts to the historic property, and provide an 
opportunity for the SHPO and/or the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) to 
comment on the project. This process is underway and will be completed. Chapter IV.B.9 
contains the draft Section 106 Programmatic Agreement for SIU 4. 

6. Coordination 

The Improve I-70 project includes an extensive public involvement/outreach program. This 
section will address the public involvement program as it relates to Section 4(f) issues.  

a. Property Owner Coordination 

In addition to the notifications, meetings and other outreach that have been targeted to the 
property owners within the study area, an individual outreach effort has been undertaken for the 
owners of the Bowling property. This started during the historic architecture evaluation and will 
continue through the balance of the project. The property owners have been able to provide 
extensive data about the history, ownership and development of the area. The data that the 
property owners have been able to provide to the project’s architectural historians greatly 
enhanced their ability to determine the effect of the undertaking.  

b. Transportation Agency Coordination 

As the nature of the Bowling property became clear, the project team began bringing the issues 
to the technical experts within the DOT. The involvement of the technical experts guided the 
development and evaluation of the alternatives. As soon as it seemed likely that a Section 4(f) 
issue existed, coordination within the Federal Highway Administration also began. The early 
involvement of the key players in the transportation agencies allowed for the project to be 
processed in a timely manner and with all necessary information.  

c. Local Stakeholder Coordination 

Similarly, the local stakeholders (such as the City of Columbia) were queried about their 
thoughts on the issues associated with the Bowling property. The Bowling property coordination 
was conducted through the project’s public involvement process and through the informal 
coordination process that has occurred between the project team and the local planning 
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community. The major issues arising from this coordination were a general concern for the 
preservation of important cultural resources, the concern that alternatives that avoid the Bowling 
property would impact other nearby buildings that might also be culturally sensitive and concern 
that non-Bowling alternatives may have negative impacts on the local roadway network. This 
coordination assisted in the development and evaluation of alternatives.   

d. SHPO/Section 106 Coordination 

The related nature of Section 4(f) and Section 106 makes coordination with the SHPO essential.  
Among the coordination with the SHPO has been on-going informal contact, field visits to each 
of the sites recommended for the NRHP and the review of the draft cultural resource report.  
This coordination allowed for the Section 4(f) issues to be addressed as early as possible in the 
development of the project.   

7. Conclusions 

The recommended preferred alternative for the I-70/U.S. 63 interchange is a four-movement 
system interchange. In order to satisfy the transportation goals of the project, an improved 
I-70/U.S. 63 interchange is required. In order to adequately improve the interchange, the 
I-70/Business Loop ramps need to be relocated. All reasonable alternatives of the I-70 project 
include the replacement of these movements with a new interchange immediately west of Paris 
Road with a connector road between Vandiver Drive and the Business Loop. The reasonable 
alternatives result in identical encroachments upon the Bowling property. Based on fieldwork 
conducted by the Center of Archaeological Research and a field review by the MoDOT and the 
SHPO, the property was found to be eligible for the NRHP. The larger of the two on-site 
dwellings was found to be individually eligible. The NRHP boundary was tentatively determined 
to be the entire 30-acre parcel. As currently depicted, the recommended preferred alternative 
would require the acquisition of approximately 6.3 acres from the property’s northwestern 
corner. None of the dwellings would be displaced. The proposed ramps along I-70 would also 
result in a narrow encroachment along the property’s entire northern border. These impacts will 
result in an Adverse Effect determination by SHPO. Consequently, Section 4(f) would apply. 
Pursuant to analysis, coordination and consultation it has been determined that there are 
apparently no feasible and prudent alternatives to the use of the Bowling property.  Additionally, 
it has been determined that the project has incorporated all necessary planning to minimize 
harm.  As a result, the Secretary of Transportation can approve this project. 
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8. Draft Architectural Inventory Form 
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9. Draft Section 106 Programmatic Agreement for SIU 4 

PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION AND 

THE MISSOURI STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER, AND THE 
ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

SUBMITTED PURSUANT TO 36 CFR 800.14(b)((2) 
 

Regarding Interstate 70 Corridor, SIU4, 
From East of Route BB to Route Z 

Boone County 
 
 

Missouri Department of Transportation Job Nos. J4I1341G 
 

 
Whereas, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has determined that the improvements 
to Interstate 70 from east of Route BB to Route Z may have an effect upon properties included in 
or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), and has consulted 
with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (Council), and the Missouri State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO), pursuant to Section 800.13 of the regulations (36 CRF 800) 
implementing Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA); and Section 110 of 
the same act, and 
 
Whereas, the Missouri Department of Transportation (MoDOT) has participated in consultation 
and has been invited to concur in this Programmatic Agreement, and  
 
Whereas, the full impacts of this project on cultural resources cannot be determined until the 
final design has been completed,  
 
Now therefore, the FHWA, the Council, the SHPO and the MoDOT agree that the project shall 
be administered in accordance with the following stipulations to satisfy the FHWA’s Section 106 
responsibility for all individual aspects of the project. 
 
 

Stipulations 

The FHWA shall insure the following measures are carried out: 
 
I.  A historic and architectural investigation was conducted to identify all historical, 

architectural, and bridge resources within this section of the I-70 Corridor.  Based on the 
results of the investigations MoDOT concluded that the proposed project would impact one 
architectural resource, 4BO147, the Bowling-Napier Estate, which includes the 1913 brick 
mansion and surrounding 30 acre parcel.  The residence and parcel have been determined 
eligible under Criterion C.  The proposed construction will encroach on the property.  The 
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State Historic Preservation Office concurs that the recommended preferred alternative would 
have an adverse effect on the property.   Concerning those cultural resources which are 
determined to be significant: 

 
A. MoDOT has consulted with the SHPO to determine the effect of the project on the 

eligible resource following the guidance found in 36 CFR 800.5. 
 
B. MoDOT will consult with the SHPO to determine appropriate mitigation measures and 

levels of documentation. 
 
C. MoDOT will complete the mitigation measures and allow the SHPO a thirty (30) day 

comment period. If the SHPO has comments they shall be satisfactorily addressed prior 
to the demolition of any NRHP eligible resources. 

 
D. MoDOT shall provide copies of the mitigation documentation to SHPO. 

 
 
II. Pursuant to 36CFR800.4, the MoDOT has taken steps to identify archaeological sites that 

may be affected by the proposed project.  A Phase I archaeological survey will be conducted 
and any sites that will be adversely affected will be further evaluated in coordination with the 
State Historic Preservation Office.  Concerning these threatened archaeological resources: 

 
A. MoDOT shall consult with the SHPO to determine the effect of the project on the eligible 

resource(s) following the guidance found in 36 CFR 800.5. 
 
B. For those sites adversely effected, FHWA shall ensure that prior to construction a Phase 

II archaeological testing investigations to determine their eligibility for listing on the 
NRHP.   

 
C. Archaeological Data Recovery Plan(s) to mitigate adverse effects on NRHP eligible 

archaeological sites that cannot be avoided.   Mitigation will include recovery of 
significant archeological information by means of controlled excavation and other 
scientific recording methods. 

 
D. The FHWA shall ensure that a report on the archaeological investigations carried out 

pursuant to this agreement is provided to the SHPO, and upon request, to other interested 
parties. 

 
E. The FHWA shall ensure that procedures to be used for the processing, analysis, and 

curation of collected materials are in accordance with the Advisory Council’s Handbook 
Treatment of Archaeological Properties, Part III of the Secretary of Interior’s Guidelines 
and currently accepted standards for the analysis and curation of archaeological remains. 

 
F. The FHWA shall ensure that a determination, finding, or agreement is supported by 

sufficient documentation to enable any reviewing parties to understand its basis. 
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III. The Council and the SHPO may monitor activities carried out pursuant to this Programmatic 

Agreement, and the Council will review such activities if so requested.  The FHWA will 
cooperate with the Council and the SHPO in carrying out their monitoring and review 
responsibilities. 

 
IV. Disputes regarding the completion of the terms of this agreement shall be resolved by the 

signatories with Council participation if requested. 
 
V. Any party to this Programmatic Agreement may request that it be amended, whereupon the 

parties will consult in accordance with 36 CFR 800.13 to consider such and amendment. 
 
VI. Any party to this Programmatic Agreement may terminate it by provided thirty (30) days 

notice to the other parties, provided that the parties will consult during the period prior to the 
termination.  In the even of termination the FHWA will comply with 36 CFR 800.4 through 
800.6 with regard to this project. 

 
VII. This Programmatic Agreement shall expire ten (10) years after its execution. The 

  agreement can be extended for two (2) five (5)-year periods if all parties agree in 
  writing. 

 
Execution and implementation of this Programmatic Agreement evidences that the FHWA has 
satisfied its Section 106 responsibilities for improvements to Interstate 70 from east of Route BB 
to Route Z, Boone County, Missouri. 
 
 
 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation: 
 
 
By: _____________________________________________ Date: _______________ 
 
 
 
Federal Highway Administration 
 
 
By: _____________________________________________ Date: ______________ 
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Missouri State Historic Preservation Officer: 
 
 
By: _____________________________________________ Date: ______________ 
 
 
Concur: 
 
 
Missouri Department of Transportation 
 
 
By: _____________________________________________ Date: ______________ 
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Alternative: Relocation of Interchange to the East
(Realignment of the Recommended Preferred Alternative)
Avoiding the Bowling property would result in the displacement 
of several businesses, high costs/operational conflicts with 
the existing railroad and a substandard intersection with the 
Business Loop.

Alternative: Non-Replacement of Existing I-70 to Business Loop Ramps
The removal of these ramps is the result of the need for an improved 
I-70/U.S. 63 interchange, specifically the U.S. 63 (SB) to I-70 (WB) 
and I-70 (EB) to U.S. 63 (SB) ramps. Non-replacement of the I-70/Business 
Loop ramps will necessitate trip rerouting that will negatively impact the 
overall roadway system.

The U.S. 63 interchange requires improvement 
to meet the needs of the transportation system. 
There is no feasible and prudent alternative to 
the proposed ramps [U.S. 63 (SB) to I-70 (WB) 
and I-70 (EB) to U.S. 63 (SB)]. The new 
I-70/U.S. 63 ramps and the existing I-70/Business 
Loop ramps overlap. Consequently, the new ramps 
will require the removal of the existing I-70/Business 
Loop ramps.

Bowling Property
(See Exhibit IV-1)
Bowling Property
(See Exhibit IV-1)

I-70 Business LoopI-70 Business Loop

Alternative: Relocation of Interchange to the East (Paris Road)
Because of the railroad, an interchange at Paris Road is limited 
to a half-diamond.  A half-diamond interchange fails to meet the 
project’s traffic threshold standards.  Relocation impacts are also
expected to be substantial.
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Alternative: Relocation to the West of the Bowling Property
There is very little distance between the Bowling property and 
the MO-763 interchange. The area is densely developed with 
commercial, industrial and residential uses, including the 
municipal power plant.

Bowling Property
(See Exhibit IV-1)
Bowling Property
(See Exhibit IV-1)


