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Model Update, 2015 base year calibration and validation.
1. Introduction
As part of the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP)/Travel Demand Model Update project initiated by
Metropolitan Topeka Planning Organization (MTPO), WSP was tasked with updating the existing Topeka
Travel Demand Model and to make it available as a tool for the development of the LRTP.
The MTPO Travel Demand Model is a traditional trip based model with trip generation, trip distribution
and assignment steps. The model does not include a mode-choice component. It is implemented in
TransCAD 7.0 (build 12295 64-bit) transportation planning software.
The modeling approach to the update was developed in consultation with the MTPO and the Kansas
Department of Transportation (KDOT). The project involved updating the existing model from a 2010
base year to 2015 base year, developing a 2040 “Existing plus Committed” future base year and
evaluating five LRTP scenarios as part of the LRTP. The project also included transitioning the model
from a TransCAD 6.0 software platform to the latest version (TransCAD 7.0), while incorporating a
graphical user interface (GUI) which wasn’t available in the earlier model.
The model covers the entire Metropolitan Topeka Planning Organization (MPTO) planning area (below);
the area covered is 285 square miles with a population of 170,869 and employment of 111,574 for the
2015 base year. The area is forecasted to grow to a population of 197,942 in 2040 with a total
employment of 129,330.

Figure 1: MPA Zone Structure

The model contains 515 traffic analysis zones (TAZs) with 31 external stations (Figure 1). The
highway/streets network is classified by six (6) area types and eight (8) functional classifications (Figure
2).

Figure 2: MPA Functional Classification

2. Data Collection and Analysis
As part of this task traffic count data for base year validation and socio-economic data for base and
future years was obtained and assembled into formats compatible with the model.
Traffic Counts
Traffic count data for 2013 and 2015 was received from KDOT, Shawnee County and the City of Topeka,
these daily counts were reviewed for consistency and then coded as attributes to the model network,
care was taken to ensure that one-way and two-way counts were processed and assigned to the correct
directional links. Data was received for a total of 1,042 locations (698 - 2013 counts, 334 - 2015 counts),
these counts were reviewed and pared down to 594 count locations within the model limits while
eliminating duplicate counts for the same location from different years and retaining the latest (Figure
3). The count locations were also reviewed to ensure a good representation by area types and functional
(Table 1) class and as well as ensuring a good geographical distribution.

Table 1: Traffic Count Inventory by Functional Class
Functional Class

Traffic Counts

Percentage of Traffic Counts

Interstates

76

13%

Expressways

54

9%

Major Arterials

84

14%

Minor Arterials

89

15%

Collectors

130

22%

Local Streets

11

2%

Ramps

150

25%

Figure 3: Location of Daily Counts

Socio-economic Data
Socio-economic (SE) data for 2015 base year and 2040 future was received from MTPO for the whole of
Shawnee County by traffic analysis zones. The data was reviewed for consistency, while ensuring there
were no unreasonable outliers. The data for both years was then compiled into a master SE database.
The following are the required SE inputs at the TAZ level by analysis year –
•
•
•
•
•
•

Population - HH_POP
Households - HH
Retail Employment - RETAIL
Non-retail Employment - NON_RETAIL
Total Employment - TOT_EMPLOY
Median Household Income (in thousands of dollars) – INCOME in year 2010 dollars

3. Model Update, Calibration and Validation
There were three key aspects to the model update
-

Transition the model to TransCAD 7.0
Develop a Graphical User Interface (GUI)
Calibrate and validate the model

Transitioning the model to TransCAD 7.0 and the development of the GUI were an integrated process.
This involved reconfiguring the existing scripts to be compatible with the latest version as well as
developing separate resource model files (*.rsc) for each of the model steps instead of one long script.
This facilitates easy navigation through the code, making it modular and enabling a better interface with
the GUI.
The following improvements were added to the model structure –
•
•

•

•

Input and output files are separated and stored in respective folders, this ensures that the input
files are not overwritten through the model run process.
As part of the updated model run process, copies of input files are made and stored in the
output folder and computations handled within those files. For example, highway network fields
such as capacity, alpha, beta, free-flow speeds, peak speed, free-flow time and peak time are
not input fields but computed fields, the input network file is processed and these variables are
computed in output network file.
Socio-economic (SE) data is no longer handled as a set of highway|Endpoint layer attributes, but
is included as a stand-alone separate data file - Master_SE_Data.bin. This enables more
flexibility in managing the file and ensures model transparency. The master data file stores SE
data for base and all horizon years and any specific land use scenarios that need to be modeled.
This format enables easy data manipulation and maintenance in MS Excel and easy import into
TransCAD.
The model GUI also features an option to archive input and output folders if the same scenario
is re-run (Figure 4).

•
•
•

A simple travel time feedback loop was also incorporated into the model routine to improve
overall performance of the model.
The assignment process was re-written to be compatible with TransCAD 7.0.
The region’s external to external (EE) trip table was also updated to reflect the new 2015 base
year. Latest counts at external stations from the County and KDOT were used to update the
growth factors and also the EE trip tables.

Figure 4: Topeka MPO Model User Interface
Calibration and validation
Initial model validation included running the base year model with the new 2015 base year SE data and
comparing it to the latest traffic counts. Figure 5 shows this comparison with the observed volumes on
the horizontal axis and the estimated volumes on the vertical axis. The initial results also showed that
the model was over-forecasting on the river crossings (Topeka river screenline), specifically US-75, K-4,
NW Topeka Blvd and Kansas Ave. This indicated an issue with spatial distribution of trips, the trip
distribution procedures were reviewed and the friction factor parameters were adjusted for a

reasonable representation of trip length frequency distributions by trip types – HBW, HBNW and NHB
(Figures 6-8).
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Figure 5: Initial Comparison of Observed and Estimated Link Volumes

Comparison of initial model outputs also enabled us to identify issues with count data and help review
and refine them.

Figure 6 - HBW Trip length frequency distribution

Figure 7 - HBNW Trip length frequency distribution

Figure 8 - NHB Trip length frequency distribution

Assignment Validation
The model was re-run with the new calibrated friction factors and validated to the traffic counts, this
comparison ensures that the model reasonably represents the observed traffic patterns. Figure 9 shows
a very good fit of the assignment volumes with the observed traffic counts, with counts on the
horizontal axis and estimated volumes on the vertical axis. The traffic patterns were also validated by
comparing the model vehicle miles travelled (VMT) and vehicle hours travelled (VHT) to count based
(observed) VMT and VHT. These were also reviewed by facility type and regionally (Table 2) for
reasonableness.
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Figure 9: Final Comparison of Observed and Estimated Link Volumes

Table 2: Regional VMT and VHT Comparisons, Validated Topeka MPO Model

Facility Type
Interstates
Expressways
Major
Arterials
Minor
Arterials
Collectors
Local Streets
Ramps
Total

#
Counts

Counts
(Obs)
VMT

Assignment
(Est) VMT

Counts
(Obs)
VHT

Assignment
(Est) VHT

%
Difference
in VMT

%
Difference
in VHT

Target

76
54

610,416
264,787

611,358
255,265

10,072
4,311

10,100
4,150

0.2%
-3.6%

0.3%
-3.7%

+/- 10%
+/- 10%

84

174,633

190,759

4,887

5,384

9.2%

10.2%

+/- 10%

89
130
11
150
594

104,389
64,302
1,082
115,543
1,335,152

119,548
66,787
1,671
106,779
1,352,167

2,797
1,716
24
5,723
29,530

3,217
1,775
37
5,484
30,147

14.5%
3.9%
54.4%
-7.6%
1.27%

15.0%
3.4%
49.6%
-4.2%
2.09%

+/- 15%
+/- 25%
n/a
+/- 10%
+/- 10%

Note: Targets are for general guidance and not a rule or regulation.

Travel Forecasts
The updated and validated 2015 base year model was used to develop a 2040 Existing + Committed
(E+C) model to establish a baseline for developing and comparing future year alternative scenarios as
part of the MTP development process. For models and model results, see Chapter 4 of the Plan.
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COMMENTS NOT REQUIRING SUBSTANTIVE RESPONSE
Other comments received during the comment period were also responded too, but comments did not
affect the recommendations of the plan. A summary of those comments can be found below, followed
by copies of those comments.

Received

Submitter

Summary of
Comments

Summary of
Response

16-May-17

Marijo Mastroianni,
Mayor's ADA
Advisory Committee

Support preserving the
existing road network
support emphasis on
Complete Streets policies

Response
acknowledged the
comment.

18-May-17

Susan Duffy, TMTA

TMTA supports the new
directions detailed in
Futures2040. Particular
support mentioned for
"renewed emphasis" for
pedestrian, bicycle and
transit modes of
transportation.

Cooperative
partner in the
planning process.
No formal
response.

3-May-17

Topeka Jump

429 Letters of Support

A letter to Topeka
Jump thanking
them for their
attendance at
meetings and
support.
Forwarded
comments to
TMTA

31-May-17

Nancy Johnson,
Topeka Metro’s
Advisory Committee
on Accessible
Transportation
Services

Letter of Support

Cooperative
partner in the
planning process.
No formal
response.

Responder
Thomas Dow

Taylor
Ricketts

CITY OF TOPEKA
ADA Advisory Council
215 SE 7th St
Topeka, KS 66603
http://www.topeka.org/ada

Marijo Mastroianni, Chairperson
Email: traincrazy@cox.net

May 15, 2017
Metropolitan Topeka Planning Organization (MTPO)
620 SE Madison, 3rd Fl.
Topeka, Ks. 66607
Dear MTPO Members:
On behalf of the Americans with Disabilities Act Advisory Council for the City of Topeka, we
wanted to thank you for your hard work in crafting the Futures 2040 Plan. We support the
proposed plan’s focus on preserving the existing road network and the emphasis on Complete
Streets policies that incorporate consideration for all motorized, non-motorized users, and transit
patrons
Projects that improve access and mobility, whether in Topeka or Shawnee County, enhance the
quality of life for all residents despite challenges that many encounter on a daily basis. In
addition, increased safety and economic development are a welcome and needed benefit derived
by preserving our existing infrastructure and improving access and mobility.
The ADA Advisory Council applauds and supports your efforts to improve the community for all
residents.
Respectfully,
Marijo Mastroianni
Chair, Topeka ADA Advisory Council

ONE COMMENT ON TRANSPORTATION AND PARKS IMPROVEMENT
ON RIVERFRONT SOUTH OF KANSAS RIVER
Response by Thomas Dow: Many of the active transportation improvements suggested were included in
the Topeka Bikeway Master Plan and are included on the funded project list for Futures2040.

From: Michael T. Wilson [mailto:mtw@ao.design]
Sent: Thursday, May 11, 2017 8:16 AM
To: Carlton Scroggins
Subject: Topeka LRP
Carlton,
Good talking to you last week and thank you for attending our celebration! Attached is an aireal
of the south side of the river area. What I would like to see north of Crane and south of the river.
1.

A walking trail as indicated in yellow.

2.

Allow walking on the top of the dyke.

3.

Most of the path is on City sidewalks.

4.

Improve a path west of Topeka Blvd form the dyke to First St.

5.
Parking under the bridge on the east or in the area of the current police impound lot.
(relocate it).
6.
Create the beginnings of a longer trail that contiues along the river to the west – ultimately
tying into the Kanza Park trail at 2nd and MacVicar – and long-long range connecting to the
Menninger Trail system.
7.

Provide a few benches or small tables along the route.

8.

Provide a playground and picnic area in the impound lot area in blue.

9.
Create a display board story about the Kansas River in the picnic area – or some other
story not duplicated on the north river park area.
10. Consider providing a low impact sporting event space in the small park area we currently
do not have in town – botchy ball or similar activity.
11. Possibly consider this area a location for skateboarding park
12. Primary goal is to: invite pedestrians to the area; allow visual access to view the river closer
up than at driving speed over the bridge (I am not suggesting we allow access to the river);
bring life to the area and create the beginnings of a longer trail in the future.
13. All the above can be executed without large dollars utilizing existing publicly owned land
and existing sidewalks while creating a space unlike any others in Topeka for citizens to enjoy.
I would be happy to visit further about this at your convenience.

Thank you.
mtw

Michael T. Wilson, AIA, LEED AP
Architect / Founding Partner
Architect One
906 S Kansas Ave, Ste 200
Topeka, Kansas 66612
T: 785.271.7010 ext 101
C: 785.224.5262
F: 785.271.7020

THREE COMMENTS ON THE INTERCHANGE IN SE TOPEKA ON KANSAS
TURNPIKE
From email dated 5/25/17 from Bill Fiander to Thomas Dow and Carlton Scroggins
Here is my (Bill Fiander) response to Ledbetter and Phillips
The estimated cost of designing and constructing is estimated to be $16-$21 million. This project is not
committed for funding in the 2040 Plan due to its cost and the higher priority given by the community
towards system preservation and active transportation. The City of Topeka currently only funds $9
million annually in CIP projects for the entire city while KTA has indicated the project’s revenue stream
does not cover their capital investment. Since the project would fall within economic development
priorities of the 2040 Plan, a more likely scenario for funding would be through local efforts to seek a
grant at the federal DOT level (e.g., TIGER) using local/state funds as a match. The City currently has set
aside $500k in their CIP (2022) which could be used to further design of the project for a potential grant
opportunity.

From: bettyphillips2@cox.net [mailto:bettyphillips2@cox.net]
Sent: Saturday, May 06, 2017 10:06 AM
To: Carlton Scroggins
Cc: Joe Ledbetter; Nellie Hogan
Subject: Fwd: Public Comment

I have to add another comment and that is to point out that there was was overwhelming
support of your survey questions (in red below) that indicate people want projects that
promote economic development and the revitalization of existing neighborhoods and business
districts and the improvement of lower-income neighborhoods, which this $17 million project
would clearly accomplish.
I hope a funding mechanism was pursued that included the federal, state, city and county
governments and even businesses as partners in the project.

How important is it to use transportation investments...
Not
Somewhat
Important Important
To encourage redevelopment and
revitalization of existing
99
183
neighborhoods and business
districts?
To promote economic
45
150
development?
To beautify Topeka?

Important

Very
Extremely
Important Important

Count

235

110

82

707

218

157

135

710

140

709

213

201

87

215

196

179

706

85

200

189

217

705
705
69

114
42

To improve disadvantaged (i.e. lowincome and minority)
30
neighborhoods?
To protect the environment?
15
answered question
skipped question

Betty Phillips

--------------------------------------Begin forwarded message:

From: "bettyphillips2@cox.net" <bettyphillips2@cox.net>
Subject: Fwd: Public Comment
Date: May 5, 2017 11:24:50 AM CDT
To: Carlton Scroggins <cscroggins@topeka.org>
Bcc: Joe Ledbetter <joe_ledbetter@yahoo.com>

If the bill mentioned below passes, someone can lobby for $17 million of the $24 million no
longer needed and bring back vitality to California Crossing, beside encouraging more
businesses to invest that will provide jobs and expand the tax base to benefit all Topekans.
Certainly the $220,000 expended to provide the 2040 updating report should include some
lobbying time so some of the principles of the Report, also noted below, can be supported.
Instead of so many East Topeka residents driving to Lawrence, the goal should be to attract
Lawrence residents to shop and visit Topeka, including Lake Shawnee, which was named the
Best Place to Visit in Kansas by travel website Expedia. (A Lawrence lady told us she comes to
Topeka several times a week just to visit Ensley Gardens.)
A way for travelers to take the off-ramp easily and visit the lake should, alone, be beneficial to
Topeka and its restaurants, etc. Families don't generally like to take side trips that require
much time and effort meandering around trying to find an attraction and some attractions
would already include Walmart, Dillons and a lake where you can rent paddle boats, etc., and
picnic. It's certainly an off-ramp we would have taken when we were traveling, whether to see
the Tinman Triathlon (37th this year), Duck fund raiser, sculling boat races, 4th of July events,
hot air balloons, Shawnee County Allied Tribes Intertribal Pow Wow, etc.

Betty Phillips

Excerpts from the 2040 report:
II. Executive Summary a. Trends
The Background Chapter describes trends that help frame this update. These trends provide an
important snapshot of the issues that are influencing Topeka’s growth pattern. The following is a
summary of the trends identified in the Background Chapter:

Population Leakage
There are a lower proportion of residents to share the cost of services through property taxes.
Low Density Sprawl
It is more costly to provide services to a low density sprawl land use pattern.
Unbalanced Investment
There is lower investments in older areas of the city where most needed.
Unplanned Growth
Plat rules and utility extensions exacerbate urban sprawl putting development ahead of full City service
package.
These trends’ trajectories are not fiscally sustainable for the City of Topeka. Topeka must make
changes to reverse these trends in order to become a more prosperous community and develop a
sustainable fiscal model.
b. Vision
Future growth for Topeka should be:
Fiscally Responsible
o Cost‐effective with all 5 city services
o Make development decisions that don’t fiscally harm the City and its residents.
Sustainable
o Compact pattern that economically benefits existing population without compromising future needs
o Make choices that are long‐lasting and benefit the most people.
Planned
o Consider many factors and impacts when making land use decisions.
o Ensure development follows public investments that align with the overall goals of this
Plan.
c. Pillars for a Prosperous Community

This update seeks to direct and encourage quality urban growth by promoting the
following Pillars – a.k.a Policies – of a prosperous community:
•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Compact Development
Maintain an efficient shape and footprint at urban densities rather than a low density sprawl or
linear pattern.
Invest in Place/Add Value Where We Are
Fiscally responsible growth happens where Topeka has already invested. Grow value in Topeka’s
existing neighborhoods with strategic investments and incentives.
Return on Investment
Topeka’s infrastructure and service investments are down payments for the future. It is
imperative to develop those areas with existing investments at a level that seeks the greatest
return on those initial investments.
Urban Development Follows Infrastructure and Happens Inside the City
Land use decisions should be made after an area is annexed and investments in infrastructure
and services have been made.
Connected, Mixed Use, Walkable Neighborhoods
Mixing together residential, commercial, and jobs, along with open space and other amenities is
to provide a balanced mix of land uses in an efficient and compact pattern. Connected and
walkable neighborhoods promote a compact shape and are an amenity for retaining and
attracting residents.
Focus on Making Topeka a Place People Want to Live First
Job seekers often pick a city to live before picking a job. Topeka should be a place where people
want to live first.
Transportation/Housing Choices
Offering complete streets and multi‐modal options are important elements for the livability of
our community and extending the capacity of our street system. Neighborhoods shouldn’t only
be low density single‐family. There should be a range of housing types built throughout the
community.
Economic Diversity
A diverse economy will help weather economic downturns. Look beyond the traditional large
fringe‐located manufacturing business to support building up small businesses and
entrepreneurs from within Topeka.
These pillars of a prosperous community are intended to ensure that new growth consists of a
range of uses and a density that promotes fiscally responsible growth, and that they position the
city to attract future population and business generators who will sustain a healthy fiscal model.
They should insure that the community invests in place as the preferred priority and should not
seek to limit new growth, but to direct growth where the City’s services are or where the City
can expand service delivery in the most cost‐effective manner.
1. e. Measurables

Progress, or lack thereof, should be measurable in the future. How will the following
questions be answered the next time this Plan is updated?
1. Is Topeka growing and capturing a greater percentage of population relative to
Shawnee County?
2. Is Topeka developing in a more compact and higher density land use pattern?
3. Is Topeka investing more within older areas of the city? Is Neighborhood Health
improving?

--------------------------------------Kansas lawmakers advance bill to keep guns out of hospitals

By Associated PressPublished: May 4, 2017, 7:38 pm
TOPEKA, Kan. (AP) — Kansas legislators have advanced a proposal to keep concealed guns
out of hospitals, mental health centers and nursing homes after June.
The Senate Ways and Means Committee approved a bill Thursday that would give the facilities
a permanent exemption from a 2013 gun-rights law.
That law said people must be allowed to bring concealed guns into public buildings that don’t
have extra security including guards and metal detectors. Universities, state and public
hospitals, mental health centers and nursing homes received a four-year exemption expiring
July 1.
The committee’s voice vote sends the measure to the Senate for debate.
Gun-rights advocates previously blocked such proposals. But Gov. Sam Brownback last month
proposed spending $24 million over two years on extra security at state hospitals for the
mentally ill and developmentally disabled.

From: "bettyphillips2@cox.net" <bettyphillips2@cox.net>
Subject: Re: Public Comment
Date: May 4, 2017 11:18:55 AM CDT
To: Carlton Scroggins <cscroggins@Topeka.org>
Bcc: Joe Ledbetter <joe_ledbetter@yahoo.com>

It's clear that attracting commerce to the east side of Topeka isn't a high priority or even a
medium one. The abandoned shopping center California Acres at 29th and California is an
example of how much that part of Topeka is neglected and now it's been decided it's to
continue being neglected.
I was told the problem is finding the funding for the project. Changing the below-mentioned
foolish and wasteful law with one phrase or sentence would save far more than is
needed. Perhaps Transportation Planning should have its own lobbyist.

--------------------------------------If Kansas Gov. Sam Brownback now thinks that guns shouldn’t be allowed in state mental hospitals,
that exemption should have been added in the first place. TOM DOLPHENS THE STAR
MAY 03, 2017 6:15 PM
Editorial: Guns do not belong in state psychiatric hospitals

By The Kansas City Star editorial board

First, Kansas lawmakers passed legislation that will allow guns in state psychiatric hospitals.
Now they expect taxpayers to cover the bill for keeping guns out of those same hospitals.
Changing course isn’t cheap. The anticipated costs so far: $12.5 million for metal detectors and
other security measures, and another $11.7 million next year and every year going forward to
pay armed guards to secure state hospitals in Larned and Osawatomie and two locations for the
developmentally disabled. Not included are costs for securing the state’s 26 community mental
health centers.
If only legislators would have considered the consequences of allowing concealed weapons in
public hospitals before they passed this law in 2013. Now, some appear hesitant to follow
through. But they’re not willing to admit they overreached and amend the statute.Kansas Gov.
Sam Brownback last week requested $24 million to outfit the four facilities with metal detectors
and trained guards. The governor is right to want to keep guns out of state hospitals. But
wouldn’t it have been easier to not enact the law in the first place?

If Brownback and lawmakers agree that guns shouldn’t be allowed in state psychiatric hospitals,
an exemption should be carved out. Other states have done that. Why not Kansas?

--------------------------------------On May 4, 2017, at 10:14 AM, Carlton Scroggins <cscroggins@Topeka.org> wrote:
Yes it is.
Carlton Scroggins, AICP
Transportation Planning Manager, Planner III
Ph. # 785-368-3014
Fax: 785-368-2535
Email: cscroggins@topeka.org

-------------------------------------------Original Message----From: bettyphillips2@cox.net [mailto:bettyphillips2@cox.net]
Sent: Wednesday, May 03, 2017 6:50 PM
To: Carlton Scroggins
Cc: Joe Ledbetter
Subject: Public Comment
Is this the address I send a public comment to on the 2040 Topeka Regional Transportation Plan; that is,
to you?

From: Joseph Ledbetter [mailto:joe@ltlawtopeka.com]
Sent: Friday, May 05, 2017 9:48 AM
To: Bill Fiander
Cc: Brenda Younger
Subject: Public comment on 2040/ Please place my commentary in the Public Comment for the 2040

$1.8 proposed spending and we can’t find $17 million for economic development on the SE side of
Topeka/ Shawnee County? Why not. I propose we do it by cutting design costs from over spending
on road repairs/widening of 20% and cap at 10% and stop hiring consultants on small projects and
have existing staff do the work. Savings> MILLIONS.
Also, actually lobby KDOT and KTA to get a match. You don’t win, by giving up at the beginning. I
also was NOT impressed that the “consultant” did not know the cost of the KTA interchange, or his
attitude.
Thank you.

Joseph R. Ledbetter, Attorney at Law
Law Office
1734 SW Van Buren St
Topeka, KS 66612
(785) 232-3700 Phone
(785) 232-3701 Fax

www.josephledbetter.com
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Topeka Long Range Transportation Plan
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Summary of Stakeholder Group Meetings

Meeting Attendees:

See p.6

Comments, additions, or corrections to this memo should be communicated in writing to RDG Planning & Design within seven (7) days of receipt.
If no comments are received within that period, this memo will be assumed accurate and filed as part of the permanent record for this project.

Discussion:
This memorandum summarizes the items discussed during the following meetings:
July 7, 2016: Economic Development, Business Districts, American with Disabilities Act, Airport, and Local Streets Focus Groups
July 8, 2016: Public Safety, State Highways, Airport, and Heartland Visioning Focus Groups
July 11 and 25, 2016: Transit Focus Groups
July 28, 2016: JUMP Group
For attendees, see sign-in sheets. Themes that were discussed at these meetings include:
GENERAL
1) Good transportation plans are developed, but need better implementation
a) Currently making progress
b) Performance measures will identify what should change (KDOT’s are in the draft stage)
c) Preservation is a top priority and “Complete Streets” are important.
2) Social equity can be an issue in Southeast Topeka – “not good enough” for roundabouts
3) KDOT/KTA partner with the City on projects; local funding will be needed for future major proje cts
4) Connected/Autonomous Vehicles will greatly impact transportation needs, as will ride sharing services
5) There are transportation issues beyond the MPO planning boundary
a) County and City policies and plans should be consistent
b) Topeka needs meaningful connections to smaller cities
6) Awareness: Many are not aware of alternative transportation options (buses, bike routes, services, etc.) ; need higher
visibility and more diverse advertising (choice riders, elderly, obese, etc.)
MAINTENANCE
1) General street, sidewalk, and bike trail maintenance needs to be a top priority.
2) City streets, especially local streets, are in poor condition
a) Too many potholes gives a poor impression to visitors
b) Some neighborhoods and roads are not seeing adequate investment
i) Oakwood, an elderly community, and South Topeka Blvd. are not in very good shape
ii) Frontage roads E. of Kansas Ave. need repair

3)
4)

5)
6)

c) Need to spreading word of “Pot Hole” Hotline
d) South to Osage County there are wash out areas; could be solved with chip and seal
Population has not continued much growth; road revenues have remained stagnant
Need more funding for the amount of maintenance required or it will result in deferred maintenance
a) County is having issues maintaining proper funding; City needs $50 million/year but only had $37 million last year
b) Sales tax is provides some funding ($13 million), but may not come in fast enough
c) More work than current City and County crews can do
i) County paving crews are kept very busy and City staff overcapacity doing mill and overlay work on local streets
City is currently working on a pavement management plan
Kansas Avenue improvement Downtown is great

ACCESS, CONGESTION, AND IMPROVEMENT
1) Easy to get to Topeka, but mobility within the city can be an issue
a) North Topeka: generally hard to get to by car
i) the Topeka Blvd. and Kansas Ave. Bridges are congested during the pm peak period
ii) No left turn lane northbound Kansas Avenue Bridge at NE Laurent St.
b) Southeast Topeka: Needs new interchange on I-335 near 29th and California Avenue
c) Lack good transportation (transit/taxi) connections from Topeka Regional Airport to the city
d) Intersection operation/capacity is a higher importance than road link capacity: 29 th & Fairlawn is a priority
2) Topeka has “inconvenience,” not true congestion: current street system is adequate for population
a) Over time, will need to grow street capacity to support highway operations
b) Congested areas: 29 th and Fairlawn; I-70 from I-470 to downtown; and Interstate highway service interchanges,
including at Fairlawn and at US-75
c) Need to be more proactive regarding capacity issues at I-70 connections to public streets
3) Shawnee County has a plan for road improvements that is being implemented; currently working on the fringe: Auburn
Road, SW 61th Street, SW Wanamaker, SE Croco Road, and SE 45th Street
4) Potential new improvements:
a) I-70 Polk-Quincy Corridor & US-24 E. of Kansas Ave. are the only current major highway projects; construction is
not currently programmed
b) Willard Bridge across the Kansas River could link to Rossville and connect to US-24
c) A better connection from NB I-335 / EB I-470 to WB I-70 may improve downtown access and relieve Topeka Blvd.
d) A future SW Connector could connect 37th & Gage to 41st & Wanamaker and relieve the 29 th & Fairlawn intersection
(would need to be limited access to limit new sprawl)
e) Croco Rd./Lake/Bettis Center and development between 37 th & 45th may need 5 lanes
f) Two new interchanges on the Turnpike could improve access to underserved areas in the region
g) Need access to the Auburn area from I-335 (Kansas Turnpike)
h) Local interest in new access point on US-24 at Clay Street
i) Alternative connection to Lawrence (in addition to the Turnpike) may be needed
5) The City’s 200+ traffic signals need better timings/coordination along key corridors.
a) The City needs more proactive traffic management (especially on corridors like Wanamaker)
b) Putting out an RFP for new traffic signal management system
6) Truck traffic needs to better fit within regular traffic or should be re-routed like it was along N. Kansas Ave. through
NOTO; currently the ramp that serves the Great Overland Station needs it
7) Review policies: number of lanes for different streets, pavement lane widths (balance roadway functions)
8) KTA study of south toll plaza/interchange: $100 million to construct the ultimate design
a) Bridges over Topeka Boulevard and the south toll plaza will be improved in 2017
b) “Open road” tolling: KTA East Terminal in 2017 and East Topeka in 2018
9) See Transit Section for discussions of access to transit
SAFETY
1) Roadway safety
a) Needs more proactive analysis, including of high accident corridors to reduce issues.
b) Need to address traffic light issues to reduce accidents on Wanamaker
c) Need to look at lighting issue at casino to avoid T-bone wrecks
2) I-70 through downtown needs some changes

a)

3)
4)
5)
6)
7)

Replacing the I-70 Polk-Quincy Viaduct is important due to its age and safety concerns; currently not funded but
design is through the field check stage
b) Ramp for Danbury Lane creates some weaving issues with SB US-75 traffic merging onto WB I-70; consider
modifications when Fairlawn Rd. interchange is reconstructed in the future, possibly to a one ramp interchange
c) The curve on I-70 near 3rd Street can be dangerous
Bicycles: US-75 over the Kansas River is only place to cross the river W. of Topeka Blvd. causing some safety concerns
about bikes riding alongside traffic; Bicyclists use KDOT property from Gage Blvd. to US-75.
Roundabouts are considered good intersection design and their use is to be encouraged
Responders would like to see traffic patterns/ accidents/issues via monitors during deployment.
Need to look at N. 46 th: Trucks at quarry are coming out and hitting windshields with debris
Trail access is limited for medical and assault response; need to coordinate access points

ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION
1) Topeka is spread out (low density dev’t); makes worthwhile bike/ped facilities expensive and general walkability low
2) Good current City Bicycle and Pedestrian plans
a) Need to look at how the County’s trail plan compares to the City’s
b) Projects need to be implemented by continuing to develop bike and pedestrian facilities
c) Expanded trails increase quality of life and help attract more people to the community
d) Metro Bikes and bike paths have been excellent
3) Proper sidewalks and ramps are critical
a) They can either aid mobility or act a barrier (ADA); Topeka’s are often an issue for the disabled
4) Downtown is now more pedestrian friendly since Kansas Avenue has been narrowed to three lanes.
5) Topeka is a “bronze level” bicycle community, but goal is to move to a “Silver” level
6) Conflicts between bicyclists and disabled pedestrians is an issue – bicyclists don’t seem to see/expect wheelchairs
7) Some sidewalks do not have adequate lighting (Washburn to Gage, Shunga Dr to 21 st)
TRANSIT
1) TMTA has expanded transit service hours, but more is needed to promote/enhance transit, including group coordination
a) Coverage and frequency are both important , but so are extended hours
i) Had to cut hours with loss of JARC funding in 2010, long waits for cabs
ii) Biggest priority from public meeting is service after 10:30-11:00 pm and Sunday service for employment
b) Connect transit service to industrial area jobs, especially for 2 nd and 3rd shift workers at manufacturing businesses
like the Mars plant and employees of the Wanamaker corridor
c) Connecting the Topeka Regional Airport to the city is an issue; need commitment from taxies/shuttle for air service
d) Working on putting together a “medical route” but funding is challenging; recently applied for a FTA grant
e) Need transit service into the county (Montara, Lake Sherwood, employment centers)
f) Commuter line (or inner-city express) from Lawrence to Topeka still a priority.
g) Need to know the transit schedule because one cannot rely on buses every 10 minutes
2) Improve inner city transit links: connect Downtown to NOTO and the Washburn campus; create a downtown shuttle to
connect outlying parking lots with workplaces.
a) Some stops are difficult (6 th & MacVicar, VA Hospital, need to consolidate driveways on arterials to allow stops)
3) Sprawl creates difficulty from a transit standpoint
a) Requests/discussions for transit must happen early in the planning process when constructing new/satellite offices
(Stormont Vail and Social Security Office both built in the County, inaccessible to transit)
b) Infill would ensure transit service can still get to new businesses and offices – there are lots of abandoned buildings
c) Need to be able to make a “1-hour pulse” and bus pullouts are needed so stops do not hold up auto traffic
4) Transportation is an issue for persons with disabilities, but TMTA is making improvements
a) Weather impacts the ability of the disabled to use fixed route transit, as does lack of sidewalks to stops
b) Service is an issue for those wanting to age in place; need more service from rural to urban areas and to the west
c) Paratransit prioritizes work and medical trips, but needs service to allow for social trips
d) Every bus has a lift, drivers are trained, and paratransit is available
e) Goal of having every transit stop ADA accessible within 3 years with help of City; need to align City’s 10-year
sidewalk plan with TMTA’s 3-year ADA plan, coordinate with Public Works/Planning to extend sidewalks
f) Currently transitioning paratransit riders to transit to increase mobility and reduce overhead costs
5) Transit needs more funding; 90% TARC clients use transit; concerned with flat operational budget and insufficient
funding for replacement vehicles; City has a Complete Streets Fund

6)
7)

8)

Ridership had trended downward following service contraction caused by budget reductions but has stabilized
a) Special/subsidized fares for high school students, Washburn students, faculty, and staff, low income persons, etc.
b) Looking to continue expanding, possibly with State of Kansas or choice riders
Facilities
a) Need a Greyhound Station instead of dropping off in parking lot; maybe coordinate with Quincy Street Station
b) West Transfer Center is also needed, possibly near White Lakes Mall; currently the 4 Walmarts are mini-hubs
c) TMTA connects to the AMTRAK station
Using technology for catching buses is in long term vision (ex. Automatic Vehicle Location is being added)

AIR SERVICE
1) The Chamber supports attracting air service, a relatively new position
2) No freight and air Guard comprises half of the operations; Topeka Regional Airport serves Fort Riley troop movements
3) Most civilian pilots use Billard Airport, but trying to bring air service to Topeka Regional Airport
a) Terminal has been remodeled and is ready to support new service
b) Runway pavement will be replaced over the next 2-3 years and should be in good shape for the next 40 years
c) Contains the longest runway in Kansas (runway 13-31) and can handle any type of aircraft
4) New airline is considering Topeka; Partner has asked for market study
a) Should provide better performance than the last carrier’s 24% on-time performance
b) Need City/County/State/businesses to sign contracts committing a percentage of business with airline
c) Need to ensure better connectivity from airport to city (reliable taxies or a shuttle) - opportunity for Metro Transit.
5) Ongoing need to fight the perception that air service is not needed: Topeka area should be able to easily support 90,000
enplanements a year and provide a $100 million impact to the community
a) FAA funding for capital improvements - $150,000 per year + discretionary funding for major projects
b) MTAA owns 500 acres and 70 buildings (90% are occupied)
6) Convenience of using Topeka Regional terminal: $127 million currently spent by Topeka area residents at KCI; travelers
would save over an hour of driving each way and only pay $5 for parking
AESTHETICS/IMPRESSIONS/WAYFINDING
1) Road gateways to the city give visitors a poor first impression
a) Look of streets, highways, and some businesses because of lack of cleanliness or low appeal
b) Making these more attractive this opens up economic development opportunities
c) Topeka Blvd. corridor (especially South Topeka Blvd.) needs some work
i) The street portion could be improved, but the land uses along it are unflattering
ii) Railroad bridge over Topeka is old; replacement would improve aesthetics
iii) Possibly direct people down 57 th to Hwy 75 and create a “gateway” project there?
2) Connections from highways to city streets look unkempt.
3) Kansas Avenue Bridge is unattractive compared to the Topeka Boulevard Bridge.
4) Need better signing system to help visitors navigate
a) New plan is good, but needs to be implemented and maintained
b) Visitors have an especially hard time finding NOTO
BUSINESS AND DEVELOPMENT
1) Sprawl development to the southwest has negatively impacted other areas of the city
a) Need to prioritize infill development
2) The City already has several development areas with economic development opportunities
a) K-4 is a good road that could support development within the City
i) important improvements are designed but currently not funded for construction
b) Access to 29th & Interchange has potential but abandoned buildings are an eyesore.
c) Growth could happen from Croco to Wanamaker
d) US-24 is a developing corridor but Interchange at Topeka Boulevard is still an old design
e) New access point at California & turnpike may promote economic dev’t
f) Meriden Road north of US-24 is important
g) 2006 KTA study of a potential interchange near Auburn, but this may not match land use goals regarding sprawl
h) 2015 KTA study of a potential interchange near 29 th & California; would require City partnership to fund but could
help redevelop the area
3) Street system needs to be able to accommodate growth

4)
5)
6)
7)
8)

Transit is important for lower wage workers, especially in employment centers in the County; currently timing does not
work with 2nd shift workers
Topeka does not have a major truck stop and is losing out on revenue
Better communication between businesses and the City about street construction will help them plan for lost revenues
Commercial air service needs to be part of the transportation picture to help Topeka grow
A number of rundown businesses are located along South Topeka Boulevard

Thomas Dow/Kirk Lehmann
Enclosure: Sign In Sheets
cc:

MTPO staff and Topeka LRTP Steering Committee

Topeka Long Range Transportation Plan Stakeholder Groups
7-7-2016, 7-8-2016, 7-11-2016, and 7-28-2016

I.

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT (Chamber of Commerce, Go Topeka, Visit Topeka):
Matt Pivarnik, Curtis Sneden, Brett Oetting

II.

BUSINESS DISTRICTS: John Hunter, Jennifer Kirme, Vince Frye

III.

ADA GROUPS: Shelby Fry, Mike Oxford, and Hal Gardner (DTI/NOTO)

IV.

LOCAL STREETS AND ROADS: Jason Peek - Topeka Public Works, Tom Vlach
(Shawnee County Public Works)

V.

PUBLIC SAFETY/FIRST RESPONDERS: Nelson Casteel, Kevin Flory, Kenton
Lewis, Kris Kramer, Scott King

VI.

STATE HIGHWAYS (KDOT, KTA): Steve Baalman, Scott King, Mike Moriarty, David
Jacobson

VII.

AIRPORT (MTAA): Eric Johnson

VIII.

TRANSIT (MPO, SNEM, TMTA, E. Topeka Senior Center): Carlton Scroggins,
Nelson Casteel, Pamela Reeden, Al Bradley, Susan Duffy, Annie Spencer

IX.

TRANSIT TOUR (TMTA): Susan Duffy, Patrick Blankenship

X.

JUMP: Lenora Douglas, Latricia Kearse, Joyce Revely, Rochelle King, Eve Kendall,
Ray Robinson, Deborah Vance, Pam Ensley, Ray Berry, George Pennington, Carol
Babcock, Sharon McGuire, Lenora Kinzie, Anne Martinez, Lloyd Becker, Roberta
Wirth, Roger Neufeld-Smith, Ernestine Adams, Olga Hennessey, Lorna Boden, Jane
Williams, Stan McAdoo, Janet Nyfeler, and Shanae Elem

Topeka Regional Transportation Plan Survey Results
October 2016 – 775 Responses
Please rank the importance of spending money available to the region on the following eight items with 1 being most
important and 8 being least important.
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
Ave.
Count
Beautifying the Right-of-Way (e.g.,
208
142
85
68
56
43
26
32
5.98
660
landscaping, burying overhead lines, etc.)
Traffic Calming (e.g., roundabouts, speed
97
117
104
107
91
71
47
12
5.32
646
humps/tables, narrowed lanes,
consolidating commercial driveways on
major streets, etc.)
New bicycle facilities (e.g., bike lanes, trails)
120
113
97
66
51
70
59
52
5.17
628
New or widened streets
101
68
84
67
90
94
103
37
4.67
644
New transit services (e.g., new routes,
68
62
87
80
93
93
69
83
4.37
635
longer hours of service, reduced time
between buses)
New pedestrian facilities (e.g., sidewalks,
17
58
91
98
105
95
115
34
4.15
613
bridges)
Improved Intersections (e.g., adding turn
7
42
60
115
113
127
138
28
3.84
630
lanes, adding pedestrian crossing signals,
adding traffic signals, etc.)
Maintenance of existing transportation
10
8
14
29
40
49
80
394
1.96
624
facilities (e.g., streets, bridges, sidewalks,
trails, etc.)
answered question
705
skipped question
69

Rank of Improvements
Maintenance of existing transportation facilities (e.g., streets, bridges,
sidewalks, trails, etc.)
Improved Intersections (e.g., adding turn lanes, adding pedestrian
crossing signals, adding traffic signals, etc.)
New pedestrian facilities (e.g., sidewalks, bridges)
New transit services (e.g., new routes, longer hours of service, reduced
time between buses)
New or widened streets

New bicycle facilities (e.g., bike lanes, trails)
Traffic Calming (e.g., roundabouts, speed humps/tables, narrowed
lanes, consolidating commercial driveways on major streets, etc.)
Beautifying the Right-of-Way (e.g., landscaping, burying overhead lines,
etc.)
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How important are the following improvements?
Not
Important
More bike lanes and/or protected bike
lanes
More bicycle and/or pedestrian trails (e.g.
the Shunga Trail and the Landon Trail)
Widen major roads
More frequent bus service
More sidewalks
Improve timing of traffic signals
Intersection improvements with pedestrian
accommodations
Maintenance of existing transportation
facilities (e.g., streets, bridges, sidewalks,
trails, etc.)

Somewhat Important
Important

Very
Important

Extremely
Important

Count

130

172

167

112

129

710

110

178

164

132

126

710

91
77
32
28
15

133
145
123
90
88

230
201
226
222
238

160
147
183
211
221

98
133
144
158
151

712
703
708
709
713

5

26

104

165

415

715

answered question
skipped question

716
58

Importance of Improvements
Maintenance of existing transportation facilities (e.g., streets, bridges,
sidewalks, trails, etc.)
Intersection improvements with pedestrian accommodations
Improve timing of traffic signals
More sidewalks
More frequent bus service
Widen major roads
More bicycle and/or pedestrian trails (e.g. the Shunga Trail and the
Landon Trail)
More bike lanes and/or protected bike lanes
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How important is it to use transportation investments…
Not
Important
To encourage redevelopment and
revitalization of existing neighborhoods
and business districts?
To promote economic development?
To beautify Topeka?
To improve disadvantaged (i.e. low-income
and minority) neighborhoods?
To protect the environment?

Somewhat Important
Important

Very
Important

Extremely
Important

Count

99

183

235

110

82

707

45
42
30

150
114
87

218
213
215

157
201
196

135
140
179

710
709
706

15

85

200

189
217
answered question
skipped question

705
705
69

Importance of Transportation Investment Purposes
To protect the environment?

To improve disadvantaged (i.e. low-income and minority)
neighborhoods?

To beautify Topeka?

To promote economic development?

To encourage redevelopment and revitalization of existing
neighborhoods and business districts?
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What is the single most important transportation project that needs to be completed in the Topeka area in the next
several years? [This was an open comment question. Responses have been organized by topics]

Street Maintenance
Bicycles
Public Transportation
Pedestrians
Congestion/Street Widening
Unspecified Road Projects
Safety
Miscellaneous
Light Timing
New Projects
Highway/Road Access
Gateways/Aesthetics

Only Topic Mentioned in
Comment
135
33
60
20
18
36
20
26
7
12
11
4

Mentioned in conjunction
Total Mentions
with another topic
35
170
50
83
17
77
57
77
28
46
0
36
15
35
1
27
16
23
10
22
8
19
11
15
Total Comments
493

Responses by Category
Street Maintenance
Bicycles
Pedestrians
Public Transportation
Congestion/Street Widening
Unspecified Road Projects
Safety
Miscellaneous
Light Timing
New Projects
Highway/Road Access
Gateways/Aesthetics
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Demographic Characteristics: Shawnee County 2010 Census vs. Respondents
With which race(s) do you identify?
2010 Census
Asian or Pacific Islander
American Indian or Alaskan Native
Some Other Race
Black or African American
White

1.3%
1.2%
7.7%
8.6%
81.2%

Response
Percent

Response
Count

1.3%
3.7%
4.1%
8.9%
85.0%
answered question
skipped question

9
26
29
63
600
706
68
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White

85.0%

Black or African American
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4.1%
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3.7%
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Survey

Do you identify as Hispanic or Latino?
Answer Options

2010 Census

Yes
No

10.2%
89.8%

Response
Percent

Response
Count

5.1%
94.9%
answered question
skipped question

36
670
706
68

Hispanic Or Latino Origin
no

94.9%

yes

5.1%
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60%
Survey

70%

80%
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100%

What is your highest level of education?
2010 Census
Some High School
High School Diploma or GED
Associate's/Technical School Graduate
Bachelor's Degree
Master's or Professional Degree
Doctoral Degree

7.1%
27.4%
34.0%
21.0%
7.6%
2.9%

Response
Percent

Response
Count

2.8%
18.1%
18.8%
36.6%
18.5%
5.4%
answered question
skipped question

20
131
136
265
134
39
725
49

Highest Level of Education
Doctoral Degree

5.4%

Master's or Professional Degree

18.5%

Bachelor's Degree

36.6%

Associate's/Technical Degree

18.8%

High School Diploma or GED
Some High School

18.1%
2.8%
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Survey

What is the total annual income of your household? (i.e. the sum of earnings of all members of
your household)
2010 Census
Response
Response
Percent
Count
Less than $15,000
$15,000 to $34,999
$35,000 to $49,000
$50,000 to $74,999
$75,000 to $99,999
Over $100,000

13.4%
23.6%
15.4%
19.9%
11.7%
16.0%

9.3%
15.7%
14.0%
22.3%
14.6%
24.3%
answered question
skipped question

65
110
98
156
102
170
701
73

35.0%

40.0%

Household Income
Over $100,000

24.3%

$75,000 to $99,999

14.6%

$50,000 to $74,999

22.3%

$35,000 to $49,000

14.0%

$15,000 to $34,999

15.7%

Less than $15,000

9.3%

0.0%

5.0%

10.0%

15.0%
2010 ACS SC

20.0%

25.0%

30.0%

Survey

What is your age group?
2010 Census
18 to 21
22 to 34
35 to 44
45 to 54
55 to 64
65 or more

8.0%
4.1%
19.2%
23.6%
21.4%
23.7%

Response
Percent

Response
Count

1.8%
17.4%
17.0%
17.7%
25.7%
20.3%
answered question
skipped question

13
127
124
129
187
148
728
46

Age Group
65 or more

20.3%

55 to 64

25.7%

45 to 54

17.7%

35 to 44

17.0%

22 to 34
18 to 21

17.4%
1.8%

0.0%

5.0%

10.0%

15.0%
2010 ACS SC

Survey

20.0%

25.0%

30.0%

Other Characteristics

How many people live in your household?
What is the number of cars in your household?
What is the number of bicycles in your household?

Response Average
Response Count
2.97
714
2.03
712
1.92
707
answered question
721
skipped question
53

Does anyone in your household regularly purchase 10-ride card or 31-day passes for Topeka
Metro Transit?
Response Percent
Response Count
Yes
10.3%
75
No
89.7%
654
answered question
729
skipped question
45
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Topeka Long Range Transportation Plan

Subject:

Summary of Public Open House and Neighborhood Meetings

Meeting Attendees:

See end of this memo
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Comments, additions, or corrections to this memo should be communicated in writing to RDG Planning & Design within seven (7) days of receipt.
If no comments are received within that period, this memo will be assumed accurate and filed as part of the permanent record for this project.

Discussion:
This memorandum summarizes the items discussed during the following meetings:
Public Open House 1: August 18, 2016 from 12:00 pm to 2:00 pm
Public Open House 2: August 18, 2016 from 5:30 pm to 7:30 pm
Neighborhood Meeting Central & South: November 2, 2016 from 5:30 pm to 7:30 pm
Neighborhood Meeting North: November 3, 2016 from 5:30 pm to 7:30 pm
Neighborhood Meeting Southeast: November 9, 2016 from 5:30 pm to 7:30 pm
Neighborhood Meeting Southwest: November 16, 2016 from 5:30 pm to 7:30 pm
For attendees, see sign-in sheets. Themes that were discussed at these meetings include:
SIDEWALKS AND BIKE INFRASTRUCTURE
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

People have trouble using sidewalks on wheelchairs to find a consistent ADA accessible sidewalk and sometimes
sidewalks have been installed without curb cuts, which was a mistake. This happened by Randolph Grade School
on the west side and by Fillmore or Munson (gas company at fault).
5th/Jackson and 6th St sidewalks need a lot of work
Shunga/Fairlawn: needs infill sidewalks, there’s a gap from Gage -> Fairlawn, 21st -> 25th (some streets have
sidewalks on one side)
Please install sidewalks on both sides of Shunga Drive between Gage and Fairlawn. Thank you for consideri ng my
request
Sidepath from Landon -> Indiana along 37th St (too far to go through Highcrest) 2) Bridge from Landon to Betty
Park. Connect directly on west side into High Crest 3) Trail extension – Deer Creek to 29th -> Lake Shawnee
Protection on bridge 75 Highway bridge | side trail on Lyman from Vail to Soldier Creek Trail | Rochester
improvement include complete streets
Issues with bikes on the sidewalks and people walk in the street just because that’s how they do it (not because
sidewalks are bad)
Get the bicycles off the street and out of the way of traffic. I don’t care If you put back on the sidewalk, but bicycles
move too slow. There are also more people riding bikes and nothing has been done to ride in safe places.

9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.

Wheelchair traffic on sidewalks crossing 6 th St at Jackson and Van Buren has too little time for people to cross; 8th
St. by capital too, particularly bad as Green man disappears, issues with people turning too
Sidewalks connecting to bridge on 29th St east (Croco north going to Highland Park before Croco from Sonics
west), Topeka needs sidewalks
Wants more bikes on sidewalks instead of streets
Silver Lake Road: lots of bikes riding, people coming in from out of town, so there may be a need for a bike trail.
Sidepath on 29th St
No shoulders around 41 st St / current bike ways around Lake Sherwood, makes it difficult and dangerous for
bicyclists, need infrastructure to make it safe or divert people to less traveled roads
Extend Shunga trail to Lake Sherwood
Bicycle Facilities – there is a need to cross the turnpike
Need sidewalks on Lyman Road between Trailer Park Vail Street and Logan Elementary
29th/Topeka Sidewalk and Transit Connectivity
Want better sidewalks and walkability, leveled out
No sidewalk from 10th and Wanamaker to Fairlawn; riding a bike in this area is very dangerous!
Connection of Shunga Trail from Current Terminus at 29 th and Fairlawn SW to 37th and beyond

TRANSIT
1.
2.

Bus to Mars and other jobs along South Topeka Boulevard, could just be at shift times so that it’s cheaper
Service is needed along I-70 or US-24 west to Manhattan and East to Lawrence and Kansas City, would be good
for education; Maybe Emporia to Topeka, but it’s a longer commute
3. Paratransit provides an important services and needs to be increased
4. 29th/Croco has a doctor’s office and shopping center; may be worthwhile to have a bus there, people (elderly) in
Colonial Park can’t get to Dr. (Stormont Vail)
5. Transit service to area residential neighborhoods around Mars like Montara Village too
6. Need a N/S bus route in the west, #7 is one now but there is not enough traffic on Gage or Fairlawn. Wanamaker
Express
7. Need Flex Bus service in southeast Topeka – southeast of I-470
8. Need better transit to the NOTO area
9. Extended transit hours
10. Public Transit to 37th and Gage (Wesparke Lane)
MAINTENANCE
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Include fixing the street on Polk between 11 th and 12th
Residents in the south deferred to fixing 29 th and Gage as well as 37th St. it’s time to fix the rollercoaster ride on
Gage between 37th and 45th
Need to preserve existing facilities.
29th has bumps all over, grooves make it tough, seams in the roadways Fairlawn to Wanamaker
Railroad track on Lyman | Taylor from Lyman South to Tracks
Improve railroad crossing by NOTO

SAFETY, TIMING, AND CONGESTION
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

29th and Fairlawn – concerns for congestion and safety
Wanamaker Road is too congested, it’s just as easy to drive to Lawrence for shopping and dining
Auburn at 21st and 29th are dangerous intersections for drivers, may need lights (people fly down Auburn off the
interstate)
Burlingame intersecting with 75 and 470 is difficult to navigate
Lane Street, hard to get north at the “V”, if you sit on the curve and pull out, it can be dangerous
Need to improve signal progression on major streets
Since the state can’t seem to fund major highway projects, I would like to see the less expensive effort to
synchronize traffic lights to speed up traffic flow within I-470 on selected major streets such as Topeka Blvd (northsouth) and 21st St (east-west)
Traffic Signals – timings and coordination need to be improved throughout the city

9. I-70 needs to be improved through downtown – safety concern at 3rd Street curve
10. Traffic is bad on 29th from Gage to Fairlawn, especially at Fairlawn/29th, even for bikes
NEW PROJECTS
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

We need a north-south street through Washburn Tech Area
Get Elevation Parkway on the plan again. It’s been discussed for 20+ years
Don’t add turnpike interchange near 29 th / Cali. Pick something on Urish or Auburn
Southeast KTA Interchange – new interchange would provide a needed connection at 29th on Turnpike and would
support redevelopment; Retail is depressed
Southwest KTA Interchange – a new interchange near Auburn Road should be considered
I-70 through Downtown – project is needed
Southeast KTA Interchange – desire to see this interchange
Connect 37th Street from Fairlawn to Gage – will help 29th and Fairlawn; need a direct link between Gage and
Fairlawn
Do not extend 37th

MISCELLANEOUS
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Transportation Planning and Streets are dramatically improving. Planning process is inclusive and open. Thanks for
the great work
Please keep the existing Gateway signs. They look fine
Sapp Brothers Truck Stop with full restaurant; also truck wash 15 stall located off Lower Silver Lake Rd and NW
17th across from Soccer Fields. This is where 75 and 24 meet; would help address the semi-trucks which are
parking everywhere
Congestion Pricing or ‘time suck’ pricing for upgrading the I-70 area that is congested (may be too expensive
otherwise)
Clean up gateway
29th Corridor from Wanamaker to Gage
Intercity Connectivity in our region between urban centers (Manhattan, Topeka, Lawrence, KC, Emporia) and small
towns and rural areas (Silver Lake, Rossville, etc)
Scenic Byway US-40 from Topeka to Lawrence

Thomas Dow/Kirk Lehmann
Enclosure: Sign In Sheets
cc:

MTPO staff and Topeka LRTP Steering Committee
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Executive Summary
Introduction
The I-70 Polk-Quincy Viaduct Concept Design Study was initiated by the Kansas Department of
Transportation, the City of Topeka, and the Metropolitan Topeka Planning Organization to address
transportation and community issues related to I-70 in and near Downtown Topeka. The study
evaluated the need for, as well as the impacts, benefits, and costs of, transportation improvement
options. The study provided the basis upon which a
recommended alternative was selected.
In Kansas, I-70 is a major trade and travel corridor
that stretches 424 miles from Colorado to Missouri.
Near Downtown Topeka, I-70 currently carries
approximately 40,000 vehicles per day with roughly
12 percent trucks. In addition to serving through
traffic, I-70 is a commuter route for the majority of
the Downtown’s 30,000 to 35,000 employees. I-70
serves four areas of potential development in and
near Downtown.

I-70 through Downtown Topeka, KS

Project History
The I-70 Polk-Quincy Viaduct and the segment of I-70 serving Downtown was designed and built in
the late 1950s/early 1960s. At a length of almost 3,400 feet, the I-70 Polk-Quincy Viaduct spans
from Polk Street on the west to Quincy Street on the east. After 50 years, the condition of the
bridge has deteriorated, traffic volumes have increased, highway design criteria have changed, and
the area around the viaduct is
undergoing new development and
redevelopment.

Study Area Description
The study area for the proposed
improvement of I-70 extends from
the MacVicar Avenue interchange (on
the west) to the Adams
Street/Branner Trafficway
interchange (on the east), a length of
approximately 3.8 miles.

MacVicar Avenue

Adams Street/Branner Trafficway
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Purpose and Need Summary
The purpose of the proposed actions to I-70 is to meet current roadway/bridge design criteria,
improve safety, increase roadway traffic capacity, balance accessibility, and to support economic
development in and near the Downtown area.
Specifically, the project addresses the following needs:
Design: While appropriate for its time, the geometric features of I-70 do not meet current
highway design criteria.
Safety: The design of the current transportation infrastructure results in safety concerns for
motorists entering and exiting I-70, traversing the 3rd Street curve, and crossing the PolkQuincy Viaduct.
Roadway Capacity: Designed in the 1950’s, segments of the highway experience congestion
during peak traffic flow periods.
Accessibility: There are a number of key destinations in or near the I-70 corridor, but these
locations are difficult to reach using the existing systems of ramps. Current connections
between I-70 and city streets are located primarily on the east side of the Downtown area.
No direct connections are provided to the two major north-south arterial streets (Topeka
Boulevard and Kansas Avenue) that connect North Topeka, the Riverfront Area, and
Downtown Topeka.
Economic Development: Improvements to I-70 and its connections to city streets will
support the current development/redevelopment efforts in Downtown Topeka and North
Topeka as well as support proposed developments in the Entertainment District and the
Riverfront area.

I-70 Polk-Quincy Viaduct in Topeka, KS looking south
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Development of Project Goals and Evaluation Criteria
Project goals and evaluation criteria were developed prior to developing potential improvement
alternatives for I-70. These goals and criteria were used in screening a full range of alternatives to
determine three that would be carried forward for detailed analysis.
Project Goals: Based upon the input from the public and stakeholders, the Core Team and the
Project Advisory Committee developed goals for the highway design and the community
connections between I-70 and adjacent land use. The goals are to:
1.

Maintain safe, efficient operation and capacity for interstate trips.

2.

Maintain safe, efficient operation and capacity for local trips.

3.

Meet current geometric design criteria for design speed, shoulder width, ramp lengths, and
interchange spacing.

4.

Meet current bridge design criteria.

5.

Consider facility maintenance issues/costs in the design of new highways, streets, and bridges.

6.

Provide logical/reasonable connections to downtown Topeka, North Topeka, and the Riverfront area.

7.

Consider the needs for modes of transportation other than automobiles and commercial trucks to
cross or access I-70.

8.

Consider urban design elements as part of future I-70 corridor design, including aesthetics, potential
land use, public areas, and the overall connections between land use, city streets, and I-70.

9.

Enhance economic development opportunities in areas near I-70.

10. Stage/phase construction to minimize disruption of traffic flow and to maximize financial feasibility.

Public/Stakeholder Outreach Summary
A significant public and stakeholder outreach effort was a
key part of the I-70 Polk-Quincy Viaduct Concept Design
Study. Outreach efforts included stakeholder interviews,
public meetings, a website, focus group meetings,
presentations to stakeholder groups, and media releases.
Guidance for the study was provided by two groups, the
Core Team and the Project Advisory Committee. The Core
Team included members from the Kansas Department of
Transportation, the City of Topeka, the Metropolitan Topeka Planning Organization, and the Federal
Highway Administration. The project advisory committee (PAC) was an informed group of
stakeholders representing a wide range of community organizations. The PAC was established to
provide input and feedback during the concept design study.
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Development of Alternatives
An iterative process was used to identify and narrow the potential improvement alternatives for I-70
and the Polk-Quincy Viaduct. Two components were analyzed: the alternatives for the horizontal
alignment and the options for the vertical profile.
Alternatives for Horizontal Alignment: Initial definitions for a range of alternatives were
developed and are shown below. Seventeen preliminary alternatives were identified based
upon the initial definitions. The Core Team and Project Advisory Committee developed a set of
evaluation criteria that were used to narrow the potential alternatives to three that were carried
forward for more detailed analysis.
The three alternatives were presented to the public and stakeholders for comment. Based upon
the comments received, each of the alternatives was revised to include access to and from 6th
Avenue. The three revised alternatives were further analyzed and a preferred alternative was
recommended.
Initial Definitions of Concept Alternatives
o No Build Alternative – develop a continued maintenance program for the I-70 Polk-Quincy
Viaduct and adjacent segments of I-70. This alternative should include ITS applications to
enhance safety at the 3rd Street Curve.
o Replace “In Kind” – reconstruct the viaduct on its current alignment with no widening for
shoulders and minimal changes to other geometric features. Relocating the 3rd Street ramps
to 4th Street would be considered. This alternative should include ITS applications to enhance
safety at the 3rd Street Curve.
o Reconstruct I-70 on its existing alignment including capacity and other roadway geometric
improvements. This alternative should include ITS applications to enhance safety at the 3rd
Street Curve.
o Re-align I-70 and include increased capacity for traffic flow, roadway geometric improvements
including the 3rd Street curve, and access improvements. Both a new viaduct and belowgrade options should be explored for the section between Topeka Boulevard and Kansas
Avenue.

Revised Alternatives: Each of the three alternatives was revised to include a connection to
6th Avenue.
Alternative #1 Revised provides three interchanges that serve the Downtown area. The first
interchange serves the north side of the Downtown area, with ramps that connect I-70 to
Topeka Boulevard and Kansas Avenue. The second services the northeast side of Downtown
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with ramps that connect I-70 to Madison and Monroe Streets at 4th Street and 6th Avenue. An
existing partial interchange serves 10th Avenue to access Downtown Topeka from I-70 to the
east.
Alternative #2 Revised provides three interchanges that serve the Downtown area. The first
interchange serves the north side of the Downtown area, with ramps that connect I-70 to
Topeka Boulevard and Kansas Avenue. The second services the northeast side of Downtown
with ramps that connect I-70 to Madison and Monroe Streets at 4th Street and 6th Avenue. An
existing partial interchange serves 10th Avenue to access Downtown Topeka from I-70 to the
east.
Alternative #2 differs from Alternative #1 in that it provides a pair of one-way collectordistributor roads that parallel I-70 from Topeka Boulevard to 10th Avenue.
Alternative #3 Revised provides three interchanges that serve the Downtown area. Full
interchanges would be located at Topeka Boulevard and 6th Avenue with a partial interchange
at 10th Avenue. The possibility of also providing a pair of ramps at 4th Street serving I-70 to and
from the west was analyzed.

Vertical Profile between Topeka Boulevard and Kansas Avenue
The second major question raised by some stakeholders was whether the I-70 Polk-Quincy Viaduct
should be replaced with a new viaduct or be reconstructed as a below-grade roadway similar to the
section of I-70 between 10th Avenue and 6th Avenue. Visualizations are shown below of a new
viaduct and below-grade options for I-70 between Topeka Boulevard and Kansas Avenue. The
master plan for the Riverfront redevelopment area (also depicted in the figures) recommends a
below-grade option for I-70.

I-70 New Viaduct Option

I-70 Below-Grade Option
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The strengths and weaknesses of three different vertical profile options were studied for the section
of I-70 from west of Topeka Boulevard to east of Kansas Avenue. They are:
Fully Below-Grade Option – I-70 would be lowered approximately 25 feet below ground
level to allow city streets to remain at current elevations. New bridges over I-70 would be
provided at Topeka Boulevard, Van Buren Street, and Kansas Avenue.
Partially Below-Grade Option – I-70 would be lowered approximately 10 feet and city
streets would be raised approximately 15 feet to pass over I-70. New bridges over I-70
would be provided at Topeka Boulevard, Van Buren Street, and Kansas Avenue.
Above-Grade Option – a new viaduct would be constructed to carry I-70 traffic over existing
city streets. Harrison Street would likely be closed between 1st and 2nd Streets.

Socioeconomic and Environmental Considerations
The purpose of the environmental screening includes: 1) identifying potential significant adverse
social, economic, or environmental impacts for each alternative, 2) determining whether mitigation
measures are possible to reduce or to avoid any identified impacts, and 3) determining whether all
environmental regulations and requirements can be satisfied during subsequent environmental
studies.
Based upon this environmental screening, none of the three alternatives would result in significant
adverse social, economic, or environmental impact.

Right-of-Way: Forty-five properties may be impacted by the relocation of I-70 depending upon the
final design. Nine of those properties are residences. Right-of-way limits will be determined during
preliminary design, the next phase of the project.

Construction Cost Estimate
The construction costs for improvements to I-70 from the MacVicar Avenue interchange to the
Adams Street/Branner Trafficway interchange are estimated to be:
Alternative #1 Revised – $ 197,900,000
Alternative #2 Revised – $ 200,500,000
Alternative #3 Revised – $ 191,700,000
Construction costs are in year 2010 dollars.
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Preferred Alternative
The strengths and weaknesses of the three alternatives for horizontal alignment and the three
options for vertical profile were compiled and presented to the public and stakeholders. As shown
in the table below, the overall concept of an above-grade (new viaduct) option for Alternative #1
Revised is the preferred alternative for the improvements to I-70 near Downtown Topeka.
Above-Grade or
Below-Grade

Access Alternative
Preference

Core Team

Above-Grade

Alternative #1 (revised)

Project Advisory Committee

Above-Grade

Greater Topeka Chamber of Commerce

Above-Grade

Downtown Topeka, Inc.

Above-Grade

Community Focus Groups

Above-Grade

All Alternatives are Acceptable

Metropolitan Topeka Planning
Organization

Above-Grade

Alternative #1 (revised)

Riverfront Authority

Above-Grade

Alternative #1 (revised)

North Topeka Business Alliance

Above-Grade

Alternative #1 (revised)

City Council

Above-Grade

Alternative #1 (revised)
rd
- Investigate 3 EB I-70 exit

Group
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The preferred alternative shown below creates an access system with two “split diamond”
interchanges, one serving the north side of the Downtown area and one serving the east side. Six
lanes are provided where needed on I-70.
On the north side, the existing 1st Street ramps are relocated so that they connect directly with
Topeka Boulevard. These ramps serve traffic traveling to and from the west on I-70. A
complementary set of ramps connect to Kansas Avenue and serve traffic traveling to and from the
east on I-70. These ramps are joined by a pair of one-way connector roads to form a system that
will provide access to Downtown from the north, the proposed Riverfront area, and North Topeka.
A similar system of
ramps and connector
roads will serve the
east side of the
Downtown area. The
existing 3rd Street
ramps will be relocated
to 4th Street and will
serve traffic traveling
to and from the west
on I-70. The existing
10th Avenue ramps will
remain and be widened
and new 6th Avenue
ramps will be
constructed, serving
traffic traveling to and
from the east on I-70.
The 4th Street, 6th
Avenue, and 10th
Avenue ramps will be
connected by the oneway, connector road
pair of Madison and
Monroe Streets. Other
ramps between 10th
Avenue and 4th Street
will be removed.

Preferred Alternative
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Executive Summary

Future Design Consideration: The City Council, supported by the Greater Topeka Chamber of
Commerce and Downtown Topeka, Inc., has requested that a “Future Design Consideration” be
investigated as the project moves into preliminary design. The Preferred Alternative (Alternative #1
Revised), has
three westbound
Future Design Consideration
exits from I-70 and
two eastbound
exits.
The Future Design
Consideration
would explore a
third eastbound
exit from I-70 by
eliminating the
eastbound
entrance from 6th
Avenue and adding
an eastbound exit
for 10th Avenue.
KDOT has agreed
to analyze this
modification of the
preferred
alternative during
the next phase of
the project.

Environmental Documentation
The Kansas Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration reviewed the
impacts of the proposed I-70 improvements on historic properties, parks, and communities of
concern, as well as comments from the public and other stakeholders. They concluded that a
“documented categorical exclusion” was the appropriate environmental document for the project
as it moves forward into the design phase.
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Section 1: Introduction to the I-70 Polk-Quincy Viaduct Design Study
Introduction
From a national perspective, I-70 is a major east-west transportation corridor connecting Interstate
Highway I-15 near Cove Fort, Utah with Baltimore, Maryland. In Kansas, I-70 is a major trade and
travel corridor that stretches 424 miles from Colorado to Missouri.
Near Downtown Topeka, I-70 currently carries approximately 40,000 vehicles per day with roughly
12 percent trucks. In addition to serving through traffic, I-70 is a commuter route for the majority of
the Downtown’s 30,000 to 35,000 employees. I-70 serves four areas of potential development. The
first is the proposed Riverfront Development area which lies on the north side of I-70 between
Topeka Boulevard and Kansas Avenue. The second is a proposed entertainment district that is
located on the west side of I-70 and south of 10th Avenue. The third is Downtown itself, which is
undergoing redevelopment, with much of the activity focused on Kansas Avenue. The fourth is the
North Topeka Arts District located on North Kansas Avenue.

I-70 Polk-Quincy Viaduct in Topeka, KS looking south

Project History
The I-70 Polk-Quincy Viaduct and the segment of I-70 serving Downtown was designed and built in
the late 1950s/early 1960s. At a length of almost 3,400 feet, the I-70 Polk-Quincy Viaduct spans
from Polk Street on the west to Quincy Street on the east. After 50 years, the condition of the
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bridge has deteriorated, traffic volumes have increased, highway design criteria have changed, and
the area around the viaduct is undergoing new development and redevelopment.
Long Range Plans
The Kansas Department of
Transportation’s (KDOT) current
Long Range Transportation Plan
estimates that nearly 2,000 miles
of highways statewide could be
at or near congested levels by
2030, including I-70 through
Topeka. The Plan documents the
state’s many transportation
needs, examines trends which
will impact transportation for the
next 20 years, and makes policy
recommendations to address
those needs and trends.
The Metropolitan Topeka
Planning Organization’s 2034
Long Range Transportation Plan
is a guide for transportation
decisions made for Topeka and a
surrounding portion of Shawnee
County. Comments were
received from the public
regarding their concerns for
safety and growing traffic
Construction of I-70 through Downtown Topeka, KS looking north towards
the Polk-Quincy Viaduct (1964, KDOT)
congestion at various highway
interchanges. Specific
comments were received regarding the need for additional lanes on I-70 and concerns about narrow
shoulders and short ramp acceleration lanes on the I-70 Polk-Quincy Viaduct. Improvements to the
I-70 Polk-Quincy Viaduct and a new interchange connecting I-70 to Topeka Boulevard were included
on an “illustrative list” of transportation needs. This “illustrative list” identified transportation
projects that were a priority, but were not financially affordable given the assumptions that were in
place for transportation funding.

2

I-70 Polk-Quincy Viaduct Concept Design Study
70-89 KA-1266-01

Introduction

Purpose of the Study
The I-70 Polk-Quincy Viaduct Concept Design Study was initiated by the Kansas Department of
Transportation, the City of Topeka, and the Metropolitan Topeka Planning Organization to address
transportation and community issues related to I-70 in and near Downtown Topeka. The study
evaluated the need for, as well as the impacts, benefits, and costs of, transportation improvement
options. The study provided the basis upon which a recommended alternative was selected.
Participation by affected jurisdictions and other parties was accomplished through a Core Team
including the Kansas Department of Transportation, the City of Topeka, the Metropolitan Topeka
Planning Organization, and the Federal Highway Administration as well as a Project Advisory
Committee with representatives from fourteen community organizations. Public participation was
accomplished through a public and stakeholder outreach plan that was developed for the study and
is documented in Section 3.
The study was initiated to determine the future of the 3,373-foot long Polk-Quincy Viaduct and
adjacent sections of I-70. Possible options were to:
1. Rebuild the I-70 Polk-Quincy Viaduct in its current configuration.
2. Realign and widen I-70.
3. Reposition the entrance and exit ramps to provide better access to Topeka Boulevard and
Kansas Avenue, which link Downtown, the proposed Riverfront Development and North
Topeka.
4. Use other measures to improve traffic flow and safety.
The study reviewed the number of lanes on I-70; existing and projected future traffic volumes along
I-70 as well as on the local transportation system that parallels I-70; the spacing, location and
lengths of the entrance and exit ramps; the need for wider roadway shoulders; the design speed of
the curve near 3rd Street; and access to Downtown Topeka and other areas. In addition to traffic on
I-70 mainline, the study also considered other modes of transportation that use or cross I-70,
including public transit, bicycles, and pedestrians.

Purpose of the Report
The primary purpose of the report is to document the work and products prepared during the
course of the I-70 Polk-Quincy Viaduct Concept Design Study. A second purpose is to summarize in a
single document, the major elements and analysis of the I-70 Polk-Quincy Viaduct Study in support
of a recommended alternative which will be included in subsequent transportation plans for the
region. The report documents existing and future transportation system characteristics and
performance along I-70 from the MacVicar Avenue interchange through Downtown to the Adams
Street/Branner Trafficway interchange.
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Study Area Description
The study area for the proposed improvement of I-70 extends from the MacVicar Avenue
interchange (on the west) to the Adams Street/Branner Trafficway interchange (on the east), a
length of approximately 3.8 miles. This section of I-70 includes the Polk-Quincy Viaduct which spans
from Polk Street (on the west) to Quincy Street (on the east).
As shown in Figure 1.1, the study analyzed 1) the I-70 Polk-Quincy Viaduct; 2) the conditions,
alignment, and performance of I-70 from the MacVicar Avenue interchange through the Adams
Street/Branner Trafficway interchange; and 3) the access to I-70 from Downtown, the proposed
Riverfront area, North Topeka, and East Topeka.
Figure 1.1 General Study Area
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Logical Termini
Federal guidelines for logical termini require project limits that have independent transportation
utility. They must be of sufficient size to consider all environmental impacts that will result from the
proposed improvement. This requires the termini of the study to have logical end points in the
highway network and project limits that are of sufficient length and width that common
environmental and social concerns can be addressed in a meaningful way. The logical termini for
this project are rational end points for the transportation improvement and rational limits for the
review of the environmental impacts resulting from the implementation of the improvement.
The logical termini for the project are:
the I-70 and MacVicar Avenue interchange (west terminus) and
the I-70 and Adams Street/Branner Trafficway interchange (east terminus)
These locations were selected as the logical termini for the project because they are existing
interchanges that serve as points of access to major city streets. These are the first interchanges
outside of the area where potential changes to ramp locations are being considered. A
recommended improvement to this section of I-70 will not affect other projects.

Current Conditions
Polk-Quincy Viaduct: The existing structure was built in 1963 and is composed of multi spans of
Reinforced Concrete box girders and steel plate girders supported by concrete columns on spread
footing at the piers and HP piles at the abutments. The viaduct consists of 12 separate units with 9
RC box girder units and 3 steel plate girder units. The 9 concrete units consist of 34 spans and the 3
steel units consist of 10 spans. The overall Sufficiency rating of the structure is rated at 80.9 and the
ADT is 35,300 VPD with 13% trucks. The overall deck condition is fair and rated at 6 based on the
latest SI&A sheet.
The inspection report states that the deck has been patched and cleaned many times every year
since 1996. Deck sealer and expansion joints repairs were also performed as shown in the
maintenance history of the inspection report.
The deck geometry has been rated at 4 which is functionally obsolete due to the sharp curvature
and the narrow shoulders. Fatigue cracks at diaphragms are developing and the columns started to
show some deterioration. The structure is 2 years away from the 50 year life mark that it was
intended for.
The existing drains and joints have been problematic for KDOT maintenance staff due the
undersized pipes and slopes. The new system shall provide much better system than the existing by
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using bigger drainage pipes such as 10” or 12"in diameter and connecting them to the storm water
system.
Traffic Flow: Reoccurring congestion on I-70 has been observed during the morning and evening
peak periods. Locations that were identified during the study include:
Morning Peak Period
o Eastbound I-70 between the MacVicar Avenue entrance ramp and the 1st Street exit
o The 1st Street exit ramp from eastbound I-70 (traffic often queues to mainline I-70)
o Westbound I-70 between the California Avenue entrance ramp and the Adams
Street exit ramp
o On the 10th Avenue and the 8th Avenue exit ramps from westbound I-70 (the
queue on the 8th Avenue exit has been observed to approach mainline I-70)
Evening Peak Period
o On northbound Topeka Boulevard for drivers accessing westbound I-70
o Entering westbound I-70 from the 1st Street ramp.
Safety: Several locations along I-70 experience a significantly higher than average crash rate. These
include the areas near the 1st Street ramps, the curve near 3rd Street, and the curve near 10th
Avenue.
Access: Currently, the connections between I-70 and Downtown Topeka are primarily on the east
side of the Downtown area. No direct connections are provided with Topeka Boulevard or Kansas
Avenue, the two major streets that connect North Topeka, the Riverfront Area, and Downtown.
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Section 2: Purpose and Need to Consider Transportation Improvements
The I-70 Polk-Quincy Viaduct is a critical component of Interstate Highway 70 through Downtown
Topeka. Its historical past, location, safety characteristics, design characteristics, and lack of
connections to major north-south city streets, present both transportation and community
challenges and opportunities.

Purpose and Need of the Proposed Action
The purpose of the proposed actions to I-70 is to meet current roadway/bridge design criteria,
improve safety, increase roadway traffic capacity, balance accessibility, and support economic
development in and near the Downtown area.
The I-70 Polk-Quincy Viaduct was originally designed to accommodate approximately 13,200
vehicles per day (vpd). It is now carrying close to 40,000 vpd on four lanes resulting in increased
congestion, infrastructure deterioration, increased bridge maintenance, and significant crash
experience. Forecasted traffic volumes for this section of I-70 will exceed 80,000 vpd by the year
2040. The existing design lacks direct connections to the two major north-south streets (Topeka
Boulevard and Kansas Avenue) that serve Downtown, North Topeka, and the Riverfront area.
Roadway/Bridge Design: While appropriate for the time of its construction, the I-70 Polk-Quincy
Viaduct and adjacent roadway sections of I-70 do not meet current highway geometric design
criteria. The existing geometric characteristics within the project limits constrain traffic operations
and impact safety. These include:
Roadway Issues






Design speed of the I-70 curve near 3rd Street (40 mph) is less than current minimum
Interstate highway criteria (50 mph)
Shoulder width on the viaduct (2 feet) is less than current criteria (10 feet minimum) and
creates a potential safety issue when incidents or maintenance activities occur on the bridge
and require a lane closure narrowing I-70 to one lane
Acceleration/deceleration lanes limited length create traffic operation and safety issues
Interchange ramp spacing (5 interchanges in 1.6 miles) does not comply with current design
criteria (1.0 mile distance between intersecting streets that have ramps)and creates
conflicts on mainline I-70 resulting in traffic flow and safety concerns

Bridge Issues







Deterioration of bridge elements due to de-icing treatments and increased traffic volumes
(bridge deck is in poor condition)
Deterioration of bridge joints result in ongoing maintenance actions
Bridge deck drainage is a significant maintenance issue
Bridge maintenance is an ongoing issue requiring significant resources
Horizontal clearance issues with adjacent buildings (less than the 15 to 20 feet minimum)
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The interaction of design elements within this corridor has a profound effect on capacity,
mobility, safety, and incident management. Operational characteristics include a wide spectrum
of engineering issues within the I-70 Corridor.
3rd Street Curve: The curve near 3rd Street is
the roadway safety need most recognized by
the public and stakeholders. The existing
curve has a 40 mph design speed based upon
the American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials (AASHTO) A Policy on
the Geometric Design of Highways and Streets
(the “Green Book”). Current design criteria for
rd
WB I-70 curve near 3 Street
interstate highways calls for a minimum 50
mph design speed. KDOT’s current practice is
to design for a 0.06 superelevation using the 0.08 superelevation table in the Green Book.
The curve has a posted advisory speed of 45 mph. Warning signs with flashing beacons are
posted on both the eastbound and westbound approaches to the curve. The 3rd Street
curve has the lowest operating speed of any four-lane section of I-70 in Kansas.
Interchange Spacing: Operations along I-70 are
also affected by the type, location, and spacing
of interchanges and ramps. The large number
of interchanges in the relatively short project
area and the configuration of existing
interchanges along the project corridor cause
further congestion and operational difficulties.
AASHTO design criteria for interstate highways
WB I-70 weaving area: 8th Avenue to 4th Street
in urban areas call for a spacing of one mile
between interchanges (distance between
intersecting streets with ramps). Interchange spacing along I-70 in Downtown Topeka does
not meet this criterion, having five full or partial interchanges located within approximately
1.6 miles. Half-diamond interchanges are located at 1st Street, 3rd Street, 4th Street, and
10th Avenue. Half diamond interchanges are not normally a preferred design because they
do not meet drivers’ expectations to be able to exit and enter the interstate highway at the
same location. A full diamond interchange is located at 8th Avenue. The high number of
interchanges within a relatively short stretch of interstate results in an excessive number of
vehicle maneuvers in the flow of traffic. Increased traffic volume in the future will further
worsen the level of service (LOS) for the freeway operations.
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Ramp Design: Ramp entrances and exits to
and from I-70 also impact roadway
operations. Short acceleration lanes (some
500 to 600 feet long) are less than the
current typical design criteria of 1200 feet.
This length requires vehicles to enter the
freeway at less than normal highway speed.
Short deceleration lanes require vehicles to
rd
WB I-70 on-ramp from 3 Street
slow down in a highway travel lane before
exiting. These added frictions in the traffic
stream adversely impact operational capacity and safety.
Ramp connections to the parallel frontage
roads near 4th Street and 8th Avenue result
in conflicts due to the proximity of the
ramp/frontage road merge with the cross
streets. Congestion and traffic back-ups
occur on some of the exit ramps due to
limited length for vehicle storage and the
general layout of the ramps.

th

WB I-70 off-ramp approaching 8 Avenue

Roadway Shoulders: Cross-sectional elements of a freeway affect the overall safe and
efficient operation of traffic. Narrow shoulders not only adversely affect the safety of a
freeway but also adversely affect capacity as the minimal lateral distance to roadside
features such as a median barrier or bridge rail creates “friction” in the flow of traffic. In
addition, the narrow, 2-foot wide shoulders
on the Polk-Quincy Viaduct are significantly
less than the current minimum criteria of 10
feet. This can have a significant adverse
impact on freeway operations as a vehicle
disabled or involved in a crash cannot leave
the travel lanes and thereby blocks through
traffic. Maintenance vehicles or emergency
WB I-70 on the Polk-Quincy Viaduct
response vehicles must also block a lane
anytime they stop on the viaduct. Shoulders also provide vital functions as a recovery area
along highway segments, allowing vehicles maneuvering room to leave and return to a
travel lane, as well as a storage area for snow removal. In proximity to interchange onramps where a vehicle may be unable to merge due to congested mainline conditions, the
shoulder can be used to avoid a collision.
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Safety: Roadway geometric characteristics and constrained traffic operation contribute to the
number of crashes that occur along this section of I-70. Crash data, from 2004 through 2008, shows
224 crashes occurring on I-70 between the MacVicar Avenue interchange and the Adams
Street/Branner Trafficway interchange. (See Appendix C for the complete safety analysis.)
High crash segments are locations where the frequency of crashes is higher than a calculated critical
crash rate for similar roads. In the case of I-70, the calculated critical crash rate is significantly
higher than the average statewide crash rate for urban freeways. Shown in Figure 2.1 below, the
red shaded sections of I-70 have crash rates equal to or greater than the critical crash rate.
Figure 2.1 Critical Crash Rate Locations for I-70

Three areas where the occurrence of crashes is high are:
Eastbound I-70 near MacVicar Avenue: The majority of crashes in this area occur on the
exit ramp near the stop sign. This area was recently reconstructed and this crash pattern
may no longer exist.
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Eastbound and Westbound I-70 near 3rd Street: The design speed of the 3rd Street curve
and the short acceleration lane to enter westbound I-70 from Madison Street/3rd Street
may be contributing factors in the crashes occurring in this section of I-70. Sixty-one crashes
occurred in the area of the curve. Crash types were primarily collisions with the median
barrier or bridge rails, rear-end collisions, or side-swipe passing collisions.
Westbound I-70 near 10th Avenue: The majority of the thirteen crashes that occurred in
this area involved a vehicle colliding with the median barrier or a wall. Drivers traveling too
fast for conditions were noted in eight of the crashes.
Roadway Capacity and Traffic Flow: Traffic analyses completed for the conceptual alternatives
determined that approximately 40,000 vehicles per day currently use the I-70 Polk-Quincy Viaduct
and that traffic volumes are projected to increase to approximately 80,000 vehicles per day in the
year 2040. A major cause of traffic congestion is the inability of the interstate facility to handle
current and future travel demand. If capacity improvements are not made to the I-70 corridor, the
existing congestion will only worsen resulting in increased travel time delays, transportation costs,
and reduced safety for motorists traveling the corridor. The complete traffic analysis is located in
Appendix A.
The capacity, or maximum traffic flow, of a freeway section can be measured by its operating speed,
density (number of cars per mile per lane), and flow rate (number of cars per hour per lane). These
variables can be quantified and graded on a letter scale of “A” (free-flowing traffic) to “F” (severe
congestion with traffic demand exceeding the facility’s capacity), called the level-of-service (LOS).
Currently the most congested traffic flows on I-70 are on the approaches to Downtown, west from
the 1st Street ramps and east from the 10th Avenue ramps. The levels of service in these areas
range from LOS C to D currently and will decline to LOS E to F in the year 2040.
KDOT practice specifies a LOS “D” as an acceptable minimum LOS for design year (future) traffic
conditions for urban freeway reconstruction projects. This provides for reasonable traffic flow in
the design year, while keeping construction costs at a practical level.
Table 2.1 shows the current level of service for eastbound I-70. The only area of congestion is
during the morning peak period on and near the 1st Street off-ramp.
Table 2.2 shows the current level of service for westbound I-70. Areas of congestion occur during
the morning peak period between the California Street on-ramp and the Adams Street off-ramp;
also during the evening peak period from the 1st Street entrance ramp to the MacVicar Avenue exit.
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Table 2.1 Level of Service for Eastbound I-70 in the Year 2010
Segment
I-70
EB
EB
EB
EB
EB
EB
EB
EB
EB
EB
EB
EB

From

AM Peak
Density
LOS
(pc/mi/ln)

To

MacVicar On-Ramp
(Merge)
MacVicar Avenue (Merge)
1st Street Off-Ramp
(Diverge)
1st Street (Diverge)
3rd Street Off-Ramp
(Diverge)
3rd Street (Diverge)
4th Street (Merge) Weave
8th Avenue (Diverge)
8th Avenue On-Ramp
(Merge)
10th Avenue (Merge)
Weave
Adams Street (Diverge)
Adams Street (Merge)
Weave

-1st Street (Diverge)
-3rd Street (Diverge)
-4th Street (Merge)
8th Avenue (Diverge)
8th Avenue (Merge)
-Adams Street (Diverge)
Adams Street (Merge)
California Avenue (Diverge)

PM Peak
Density
LOS
(pc/mi/ln)

C

23.4

B

15.2

C

24.7

B

15.5

D

32.7

B

16.2

C

18.6

B

13.0

C

21.3

B

13.4

B
A
A

14.5
8.7
5.3

B
A
A

12.1
9.6
8.8

A

9.5

C

23.3

A

5.9

B

15.7

A

4.8

B

13.8

A

6.8

C

18.3

Table 2.2 Level of Service for Westbound I-70 in the Year 2010
Segment
I-70

From

WB
WB
WB
WB

California On-Ramp
Adams Off-Ramp
Adams Off-Ramp
Adams St. On-Ramp
(Weave)
8th Avenue Off-Ramp
8th Avenue Off-Ramp
8th Avenue On-Ramp
4th Street Off-Ramp
3rd Street On-Ramp
3rd Street On-Ramp
1st Street On-Ramp
1st Street On-Ramp
MacVicar Avenue Off-Ramp

WB
WB
WB
WB
WB
WB
WB
WB
WB

AM Peak
Density
LOS
(pc/mi/ln)

To

PM Peak
Density
LOS
(pc/mi/ln)

--Adams On-Ramp (Merge)
10th Avenue Off-Ramp

C
D
C
D

26.2
30.2
22.7
32.4

B
C
B
C

19.9
23.0
16.0
24.4

-8th Avenue On-Ramp
4th Street Off-Ramp
3rd Street On-Ramp
-1st Street On-Ramp
-MacVicar Avenue Off-Ramp
--

B
A
A
B
B
B
B
B
B

13.5
7.9
8.2
11.3
11.9
12.5
14.7
14.7
15.0

B
B
B
C
C
C
D
D
D

12.0
11.9
13.8
20.1
25.4
22.1
29.3
29.2
29.0
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Table 2.3 shows the expected level of service for eastbound I-70 in the year 2040. During the
morning peak period, the area between the MacVicar Avenue interchange and the 1st Street exit
ramp is very congested; the highway is at capacity. During the evening peak period, the area
between the 10th Avenue entrance ramp and the Adams Street exit ramp is becoming more
congested.

Table 2.3 Level of Service for Eastbound I-70 in the Year 2040 (No Build Condition)
Segment
I-70
EB
EB
EB
EB
EB
EB
EB
EB
EB
EB
EB
EB

From
MacVicar On-Ramp
(Merge)
MacVicar Avenue (Merge)
1st Street Off-Ramp
(Diverge)
1st Street (Diverge)
3rd Street Off-Ramp
(Diverge)
3rd Street (Diverge)
4th Street (Merge) Weave
8th Avenue (Diverge)
8th Avenue On-Ramp
(Merge)
10th Avenue (Merge)
Weave
Adams Street (Diverge)
Adams Street (Merge)
Weave

AM Peak
Density
LOS
(pc/mi/ln)

To
--

PM Peak
Density
LOS
(pc/mi/ln)

E

36.4

C

24.1

1st Street (Diverge)
--

E

40.0

C

23.3

E

38.4

C

24.9

3rd Street (Diverge)
--

C

24.5

C

18.9

C

27.6

C

21.8

4th Street (Merge)
8th Avenue (Diverge)
8th Avenue (Merge)
--

B
B
A

14.8
14.5
7.8

B
C
B

16.8
21.5
13.0

B

11.8

C

22.9

A

9.8

D

33.2

A

8.2

C

24.0

A

9.9

D

27.8

Adams Street (Diverge)
Adams Street (Merge)
California Avenue (Diverge)

Table 2.4 shows the expected level of service for westbound I-70 in the year 2040. During the
morning peak period, traffic demand on I-70 exceeds the highway’s capacity between the entrance
ramp from California Avenue and the Adams Street exit ramp. The segment of I-70 from Adams
Street to 10th Avenue is also congested. During the evening peak period, I-70 operates at capacity
or LOS E on the Polk-Quincy Viaduct, then traffic demand exceeds capacity between the 1st Street
entrance ramp and the MacVicar Avenue exit ramp.
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Table 2.4 Level of Service for Westbound I-70 in the Year 2040 (No Build Condition)
Segment
I-70

From

WB
WB
WB
WB

California On-Ramp
Adams Off-Ramp
Adams Off-Ramp
Adams St. On-Ramp
(Weave)
8th Avenue Off-Ramp
8th Avenue Off-Ramp
8th Avenue On-Ramp
4th Street Off-Ramp
3rd Street On-Ramp
3rd Street On-Ramp
1st Street On-Ramp
1st Street On-Ramp
MacVicar Avenue Off-Ramp

WB
WB
WB
WB
WB
WB
WB
WB
WB

AM Peak
Density
LOS
(pc/mi/ln)

To
--Adams On-Ramp (Merge)
10th Avenue Off-Ramp
-8th Avenue On-Ramp
4th Street Off-Ramp
3rd Street On-Ramp
-1st Street On-Ramp
-MacVicar Avenue Off-Ramp
--

F
F
E

Over Capacity

PM Peak
Density
LOS
(pc/mi/ln)

42.2

C
D
B

27.5
31.7
17.4

D

29.8

B

18.5

C
B
C
B
C
C
C
C
C

27.1
14.0
22.5
15.7
20.9
18.4
22.4
23.0
24.8

C
B
C
D
E
E
F
F
F

21.8
16.4
22.9
30.4
35.7
36.1

Over Capacity

Over Capacity
Over Capacity
Over Capacity

Accessibility: Connections to I-70 lack balance, with the majority occurring on the east side of the
Downtown area and with minimal access on the north side of Downtown. This results in poor access
being provided to North Topeka and to the proposed Riverfront redevelopment area.
The I-70 corridor is and will remain a successfully integrated multi-modal corridor for both people
and goods. I-70 is a primary route for the movement of freight both locally and throughout Kansas.
I-70 serves a significant number of local drivers, who live, work, and shop in and near Downtown
Topeka. The Topeka Metropolitan Transit Authority makes significant use of I-70 as do the buses
operated by School District 501. Pedestrians and bicyclists cross over or under I-70 at numerous
locations.
Community Issues – I-70 provides a vital link between Downtown Topeka, the community,
the state, and the Midwest. I-70 is a dominant feature of Downtown Topeka. Specific issues
relating to the community that were identified by the public and stakeholders are:
Community Issues






Minimal access between I-70 and the north side of Downtown Topeka, the
Riverfront area, and North Topeka
Visual barrier between Downtown and the Riverfront area is created by the
present configuration of the I-70 Polk-Quincy Viaduct
Transit, bicycle, and pedestrian needs should be considered when designing
improvements to I-70
Access to I-70 for emergency services should be considered during design
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Urban Design Issues








Aesthetics of proposed improvements should reflect positively on the
community
Public areas should be considered as part of future improvements
Land use/potential development should be supported by future improvements
Excess right-of-way should be addressed
Transit, bicycle, and pedestrian crossings over/under future I-70 improvements
are important
Connection locations between I-70 and the city street system should be logical

Improvements to I-70 need to provide balanced access to serve the north end of Downtown, the
proposed Riverfront redevelopment area, East Topeka, and North Topeka as well as the heart of the
Downtown area.
Support Economic Development: I-70 is the primary route to bring local and regional trips to areas
in and near Downtown Topeka. However, I-70 currently provides convenient access to only two of
four redevelopment areas. Existing ramps provide connections to city streets primarily on the east
side of the Downtown area. No direct connections serve the proposed Riverfront redevelopment
area or North Topeka.
Downtown: A resurgence of development is beginning to take hold in Downtown Topeka.
The rehabilitation of buildings along Kansas Avenue and 8th Avenue, a proposed redesign of
Kansas Avenue, and potential Entertainment District development south of 10th Avenue
are breathing new life into the area. This redevelopment activity has prompted the local
leaders to take a long-range view of the Downtown transportation network and look for
opportunities to improve mobility to better support this growth. I-70 plays a major role in
supporting development in the Downtown area.
Riverfront Redevelopment Area: A master plan has been developed for the proposed
redevelopment of the area north of I-70 between Topeka Boulevard and Kansas Avenue.
The master plan calls for a mixed-use development on both banks of the Kansas River
including residential, commerce, and public spaces.
North Topeka: North Topeka is experiencing redevelopment on North Kansas Avenue. A
number of new businesses are opening centered on the creation of the North Topeka Arts
District. The historic Great Overland Station, a restored UP railroad station, is also located in
the area containing a railroad museum and facilities for community events.
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Purpose and Need Summary
The purpose of the proposed actions to I-70 is to meet current roadway/bridge design criteria,
improve safety, increase roadway traffic capacity, balance accessibility, and support economic
development in and near the Downtown area.
Specifically, the project addresses the following needs:
Design: While appropriate for its time, the geometric features of I-70 do not meet current
highway design criteria.
Safety: The design of the current transportation infrastructure results in safety concerns for
motorists entering and exiting I-70, traversing the 3rd Street curve, and crossing the PolkQuincy Viaduct.
Roadway Capacity: Designed in the 1950’s, segments of the highway experience congestion
during peak traffic flow periods.
Accessibility: There are a number of key destinations in or near the I-70 corridor, but these
locations are difficult to reach using the current transportation infrastructure. Current
connections between I-70 and city streets are located primarily on the east side of the
Downtown area. No direct connections are provided to the two major north-south arterial
streets (Topeka Boulevard and Kansas Avenue) that connect North Topeka, the Riverfront
Area, and Downtown Topeka.
Economic Development: Improvements to I-70 and its connections to city streets will
support the current development/redevelopment efforts in Downtown Topeka and North
Topeka as well as support planned developments in the Entertainment District and the
Riverfront Area.
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Section 3: Public/Stakeholder Outreach Summary
A significant public and stakeholder outreach effort was a key part of the I-70 Polk-Quincy Viaduct
Concept Design Study. The following is a summary of: 1) the study oversight structure; 2) the public
and stakeholder outreach efforts; 3) the community issues identified through the outreach; 4) the
project goals and evaluation criteria that were developed; and, 5) the revised alternatives, preferred
alternative, future design consideration, and resulting public/stakeholder input.

Study Oversight
The study and public/stakeholder outreach was guided by two groups: the Core Team and the
Project Advisory Committee.
Core Team: The Core Team members noted in Table 3.1 guided the study process and served as the
decision making entity.
Table 3.1 Core Team Members
Name

Organization

Bob Hirt, Project Manager

KDOT Road Design

Jim Brewer

KDOT Road Design

Rod Lacy

KDOT Road Design

Brad Rognlie

KDOT Bridge Design

Kim Qualls

KDOT Public Involvement

Curt Niehaus

KDOT Topeka Metro Office

Thomas Dow

KDOT Planning

Becky Pepper

KDOT Planning

Sara Peters

KDOT Transportation Safety and Technology

David Thurbon

City of Topeka Planning/MTPO

Carlton Scroggins

City of Topeka Planning/MTPO

Shawn Bruns

City of Topeka Engineering

Linda Voss

City of Topeka Traffic Engineering

John Knowles

FHWA

Jim Tobaben

PB Americas, Inc. – Consultant Team
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Project Advisory Committee: The project advisory committee (PAC), noted in Table 3.2, was an
informed group of stakeholders representing a wide range of community organizations. The PAC
was established to provide input and feedback during the concept design study.
The PAC was guided by agreed upon principles, which include:
Gaining an understanding of long-term transportation requirements
Creating goals (page 28) and helping to define evaluation criteria (page 29)
Integrating community needs and values in the deliberations
Providing input into improvement concepts and selection of concepts to carry forward
Table 3.2 Project Advisory Committee Members
Name

Organization

Karen Hiller, Council Member

City Council Representative, District 1

John Moyer, East Topeka North NIA

Neighborhood Association Representative

Christy Caldwell, Vice President Government Relations Chamber of Commerce
Mike Hayden, Chairman of the Topeka/Shawnee
County Riverfront Authority and Secretary of the
Kansas Department of Wildlife and Parks

Riverfront Authority

William Beteta, Executive Director

Heartland Visioning

Susan Mahoney, Executive Director

Downtown Topeka, Inc.

Fred Patton, President of the Board of Directors

North Topeka Business Alliance

John Lauer, Ward Meade NIA

Citizens Advisory Council

Shelly Buhler, Vice Chair, SN County Commission

Chairperson of the MPO

Miriam Krehbiel, President/CEO

United Way of Greater Topeka

Tom Whitaker, Executive Director

Kansas Motor Carriers Association

Lonnie Martin, Member

City Landmark Commission

Chad Lamer, President

Friends of the Kaw

Michelle Hoferer, Commissioner

City Planning Commission
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The PAC provided a community perspective throughout the study process. They were involved in
establishing the project goals and developing the criteria by which potential improvement
alternatives were evaluated. Both the PAC and Core Team were involved in narrowing the potential
alternatives from 17 to 3. Both were involved in subsequent revisions to the three alternatives. In
addition, the Core Team and PAC have been involved in the discussion regarding whether I-70
should be constructed as a new viaduct or a below-grade facility.
PAC meetings:
September 29, 2009: Introduction to Study, Study Process, Stakeholder Outreach Results,
Discuss Issues, Discuss Goals, Develop Evaluation Criteria
February 5, 2010: Discuss the Results of “Weighting” the Evaluation Criteria, Discuss
Potential Improvement Alternatives and Reduced to 3 Alternatives for Detailed Analysis
April 26, 2010: Discuss Details of Three Alternatives, Discuss Above-Grade and Below-Grade
Options, Urban Design Forms
July 6, 2010: Discuss Community Input, Discuss Findings for the 3 Alternatives, Discuss
Recommendations for Above-Grade Option, Discuss Technical Recommendation for
Preferred Alternative
October 5, 2010: Discuss Revised Alternatives
December 10, 2010: Discuss Stakeholder Input Regarding the Revised Alternatives

Outreach Efforts
As the technical work on this project proceeded, so did the community engagement.
Summary of Public and Stakeholder Outreach: The following is a list of the outreach efforts for the
I-70 Polk-Quincy Viaduct Project. Additional detail is provided for many of these items in the pages
that follow.
27 stakeholder interviews
Between 1,400 and 1,500 postcards directly mailed to property and business owners in the
study area
One “storefront” stakeholder day
Four open house public meetings
One on-line “virtual” public meeting
A project specific web site
Three fact sheets
Three press releases
Seven Project Advisory Committee meetings
Three presentations to the Topeka City Council
One briefing to the Topeka mayor
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One presentation to the Shawnee County Commission
Multiple stakeholder meetings
Table 3.3 shows the initial outreach efforts from introducing the study to developing goals and
evaluation criteria to identifying and presenting the original three alternatives for public and
stakeholder input.
Table 3.3 Timeline of Initial Stakeholder and Public Participation Efforts
Date

Outreach Effort

Purpose

June 15, 2009

Metro Topeka Planning Organization

Introduction to Study

Aug. 2009 to Present
July-Sept. 2009
July 22, 2009
September 29, 2009
October 1, 2009
October 13, 2009

Website
27 Stakeholder Interviews
City Council Work Session
Project Advisory Committee Meeting
Stakeholder “Open House”
Public Meeting #1

Information on Study
Businesses & Organizations
Introduction to Study
Introduction to Study, Issues, Goals
750 postcard invitations sent
Introduction, Issues, Goals

February 5, 2010
February 9, 2010
February 11, 2010
February 15, 2010
February 17, 2010
February 22, 2010

Project Advisory Committee Meeting
City Council Work Session
Downtown Planning Team Meeting
Planning Commission Meeting
Metro Topeka Planning Organization
Riverfront Authority Meeting

Discuss Alternatives
Discuss Alternatives, Next Steps
Discuss Alternatives, Issues
Discuss Alternatives
Discuss Alternatives
Discuss Alternatives

February 25, 2010
March 8, 2010
April 19, 2010
April 23, 2010
April 26, 2010
April 28, 2010

Heartland Visioning Meeting
City Parks & Rec. Meeting
County Commission Meetings
Meeting with Mayor Bunten
Project Advisory Committee
Public Meeting #2

Discuss Alternatives
Discuss Alternatives, Issues
Discuss Alternatives, Issues
Discuss Alternatives
Discuss Alternatives, Urban Design
Present Alternatives

April 28, 2010
May 11, 2010
July 6, 2010
July 30, 2010
August 13, 2010
August 13, 2010

Virtual Meetings
Chamber of Commerce Meeting
Project Advisory Committee Meeting
Meeting with Jim Rinner
Presentation – Downtown Optimists
Meeting with Jim Ogle

Web-based Presentation of Alt’s.
Discuss Alternatives, Above/Below
Project Status
Project Concepts
Project Issues, Alternatives
Project Concepts, Media

August 31, 2010
August 31, 2010
September 8, 2010
September 9, 2010
September 10, 2010

Downtown Topeka, Inc. Meeting
Focus Group Meetings
Meeting with Council Member Hiller
1st Street Neighborhood Associations
Meeting with Jim Ogle

Discuss Alternatives
Discuss Issues, Alternatives
Discuss Study Status
Discuss 1st Street Connections
Discuss Prime Time Special
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Table 3.4 shows the outreach efforts beginning with the revised alternatives and continuing through
the determination of the preferred alternative.

Table 3.4 Timeline of Stakeholder and Public Participation Efforts – Revised Alternatives
Date

Outreach Effort

Purpose

September 28, 2010

Public Information Meeting #3

Discuss Revised Alternatives

October 5, 2010

Project Advisory Committee

Discuss Revised Alternatives

November 2, 2010

Meeting with Mr. Rinner, Ogle, Parrish

Discuss Revised Alternatives

November 15, 2010

1 Street Neighborhood Associations

Discuss Options for 1 Street

November 16, 2010

Chamber of Commerce/DTI Meeting

Discuss Revised Alternatives

November 17, 2010

Metro Topeka Planning Organization

Discuss Revised Alternatives

December 2, 2010

Meeting with Topeka Transit Staff

Discuss Revised Alternatives

December 10, 2010

Project Advisory Committee

Rev. Alternatives Recommendation

December 20, 2010

Metro Topeka Planning Organization

Rev. Alternatives Recommendation

December 20, 2010

Topeka Metropolitan Transit Authority

Discuss Revised Alternatives

January 5, 2011

Riverfront Authority

Discuss Revised Alternatives

January 11, 2011

City Council Work Session

Discuss Revised Alternatives

January 25, 2011

North Topeka Business Alliance

Discuss Revised Alternatives

May 3, 2011

Public Meeting #4

Present Preferred Alternative

st

st

Website: An interactive project website http://i70polkquincy.ksdot.org/ was developed to provide
information about the study, community issues, and potential changes to I-70 as well as an
opportunity to provide comments. The web site included:
Information regarding corridor transportation needs
The video presentation made during the virtual meeting and 2nd public meeting
An opportunity to comment on the three alternatives under consideration.
Traffic simulations for each of the three alternatives
The web site continued to be updated over the course of the study.
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Media Coverage: In addition to the website, staff and the consulting team reached out to
community media outlets through press releases. The stakeholder open houses and the public
meetings were covered by the local print and electronic news media.
Stakeholder Interviews: Stakeholder interviews were one-on-one or small group discussions with
facilitated questions regarding I-70 and how it is used. Twenty-seven stakeholder interviews were
conducted with the following organizations.
Amtrak

North Topeka Business Alliance

BNSF

Parrish Hotels

Corps of Engineers

Riverfront Authority

Downtown Topeka Inc.

Shawnee County Sherriff

Goodyear

Topeka Capital-Journal

Great Overland Station

Topeka Fire Department

Greyhound Bus
Hallmark Cards

Topeka Independent Business
Association

Hills Pet Products

Topeka Metropolitan Transit Authority

Kansas Highway Patrol

Topeka Parks Department

Kansas Motor Carriers

Topeka Police Department

Kansas Department of Wildlife & Parks

UPS

Kaw Valley Bicycle Club

US Foodservices

Let’s Help

USD 501

A summary of the issues identified during these meetings and subsequent public and stakeholder
input can be found beginning on page 25.
Storefront Stakeholder Open House: From 11 a.m. to 7 p.m. October 1, 2009, area property
owners, business owners, residents, and other stakeholders had a chance to learn about the project
as well as provide input. Between 700 and 800 postcards were sent to properties in the study area;
about 60 people attended.
The format of the meeting was four separate stations or activities.
Stakeholder Survey – Attendees were asked to complete the survey that day or take it with
them and return it by e-mail, fax or U.S. mail.
Interactive Map Exercise – This provided an opportunity for stakeholders to put thoughts
and ideas directly on a map of the study area.
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Project Displays – Several maps showing different views of the study area were on display.
Team members were available to talk with stakeholders.
Individual/Small-Group Discussions – For those who live, work or own a business in the
study area, this was an opportunity to speak more in-depth with a team member about any
thoughts or concerns about the project.
Public Open Houses: Four public open house meetings were held during the course of the study.
October 13, 2009
The first open house public meeting was conducted on October 13, 2009. It was publicized on the
web site and through a media release. Sixteen interested people attended the event.
The format was generally the same as the stakeholder open house. However, the survey was
changed to act as a guiding document for the event, with the questions corresponding to the display
boards. Additionally, some of the display boards were updated and attendees had the opportunity
to attend one of two presentations about the project. Project team members were available to
answer questions and discuss the study.
A press release was issued to let stakeholders know that the information from the open house and
survey document was posted on the project website and that there was still opportunity to provide
input.
April 28, 2010
A second open house public meeting was conducted on April 28, 2010. This session gave the public
and stakeholders an opportunity to review issues regarding the current viaduct, the goals for the
project, and the three alternatives selected by the Core Team and Project Advisory Committee for
further review. Participants were also able to provide their input regarding the advantages and
disadvantages of each of the three alternatives.
Again, nearly 700 postcards were sent to residents and businesses in the study area. It was
publicized on the web site and through a media release. Twenty-two people attended. The meeting
was covered by a local television station and the Topeka Capital Journal.
September 28, 2010
A public information meeting was held on September 28, 2010 to present the revised alternatives
and seek public input regarding those changes. Traffic impacts and proposed changes in access to
I-70 were discussed.
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May 3, 2011
The final open house public meeting was held on May 3, 2011. The preferred alternative was
presented to the public for their information, review, and comment.
Virtual Meeting: To reach out to additional stakeholders, KDOT and the consulting team conducted
a virtual meeting on the afternoon of the April 28, 2010 open house. This allowed anyone who
wanted to use his or her computer to view the presentation and submit questions and comments.
Participants had to register in advance and must have had access to a computer and internet
connection. Participants saw the same presentation as if they were at a live public meeting but with
the convenience of viewing it on their own computer.
Focus Group Meetings: The ETC Institute conducted three focus groups with residents living in
Topeka, Kansas. The purpose of the focus groups was to gather input from residents who have
traveled on I-70 near downtown Topeka, including the almost 3400-foot long Polk-Quincy Viaduct.
Input from the focus groups helped assess the desirability of transportation improvements that
were being considered in the area. The focus groups were conducted on August 31, 2010 with a
randomly selected group of residents. A total of 28 residents, 9-10 participants per group, attended
the focus groups. The sessions were 90 minutes long and were moderated by a representative from
the ETC Institute. The overall results of these group meetings were statistically valid. A report
summarizing the results of the focus group meetings is found in Appendix I.
The sections of I-70 that participants felt had the most travel issues were near the ramps for 3rd
Street, 4th Street, 8th Avenue, and 10th Avenue. When asked why these areas were a concern, the
frequently mentioned reason was because of safety issues associated with merging on/off the
highway. Other concerns participants expressed for these sections of highway included the
sharpness of the curve near 3rd Street, the narrowness of the shoulders on the viaduct, and the
speed of traffic.
The focus group moderator provided a brief overview of the elevated and the below-grade options
for I-70 from west of Topeka Boulevard to east of Kansas Avenue. After explaining each option
individually, the moderator asked participants which option they favored. Most participants liked
the elevated option (82%), 11% disliked the elevated option, and 7% were neutral.
During each session, the moderator provided an overview of each of the three design alternatives
being considered for the study area. After explaining each alternative, the moderator asked the
participants whether they liked that option and why. Generally, participants thought that all three
alternatives were acceptable; however, after explaining the advantages and disadvantages of each
option, Alternative #1 was more preferred.
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Community Issues
Through the outreach efforts including stakeholder interviews, public meetings, and comments
received through the website, a wide variety of issues, concerns, and desired outcomes were
brought to the attention of the Core Team and Project Advisory Committee.
Summary of Stakeholder and Public Input: The following is a listing of the issues, concerns, and
desired improvements that have been identified by the community:
Safety Issues on I-70
3rd Street curve – design speed is too low
3rd Street westbound on-ramp – length of acceleration lane is too short
3rd Street eastbound off-ramp – traffic control at 3rd Street is unusual in that 3rd Street
stops for the ramp causing confusion for unfamiliar drivers
City emergency personnel no longer use 3rd Street on-ramp to westbound I-70 due to its
geometric characteristics and safety concerns
Westbound I-70, 8th Avenue on-ramp to 4th Street off-ramp – minimal weave distance
Minimal width shoulders on viaduct – no room to pull out of the travel lanes
Incidents or crashes on the viaduct or curve often result in secondary crashes as traffic
becomes congested and backs up from the initial site
An incident on the viaduct as simple as a flat tire requires 3 to 4 patrol cars to control traffic
Officer safety is a concern when working an incident on the viaduct as there is no escape
route and no room for error
Wet weather increases crashes
Snow when pushed to side of road can become an icing issue as snow melts, runs across
roadway, and freezes
Better communication with drivers needed to warn of incidents
Concerns for sight distance along I-70
Too many ramps (confusing drivers)
Access Issues
Connect I-70 to Topeka Boulevard or Kansas Avenue or both – this access is very important
to continued development in Downtown, North Topeka, and the proposed Riverfront area
Street connections across I-70, either under or over, are very important
Too many ramps on the east side of downtown
Need for adequate number of access points to serve the downtown area
Relocating 3rd and 4th street ramps not a concern to most stakeholders that have been
interviewed
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Travelers to/from North Topeka are currently more likely to use the Oakland Expressway or
Highway 75 in order to access I-70
Traffic Issues
BNSF deliveries are primarily from the east on I-70 and use the 4th Street exit ramp,
difficulties are experienced in crossing Madison Street to turn right on 4th, some trucks use
the 3rd Street exit
Most BNSF employees use the 8th Avenue interchange
Closure of the 4th Street exit ramp will put more traffic on Madison from 8th or 10th Streets
8th Avenue and 10th Avenue are gateways to downtown
Ramada Inn customers mainly use the 8th Avenue interchange
Hallmark Cards – most deliveries come from the east on I-70 and use the exit ramp at 4th
Street – loading docks are on the north side of the building, difficulties in crossing left turn
lanes in order to go north on Madison Street
Trucks have a difficult time getting back to eastbound I-70 from Hallmark
Hallmark has 600 employees, with most coming to work from the north and west – they use
the 3rd Street exit ramp
How would I-70 changes impact parking lots along I-70
USD 501 (40 school buses a day use I-70 and need better access to Topeka Boulevard and or
Kansas Avenue
Heavy concentration of large trucks and buses north of I-70
UPS uses 3rd and 4th Street ramps
Transit Issues
3 transit routes (2 buses per hour to and from Quincy Street station) use I-70
Now use 1st Street exit and entrance as it provides a safer route than 3rd Street
Paratransit service to medical facilities use I-70 with 50-60 passengers per day to the Cotton
O’Neil clinic near 29th & Croco and many more trips to Tallgrass, St. Francis, and Stormont
medical centers
More direct connection to and from Topeka Blvd. and Kansas Avenue would benefit bus
route structure
Bicycle Issues
Current city streets under I-70 don’t have the width to accommodate bicycles
A bicycle route that parallels I-70 is a desirable transportation facility
The Shunga Trail should be connected to the proposed Riverfront Area
If a “below grade” option for I-70 were to be selected, bicycle and pedestrian crossings are a
key issue
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Design of drainage facilities and storm grates are safety issues for bicycles
Visibility of bicyclists is an important consideration with planning landscaping
Design of connections to bicycle trails is critical – no right angle turns
Bicycle trails are proposed using the levees
Social Issues
Rescue Mission to Let’s Help – pedestrian traffic during lunchtime – up to 500 people
School bus from Rescue Mission to various schools
Paratransit service from low income areas to medical facilities
Large bus-dependent and bicycle-dependent population east of Adams Street
US Army Corps of Engineers Issues
Levee Critical Zone – 500’
Levee improvements are planned (replace concrete flood wall and reduce seepage under
berm)
I-70 embankment is the levee for a distance east of MacVicar Avenue
Pump station tied to storm sewers
Aesthetic Issues and Preferences
Aesthetics of the I-70 improvements are important
The below grade options was initially preferred by many stakeholders
View from downtown toward the Riverfront is important
View of Downtown and Riverfront from I-70 is important
Need to include green/open space
View of the river could be important
Business/Economic Development
I-70 is extremely important to businesses as a route for customers
Impacts of construction on businesses must be considered
Ramada Inn – 256 sleeping rooms, 58 apartments, 2 floors office/commercial space, and
33,000 sq. ft. of banquet space
Potential riverfront development would have a tremendous impact on Topeka
Watertower area development is a possibility – primarily one owner, therefore a
development project could move forward quickly
Ice Rink will be developed near 8th Avenue and Madison Street
Most employees for major businesses drive to work, a few use transit or ride bicycles
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501 School District is planning new facilities on the former State Hospital grounds on
MacVicar Avenue that could add 600-1100, possibly up to 1500 people going to and from
this location daily
Miscellaneous
BNSF has track along 1st Street east of Madison that is used for switching operations to
serve the mill
Other sections of I-70 near US-75 and I-470 also experience traffic problems.
Considerable fuel deliveries along Crane Street
I-70 is an important route for people visiting Hummer Sports Park
Build on an offset alignment to minimize traffic disruption during construction.
Ward Meade and Auburndale Parks near I-70.
Desired Improvements
Improve the design speed of the 3rd Street curve
Provide 3 through lanes in each direction on I-70
Provide shoulders on viaduct
Provide longer ramp acceleration and deceleration lanes
Provide connections between I-70 and Topeka Blvd. or Kansas Av.
Provide better highway lighting

Development of Project Goals and Evaluation Criteria
Prior to developing potential improvement alternatives for I-70, project goals and evaluation criteria
were developed to be used in screening a full range of alternatives to determine three that would
be carried forward for detailed analysis.
Project Goals: Based upon the input from the public and stakeholders, the Core Team and the
Project Advisory Committee developed goals for the highway design and the community
connections between I-70 and adjacent land use. The goals are to:
1.Maintain safe, efficient operation and capacity for interstate trips.
2.Maintain safe, efficient operation and capacity for local trips.
3.Meet current geometric design criteria for design speed, shoulder width, ramp lengths, and
interchange spacing.
4.Meet current bridge design criteria.
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5.Consider facility maintenance issues/costs in the design of new highways, streets, and
bridges.
6.Provide logical/reasonable connections to downtown Topeka, North Topeka, and the
Riverfront area.
7.Consider the needs for modes of transportation other than automobiles and commercial
trucks to cross or access I-70.
8.Consider urban design elements as part of future I-70 corridor design, including aesthetics,
potential land use, public areas, and the overall connections between land use, city
streets, and I-70.
9.Enhance economic development opportunities in areas near I-70.
10. Stage/phase construction to minimize disruption of traffic flow and to maximize financial
feasibility.
Evaluation Criteria: A series of nine criteria was established by the Core Team and the Project
Advisory Committee to evaluate alternatives for improving I-70. These criteria address the project
goals for the I-70 corridor.
1.Roadway Design: addresses the design speed of the 3rd Street curve; concerns about
acceleration/deceleration lane lengths; narrow shoulders on viaduct; inadequate spacing
between ramps; flexibility for future expansion of I-70 and local streets; and adequate
drainage.
2.Safety: addresses reducing the number of crashes along I-70, including the high crash areas
along I-70 and crossing I-70 on the local street system.
3.Traffic Mobility and Circulation: provides for the movement of through traffic on I-70 and for
the logical circulation of traffic on the city street system.
4.Access and Connectivity: provides access from I-70 to Topeka Boulevard and/or Kansas
Avenue as well as logical and reasonable access to I-70 from the local streets;
interchanges provide full traffic movements to and from I-70.
5.Economic Goals: ensures that future development/redevelopment goals are considered and
promotes community connectivity.
6.Construction and Maintenance: considers project and maintenance costs; traffic issues
during construction; phased construction; and highway maintenance.
7.Environmental Issues: minimize impacts on historic properties, the environment, and
adjacent properties. Also considers environmental justice.
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8.Aesthetics: enhances view shed between downtown and the river; recognizes the
importance of the roadway and bridge and considers the view from I-70.
9. Multimodal Considerations: addresses transit, bicycle and pedestrian needs.
These criteria were utilized to narrow 17 potential improvement scenarios to three that were
analyzed in greater detail. The three alternatives were presented to the public for comment.
Similar criteria were used to determine a locally preferred alternative.

Revised Alternatives
Public and stakeholder input regarding the original three alternatives included a desire for an
additional connection between I-70 and the local street system in downtown. It was determined
that 6th Avenue was the recommended location for this additional connection. The three
alternatives were revised and additional public and stakeholder outreach was conducted to provide
information regarding the revised alternatives and to continue the opportunity for community
input.

Public Information Meeting: A public
information meeting was held on September 28,
2010 to present the revised alternatives and seek
public input regarding those changes. Traffic
impacts and proposed changes in access to I-70
were discussed.
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Stakeholder Meetings: Stakeholder meetings were conducted with a number of groups and
individuals to discuss the revised alternatives. A listing of these meetings is found on page 21.
Through these discussions consensus was reached to pursue an elevated alignment (new viaduct)
from west of Topeka Boulevard to east of Kansas Avenue. Most of the stakeholder groups preferred
Alternative #1 Revised, with the downtown stakeholder groups preferring Alternative #3 Revised.
Preferences are noted in Table 3.5.
Table 3.5 Stakeholder Group Preferences for a Preferred Alternative
Above-Grade or
Below-Grade

Access Alternative
Preference

Core Team

Above-Grade

Alternative #1 (revised)

Project Advisory Committee

Above-Grade

Greater Topeka Chamber of Commerce

Above-Grade

Downtown Topeka, Inc.

Above-Grade

Community Focus Groups

Above-Grade

All Alternatives are Acceptable

Metropolitan Topeka Planning Organization

Above-Grade

Alternative #1 (revised)

Riverfront Authority

Above-Grade

Alternative #1 (revised)

North Topeka Business Alliance

Above-Grade

Alternative #1 (revised)

City Council

Above-Grade

Alternative #1 (revised)
rd
- Investigate 3 EB I-70 exit

Group

Alternative #1 (revised)
(7 for Alt #1, 5 for Alt #3)
Alternative #1 (revised)
rd
- Investigate 3 EB I-70 exit
Alternative #1 (revised)
rd
- Investigate 3 EB I-70 exit

Final Public Open House: The final public open house for the Concept Study was conducted on May
3, 2011. This session provided the public and stakeholders the opportunity to view and discuss the
Preferred Alternative as well as the City Council’s request for a “Future Design Consideration” that
would eliminate an eastbound on-ramp and add a third eastbound off-ramp. KDOT has agreed to
further investigate this option as the project moves into preliminary design.
Fifty participants attended the meeting and had the opportunity to view a video presentation and
talk with staff from KDOT, the City of Topeka, and the consultant team. Verbal comments were
mixed with many supporting the Preferred Alternative and many desiring the third eastbound exit
shown in the “Future Design Consideration”. Sixteen written comments were received supporting
the Future Design Consideration.
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The information presented at the meeting was posted on the project website the following day for
those who were unable to attend the meeting.
The final public open house was advertised in a number of ways. Nearly 700 postcards were sent to
residents and businesses in the study area. It was publicized on the web site and through a media
release. The meeting was covered by a local television station and the Topeka Capital Journal.
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Section 4: Development of Alternatives
Introduction
An iterative process was used to identify and narrow the potential improvement alternatives for I-70
and the Polk-Quincy Viaduct. Project goals were developed by the Core Team of study sponsors and
the Project Advisory Committee, which represented community organizations. Initial definitions for
a range of alternatives were developed. Seventeen preliminary alternatives were identified based
upon the initial definitions. The Core Team and Project Advisory Committee developed a set of
evaluation criteria that were used to narrow the potential alternatives to three that were carried
forward for more detailed analysis. The three alternatives were presented to the public and
stakeholders for comment. Based upon the comments received, each of the alternatives was
revised to include access to and from 6th Avenue. The three revised alternatives were further
analyzed and a preferred alternative was recommended. In addition, vertical profiles for a new
viaduct, a partially below-grade alignment, and a fully below-grade alignment were investigated.

Initial Definitions of Concept Alternatives
o No Build Alternative – develop a continued maintenance program for the I-70 Polk-Quincy
Viaduct and adjacent segments of I-70. This alternative should include ITS applications to
enhance safety at the 3rd Street Curve.
o Replace “In Kind” – reconstruct the viaduct on its current alignment with no widening for
shoulders and minimal changes to other geometric features. Relocating the 3rd Street ramps
to 4th Street would be considered. This alternative should include ITS applications to enhance
safety at the 3rd Street Curve.
o Reconstruct I-70 on its existing alignment including capacity and other roadway geometric
improvements. This alternative should include ITS applications to enhance safety at the 3rd
Street Curve.
o Re-align I-70 and include increased capacity for traffic flow, roadway geometric improvements
including the 3rd Street curve, and access improvements. Both a new viaduct and belowgrade options will be explored for the section between Topeka Boulevard and Kansas Avenue.

Project Goals
Ten initial goals were identified to address the corridor’s needs for improving the highway design
and the community’s connections between I-70 and the adjacent land use.
The initial project goals for the I-70 Polk-Quincy Viaduct are:
1.

Maintain safe, efficient operation, and capacity for interstate trips.

2.

Maintain safe, efficient operation, and capacity for local trips.
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3.

Meet current roadway geometric design criteria for design speed, shoulder width, ramp
lengths, and interchange spacing.

4.

Meet current bridge design criteria.

5.

Consider facility maintenance issues/costs in the design of new highways, streets, and
bridges.

6.

Provide logical/reasonable connections to Downtown Topeka, North Topeka, and the
Riverfront area.

7.

Consider the needs for modes of transportation other than automobiles and commercial
trucks to cross or access I-70

8.

Consider urban design elements as part of future I-70 corridor design, including:
aesthetics, potential land use, public areas, and the overall connections between land use,
city streets, and I-70.

9.

Enhance economic development opportunities in areas near I-70.

10.

Stage/phase construction to minimize disruption of traffic flow and to maximize financial
feasibility.

Preliminary Alternatives
Seventeen preliminary alternatives were developed for consideration:
o Alternative 1: Continued maintenance program for the I-70 Polk-Quincy Viaduct and adjacent
sections of I-70. Includes ITS applications to enhance safety at the 3rd Street Curve.
o Alternative 2: Remove I-70’s designation as an interstate highway and convert to an arterial
street.
o Alternative 3: Replace the existing facility “In Kind” – reconstruct I-70 on its existing
alignment with minimal geometric changes.
o Alternative 4: Reconstruct I-70 on the existing alignment and widen to six lanes.
o Alternative 5: Reconstruct I-70 on the existing alignment, widen to six lanes, and move the
3rd Street ramps to 4th Street to create a full diamond interchange.
33

Alternative 4

Alternative 5
34

I-70 Polk-Quincy Viaduct Concept Design Study
70-89 KA-1266-01

Alternatives

o Alternative 6: Realign I-70 to the inside of the 3rd Street curve and move the 3rd Street
ramps to 4th Street.
o Alternative 7: Realign I-70 to the inside of the 3rd Street curve and construct a split diamond
interchange connecting I-70 to 1st Street and Kansas Avenue.

Alternative 6

Alternative 7

o Alternative 8: Realign I-70 and create a split diamond interchange connecting I-70 to Topeka
Boulevard and Kansas Avenue. Connector roads parallel to I-70 are continuous from Topeka
Boulevard to 10th Avenue.
o Alternative 9: Realign I-70 and create a split diamond interchange connecting I-70 to Topeka
Boulevard and Kansas Avenue. Connector roads parallel to I-70 connect the ramp
intersections.

Alternative 8

Alternative 9
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o Alternative 10: Realign I-70 and create a split diamond interchange connecting I-70 to 1st
Street and Kansas Avenue. Two-way connector roads are used with roundabouts at the ramp
intersections.
o Alternative 11: Realign I-70 and create a split diamond interchange connecting 1st Street and
Kansas Avenue with a roundabout at 1st and Kansas.

Alternative 10

Alternative 11

o Alternative 12: Realign I-70 and create a split diamond interchange connecting 1st Street
west of Topeka Boulevard and 1st Street east of Kansas Avenue.
o Alternative 13: Realign I-70 and create a diamond interchange at Topeka Boulevard and
possibly a half-diamond interchange at Kansas Avenue.

Alternative 13

Alternative 12
Alternative 10
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o Alternative 14: Realign I-70 and create a diamond interchange at Topeka Boulevard with 1st
Street closed and, possibly, a half-diamond interchange at Kansas Avenue.
o Alternative 15: Realign I-70 and create a diamond interchange at Topeka Boulevard with a
ramp intersection at 2nd Street and possibly a half-diamond interchange at Kansas Avenue.

Alternative 14

Alternative 15

o Alternative 16: Realign I-70 and create a single-point diamond interchange at Topeka
Boulevard and with diamond interchanges at 4th Street and 10th Avenue.
o Alternative 17: Realign I-70 and create a diamond interchange at Kansas Avenue.

Alternative 17

Alternative 16
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Evaluation Criteria
A series of nine criteria was established by the Core Team and the Project Advisory Committee to
evaluate alternatives for improving I-70. These criteria address the project goals for the I-70
corridor.
1.Roadway Design: addresses the design speed of the 3rd Street curve; concerns about
acceleration/deceleration lane lengths; narrow shoulders on viaduct; inadequate spacing
between ramps; flexibility for future expansion of I-70 and local streets; and adequate
drainage.
2.Safety: addresses reducing the number of crashes along I-70, including the high crash areas
along I-70 and crossing I-70 on the local street system.
3.Traffic Mobility and Circulation: provides for the movement of through traffic on I-70 and
for the logical circulation of traffic on the city street system.
4.Access and Connectivity: provides access from I-70 to Topeka Boulevard and/or Kansas
Avenue as well as logical and reasonable access to I-70 from the local streets; interchanges
provide full traffic movements to and from I-70.
5.Economic Goals: ensures that future development/redevelopment goals are considered and
promotes community connectivity.
6.Construction and Maintenance: considers project and maintenance costs; traffic issues
during construction; phased construction; and highway maintenance.
7.Environmental Issues: minimize impacts on historic properties, the environment and
adjacent properties. Also considers environmental justice.
8.Aesthetics: enhances view shed between Downtown and the river; recognizes the
importance of the roadway and bridge and considers the view from I-70.
9.Multimodal Considerations: addresses transit, bicycle, and pedestrian needs.

Initial Screening
These criteria were utilized to narrow 17 potential improvement scenarios to three that were
analyzed in greater detail. Table 4.1 describes the initial set of alternatives, comments regarding
their strengths and weaknesses, and whether they were recommended for more detailed analysis
(shaded in blue).
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Table 4.1 Initial Screening of Alternatives
Alternative
1.
2.
3.

Continued Maintenance + ITS
Convert I-70 to City Street
Replace I-70 “In Kind” + ITS

4.

Reconstruct on Existing Alignment &
Widen to 6 Lanes
Reconstruct on Existing Alignment,
Widen to 6 Lanes, & Move 3rd
Street Ramps to 4th Street

5.

6.

Realign I-70 to Inside 3rd Street
Curve, Move 3rd Street Ramps to
4th Street
7. Realign I-70 to Inside 3rd Street
Curve, Split Diamond Interchange
1st Street/Kansas Avenue
8. Realign I-70, Split Diamond
Interchange Topeka
Boulevard/Kansas Avenue,
Connector Roads Topeka Boulevard
to 10th Avenue
9. Realign I-70, Split Diamond
Interchange Topeka
Boulevard/Kansas Avenue,
Connector Roads Topeka Boulevard
to Kansas Avenue
10. Realign I-70, Split Diamond
Interchange 1st Street/Kansas
Avenue, Two-Way Connector Roads
Topeka Boulevard to Kansas Avenue
11. Realign I-70, Split Diamond
Interchange 1st Street/Kansas
Avenue, Two-Way Connector Roads
Topeka Boulevard to Kansas Avenue
with Roundabouts
12. Realign I-70, Ramp Connections to
1st Street west of Topeka Boulevard
and 1st Street east of Kansas
Avenue

Comments
Lowest scores for: Roadway Design,
Safety & Multimodal Considerations
Lowest scores for:
Access/Connectivity, Support
Economic Goals, Aesthetics
Transportation needs are not
addressed
40 mph Design Speed for 3rd Street
Curve is not improved
Doesn’t Address Ramp Spacing
Doesn’t Address Access/Connectivity
Issues
Scored Low for Safety Improvement
Improved Design Speed for 3rd Street
Curve
Addresses Some Design Issues
Alternative #7 – Split is too Great
Doesn’t Address Access/Connectivity
Issues
3rd Highest Ranked Alternative
Addresses Design and Safety Issues
Addresses Access/Connectivity Issues

Screening
Dropped from
Consideration

Dropped from
Consideration

Dropped from
Consideration

Continue with
Detailed Analysis

Highest Ranked Alternative
Addresses Design and Safety Issues
Addresses Access/Connectivity Issues

Continue with
Detailed Analysis

Tied for 4th Highest Ranked
Alternative
Some Similarities to Alternative #9

Dropped from
Consideration

Addresses Design and Safety Issues
Not a True Split Diamond Interchange
Some Similarities to Alternative #9

Dropped from
Consideration

Addresses Design and Safety Issues
Not a True Split Diamond Interchange
Dropped from
Consideration
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Table 4.1 continued

Alternative
13. Realign I-70, Diamond Interchange
with Roundabouts at Topeka
Boulevard and Possible HalfDiamond Interchange at Kansas
Avenue
14. Realign I-70, Diamond Interchange
at Topeka Boulevard (1st Street
Closed) and Possible Half-Diamond
Interchange at Kansas Avenue
15. Realign I-70, Interchange at Topeka
Boulevard with Ramps Intersecting
at 2nd Street
16. Realign I-70, Diamond Interchanges
at Topeka Boulevard, 4th Street,
and 10th Avenue
17. Realign I-70, Diamond Interchange
at Kansas Avenue

Comments
Tied for 4th Highest Ranked
Alternative
Some Similarities to Alternative #16

Addresses Design and Safety Issues
Some Similarities to Alternative #16

Addresses Design and Safety Issues

Addresses Design and Safety Issues
Addresses Access/Connectivity Issues
Second Highest Ranked Alternative
Addresses Design and Safety Issues
Addresses Access/Connectivity Issues

Screening
Dropped from
Consideration

Dropped from
Consideration
Dropped from
Consideration
Continue with
Detailed Analysis
Dropped from
Consideration

Alternatives for Detailed Analysis
Three of the Preliminary Alternatives were selected for a more detailed level of analysis. These
Alternatives were redesignated as follows:
Preliminary Alternative #9 became Alternative #1
Preliminary Alternative #8 became Alternative #2
Preliminary Alternative #16 became Alternative #3
Planning level traffic forecasts were developed for the year 2040. Traffic analyses and VISSIM
(traffic simulation) modeling were conducted for the no-build condition AM and PM peak periods as
well as the AM and PM peak periods for each of the three alternatives. More information regarding
this work can be found in Appendix A.
The potential application of Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) devices was reviewed with a
primary focus on improving safety at the I-70 curve near 3rd Street. More information can be found
in Appendix B.
Concept geometric design layouts were developed for each of the three Alternatives. This work
included the development of preliminary horizontal alignment, profiles, and cross sections at critical
locations. More information can be found in Appendix E.
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Alternative #1 shown in Figure 4.1 provides two interchanges that serve the Downtown area. The
first interchange serves the east side of Downtown with ramps that connect I-70 to Madison and
Monroe Streets at 10th Avenue and at 4th Street. The second interchange serves the north side of
the Downtown area, with ramps that connect I-70 to Topeka Boulevard and Kansas Avenue.
Figure 4.1 Alternative #1 Concept and Impacts
Alternative #1 provides
two interchanges that
serve the Downtown
area. The first
interchange serves the
east side of Downtown
with ramps that connect
I-70 to Madison and
Monroe Streets at 10th
Avenue and 4th Street.
The second interchange
serves the north side of
the Downtown area, with
ramps that connect I-70
to Topeka Boulevard and
Kansas Avenue.

Westbound Exits /Entrances
Eastbound Exits / Entrances
Estimated Construction Cost
Safety

Traffic Flow
Access

Support Development
Aesthetics

Exit I-70 at 10th Avenue and Kansas Avenue
Enter I-70 from 4th Street and Topeka Boulevard
Exit I-70 at Topeka Boulevard and 4th Street
Enter I-70 from Kansas Avenue and 10th Avenue
$180 million, the lowest of the three original alternatives
Highway geometric changes improve safety. Changes include: larger 3rd
Street Curve, wider shoulders, longer ramp acceleration lanes, better ramp
connections with city streets and greater spacing between ramps.
Additional lanes are provided where needed on I-70 to reduce congestion.
The increased lengths of entrance and exit ramps will smooth traffic flow.
Access is improved for the north end of Downtown, the proposed Riverfront
Development and North Topeka. Access is maintained to 4th Street, 6th
Avenue, 8th Avenue and 10th Avenue on the east side of Downtown.
Supports potential development in the Riverfront area, along Kansas Avenue
and the south end of Downtown.
Aesthetic treatments will be considered along I-70, collector-distributor
roads such as Madison and Monroe Streets and below the I-70 bridge.
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Alternative #2 shown in Figure 4.2 is similar to Alternative #1, as it provides two interchanges that
serve the Downtown area. It differs from Alternative #1 in that a pair of one-way collectordistributor roads parallel I-70 from Topeka Boulevard to 10th Avenue.
Figure 4.2 Alternative #2 Concept and Impacts
Similar to Alternative #1, Alternative
#2 provides two interchanges that
serve the Downtown area. The first
interchange serves the east side of
Downtown with ramps that connect
I-70 to Madison and Monroe Streets
at 10th Avenue and 4th Street. The
second interchange serves the north
side of the Downtown area, with
ramps that connect I-70 to Topeka
Boulevard and Kansas Avenue.
It differs from Alternative #1 in that a
pair of one-way collector-distributor
roads that parallel I-70 from Topeka
Boulevard to 10th Avenue.

Westbound Exits /Entrances
Eastbound Exits /Entrances
Estimated Construction Cost
Safety

Traffic Flow

Access

Support Development
Aesthetics

Exit I-70 at 10th Avenue and Kansas Avenue
Enter I-70 from 4th Street and Topeka Boulevard
Exit I-70 at Topeka Boulevard and 4th Street
Enter I-70 from Kansas Avenue and 10th Avenue
$241.5 million, the highest of the three original alternatives
Highway geometric changes improve safety. Changes include: larger 3rd Street
Curve, wider shoulders, longer ramp acceleration lanes, better ramp
connections with city streets and greater spacing between ramps.
Additional lanes are provided where needed on I-70 to reduce congestion. The
increased lengths of entrance and exit ramps will smooth traffic flow. One-way
collector-distributor roads parallel I-70 from Topeka Boulevard to 10th Avenue
Access is improved for the north end of Downtown, the proposed Riverfront
Development and North Topeka. Access is maintained to 4th St., 6th Ave., 8th
Ave. and 10th Ave. on the east side of Downtown.
Supports potential development in the Riverfront area, along Kansas Ave. and
the south end of Downtown.
Aesthetic treatments will be considered along I-70, collector-distributor roads
such as Madison and Monroe Streets and below the I-70 bridge.
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Alternative #3 shown in Figure 4.3 provides three diamond interchanges that serve the Downtown
area. Interchanges would be located at Topeka Boulevard, 4th Street and 10th Avenue.
Figure 4.3 Alternative #3 Concept and Impacts

Alternative #3 provides
three diamond
interchanges that serve
the Downtown area.
Interchanges would be
located at Topeka
Boulevard, 4th Street,
and 10th Avenue.

Westbound Exits /Entrances
Eastbound Exits /Entrances
Estimated Construction Cost
Safety

Traffic Flow

Access

Support Development

Aesthetics

Exit I-70 at 10th Avenue, 4th Street and Topeka Boulevard
Enter I-70 from 10th Avenue, 4th Street, and Topeka Boulevard
Exit I-70 at Topeka Boulevard, 4th Street and 10th Avenue
Enter I-70 from Topeka Boulevard, 4th Street and 10th Avenue
$231.5 million, the middle of the three original alternatives
Highway geometric changes improve safety. Changes include: larger 3rd Street
curve, wider shoulders, longer ramp acceleration lanes, better ramp
connections with city streets and greater spacing between ramps.
Additional lanes are provided where needed on I-70 to reduce congestion. The
increased lengths of entrance and exit ramps will smooth traffic flow. The
weaving distance between Topeka Boulevard and 4th St. is less than desirable.
Access is improved to Topeka Boulevard Indirect access is provided for the north
end of Downtown, the proposed Riverfront Development and North Topeka.
Access is maintained to 4th Street, 6th Avenue, 8th Avenue, and 10th Avenue on
the east side of Downtown.
Indirect access to the potential development in the Riverfront area and along
Kansas Avenue to North Topeka. Access supports potential development the
south end of Downtown.
Aesthetic treatments will be considered along I-70 and below the I-70 bridge.
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Public/Stakeholder Input: The three alternatives were presented at a public meeting, various
stakeholder group meetings, and to focus groups of randomly selected citizens. While the focus
groups found all of the alternatives to be acceptable, stakeholder groups and a number of attendees
at the public meeting expressed the desire for an additional connection between I-70 and city
streets on the east side of the Downtown area. The most often mentioned location was 6th Avenue.
This arterial street crosses the City of Topeka and provides the best connection to I-70 for East
Topeka.
Stakeholders also requested that the vertical alignment of a new I-70 between Topeka Boulevard
and Kansas Avenue be studied to determine if a new viaduct (above-grade option) or a depressed
roadway (below-grade option) would be most appropriate. The master plan for the Riverfront
Redevelopment Area recommends a below-grade option.
Both issues are discussed on the following pages, with the discussion of the vertical alignment
beginning on page 53.

Revised Alternatives
Each of the three alternatives was revised to include a connection to 6th Avenue.
Alternative #1 Revised shown in Figure 4.4, provides three interchanges that serve the Downtown
area. The first interchange serves the north side of the Downtown area, with ramps that connect
I-70 to Topeka Boulevard and Kansas Avenue. The second services the northeast side of Downtown
with ramps that connect I-70 to Madison and Monroe Streets at 4th Street and 6th Avenue. An
existing partial interchange serves 10th Avenue to access Downtown Topeka from I-70 to the east.
Alternative #2 Revised shown in Figure 4.5, provides three interchanges that serve the Downtown
area. The first interchange serves the north side of the Downtown area, with ramps that connect
I-70 to Topeka Boulevard and Kansas Avenue. The second services the northeast side of Downtown
with ramps that connect I-70 to Madison and Monroe Streets at 4th Street and 6th Avenue. An
existing partial interchange serves 10th Avenue to access Downtown Topeka from I-70 to the east.
Alternative #2 differs from Alternative #1 in that it provides a pair of one-way collector-distributor
roads that parallel I-70 from Topeka Boulevard to 10th Avenue.
Alternative #3 Revised as shown in Figure 4.6, provides three interchanges that serve the
Downtown area. Interchanges would be located at Topeka Boulevard, 6th Avenue and 10th Avenue.
The possibility of also providing a pair of ramps at 4th Street serving I-70 to and from the west was
analyzed.
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Figure 4.4 Alternative #1 Revised Concept and Impacts

Alternative #1 Revised
provides three interchanges
that serve the Downtown
area. The first interchange
serves the north side of the
Downtown area, with ramps
that connect I-70 to Topeka
Boulevard and Kansas Avenue.
The second services the
northeast side of Downtown
with ramps that connect I-70
to Madison and Monroe
Streets at 4th Street and 6th
Avenue. An existing partial
interchange serves 10th
Avenue to access Downtown
Topeka from I-70 to the east.

Westbound Exits /Entrances
Eastbound Exits /Entrances
Estimated Construction Cost
Safety

Traffic Flow
Access

Support Development
Aesthetics

Exit I-70 at 10th Avenue, 6th Avenue and Kansas Avenue.
Enter I-70 from 4th Street and Topeka Boulevard.
Exit I-70 at Topeka Boulevard and 4th Street.
Enter I-70 from Kansas Avenue, 6th Avenue and 10th Avenue.
$180 million
Highway geometric changes improve safety. Changes include: larger 3rd Street
curve, wider shoulders, longer ramp acceleration lanes, better ramp
connections with city streets and greater spacing between ramps.
Additional lanes are provided where needed on I-70 to reduce congestion. The
increased lengths of entrance and exit ramps will smooth traffic flow.
Access is improved for the north end of Downtown, the proposed Riverfront
Development and North Topeka. Access is maintained to 4th Street, 6th
Avenue, 8th Avenue, and 10th Avenue on the east side of Downtown.
Supports potential development in the Riverfront area, along Kansas Avenue
and the south end of Downtown.
Aesthetic treatments will be considered along I-70, collector-distributor roads
such as Madison and Monroe Streets and below the I-70 bridge.
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Figure 4.5 Alternative #2 Revised Concept and Impacts
Alternative #2 Revised provides three
interchanges that serve the downtown
area. The first interchange serves the
north side of the downtown area, with
ramps that connect I-70 to Topeka
Boulevard and Kansas Avenue. The
second serves the northeast side of
downtown with ramps that connect I-70
to Madison and Monroe Streets at 4th
Street and 6th Avenue. An existing
partial interchange serves 10th Avenue
to access downtown Topeka from I-70
to the east.
Alternative #2 differs from Alternative
#1 in that it provides a pair of one-way
collector-distributor roads that parallel
I-70 from Topeka Boulevard to 10th
Avenue.

Westbound Exits /Entrances
Eastbound Exits /Entrances
Estimated Construction Cost
Safety

Traffic Flow

Access

Support Development
Aesthetics

Exit I-70 at 10th Avenue, 6th Avenue and Kansas Avenue.
Enter I-70 from 4th Street and Topeka Boulevard.
Exit I-70 at Topeka Boulevard and 4th Street.
Enter I-70 from Kansas Avenue, 6th Avenue and 10th Avenue.
$220 million
Highway geometric changes improve safety. Changes include: larger 3rd Street
curve, wider shoulders, longer ramp acceleration lanes, better ramp
connections with city streets and greater spacing between ramps.
Additional lanes are provided where needed on I-70 to reduce congestion. The
increased lengths of entrance and exit ramps will smooth traffic flow.
A one-way pair of collector-distributor roads parallel I-70 from Topeka
Boulevard to 10th Avenue.
Access is improved for the north end of Downtown, the proposed Riverfront
Development and North Topeka. Access is maintained to 4th Street, 6th
Avenue, 8th Avenue, and 10th Avenue on the east side of Downtown.
Supports potential development in the Riverfront area, along Kansas Avenue
and the south end of Downtown.
Aesthetic treatments will be considered along I-70, collector-distributor roads
such as Madison and Monroe Streets and below the I-70 bridge.
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Figure 4.6 Alternative #3 Revised Concept and Impacts

Alternative #3 Revised
provides three interchanges
that serve the Downtown
area. Interchanges would be
located at Topeka
Boulevard, 6th Avenue and
10th Avenue. The possibility
of also providing a pair of
ramps at 4th Street serving
I-70 to and from the west
was analyzed.

Westbound Exits /Entrances
Eastbound Exits /Entrances
Estimated Construction Cost
Safety

Traffic Flow
Access

Support Development

Aesthetics

Exit I-70 at 10th Avenue, 6th Avenue, Topeka Boulevard and possibly 4th Street.
Enter I-70 from 6th Avenue, Topeka Boulevard, and possibly 4th Street.
Exit I-70 at Topeka Boulevard, 6th Avenue, and possibly 4th Street.
Enter I-70 from Topeka Boulevard, 6th Avenue, and 10th Avenue.
$210 million
Highway geometric changes improve safety. Changes include: larger 3rd Street
curve, wider shoulders, longer ramp acceleration lanes, better ramp
connections with city streets and greater spacing between ramps.
Additional lanes are provided where needed on I-70 to reduce congestion. The
increased lengths of entrance and exit ramps will smooth traffic flow.
Access is improved to Topeka Boulevard Indirect access is provided for the north
end of Downtown, the proposed Riverfront Development and North Topeka.
Access is maintained to 4th Street, 6th Avenue, 8th Avenue, and 10th Avenue on
the east side of Downtown.
Indirect access to the potential development in the Riverfront area and along
Kansas Avenue to North Topeka. Access supports potential development the
south end of Downtown.
Aesthetic treatments will be considered along I-70 and below the I-70 bridge.
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Comparison of Alternatives
The strengths and weaknesses of each of the three alternatives were evaluated for seven categories
that relate to the project goals and objectives. These strengths and weaknesses are discussed and
shown in the following tables.
Roadway Design: As shown in Table 4.2, all three alternatives would meet current highway design
criteria and improve the curve near 3rd Street, provide wider shoulders on the viaduct, increase
ramp lengths, increase spacing between ramps, and provide additional lanes where needed.
Alternative #1 Revised has the lowest estimated construction cost.
Table 4.2 Strengths and Weaknesses – Roadway Design
Roadway
Design
Estimated
Cost to Build

Strengths

Alternative #1 Revised

Alternative #2 Revised

Alternative #3 Revised

$198 million

$201 million

$192 million

Meets current design criteria
3rd Street curve improved
Wider shoulders
Longer ramps
Greater distance between
ramps
Additional lanes where
needed
Madison & Monroe Streets
improved

Meets current design criteria
3rd Street curve improved
Wider shoulders
Longer ramps
Greater distance between
ramps
Additional lanes where
needed
Madison & Monroe Streets
improved
Collector-Distributor roads
connect Topeka Boulevard to
10th Avenue

Meets current design criteria
3rd Street curve improved
Wider shoulders
Longer ramps
Greater distance between
ramps
Additional lanes where
needed

One slip ramp
Weave distance between
Adams and 10th Avenue is
less than desirable

Three slip ramps
Weave distance between
Adams and 10th Avenue is
less than desirable.

Weave distance between the
Topeka Boulevard and 4th
Street ramps is less than the
desirable distance for the
expected traffic volumes.
Requires an additional lane
on westbound I-70 from the
6th Avenue ramp west to
MacVicar Avenue
Two slip ramps
Weave distance between
Adams and 10th Avenue is
less than desirable.

Weaknesses
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Safety: As shown in Table 4.3, all three alternatives should experience a reduction in the number of
crashes as the highway features are reconstructed to meet current design criteria. The highest crash
locations are addressed. Alternative #2 Revised and Alternative #3 Revised both have weaving areas
where vehicle-to-vehicle conflicts may occur.
Table 4.3 Strengths and Weaknesses – Traveler Safety
Traveler
Safety

Alternative #1 Revised

Alternative #2 Revised

Alternative #3 Revised

Strengths

Updated highway
characteristics will reduce
number of crashes
High crash locations are
addressed

Updated highway
characteristics will reduce
number of crashes
High crash locations are
addressed
Two weaving areas on
collector-distributor roads
(between ramp connection
and intersecting city street)
are shorter than desirable
and may result in vehicle
conflicts.

Updated highway
characteristics will reduce
number of crashes
High crash locations are
addressed
Weaving areas on I-70
between Topeka Boulevard
and 4th Street ramps is less
than desirable and will likely
result in conflicts between
vehicles entering and exiting
I-70.
Weaving conflicts between
traffic on the 6th Avenue offramp and traffic travelling
southbound on Monroe Street

Weaknesses

Support Economic Development: As shown in Table 4.4, all three alternatives support potential
development and redevelopment in Downtown Topeka. Alternatives #1 Revised and #2 Revised
also support development in the Riverfront area through their connections to I-70.
Table 4.4 Strengths and Weaknesses – I-70 Improvements Support Economic Development
Support
Economic
Development

Strengths

Alternative #1 Revised

Alternative #2 Revised

Alternative #3 Revised

Supports potential
development in the
Riverfront area, North
Topeka, along Kansas
Avenue, and the south end
of Downtown.

Supports potential
development in the
Riverfront area, North
Topeka, along Kansas
Avenue, and the south end
of Downtown.

Supports potential
development along Kansas
Avenue and the south end of
Downtown.

Indirect access is provided to
the proposed Riverfront
Development and the north
side of the river along
Kansas Avenue.

Weaknesses
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Traffic Mobility and Circulation: As shown in Table 4.5, all three alternatives improve the flow of
traffic on mainline I-70 and provide adequate capacity to carry future traffic volumes through at
least the year 2040. Some areas of congestion will develop with Alternative #3 Revised due to the
ramp connections with city streets and the spacing between some ramps is less than desirable.
Madison Street is closed north of 4th Street with Alternative #2 Revised changing the flow of traffic
into the industrial area. With all the alternatives, some short sections of city streets will be closed to
accommodate the new alignment of I-70.
Table 4.5 Strengths and Weaknesses – Traffic Mobility and Circulation
Traffic
Mobility &
Circulation

Strengths

Weaknesses

Alternative #1 Revised

Alternative #2 Revised

Alternative #3 Revised

Improved traffic flow for
mainline I-70 and for drivers
entering and exiting the
highway.
Adequate capacity for future
traffic on I-70 (year 2040).
Bicycle and pedestrian needs
will be considered during
design.
Some sections of city streets
are closed.

Improved traffic flow for
mainline I-70 and for drivers
entering and exiting the
highway.
Adequate capacity for future
traffic on I-70 (year 2040).
Bicycle and pedestrian needs
will be considered during
design.
Two weaving areas on
collector-distributor and may
result in congested traffic
flow with future volumes.
Some sections of city streets
are closed
Madison closed north of 4th
Street – truck traffic exits
collector—distributor road to
2nd Street.

Improved traffic flow for most
of mainline I-70 and for most
drivers entering and exiting
the highway.
Adequate capacity for future
traffic on I-70 (year 2040).
Bicycle and pedestrian needs
will be considered during
design.
Distances between some onramps and off-ramps are less
than desirable and may result
in spot traffic congestion.
Requires an additional lane
from 4th St. west to
accommodate ramp traffic at
an acceptable level of
service.
Congestion occurs as
vehicles exiting eastbound
I-70 at 6th Avenue weave
across Monroe traffic to turn
west into Downtown.
Potential to queue traffic on
the off-ramp.
Some sections of city streets
are closed.
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Access/Connections between I-70 and City Streets: As shown in Table 4.6, all three alternatives
improve access to North Topeka. Alternative #1 Revised and Alternative #2 Revised provide better
access to the proposed Riverfront Development with ramps that connect to Topeka Boulevard and
Kansas Avenue.
Table 4.6 Strengths and Weaknesses – Access/Connections between I-70 and City Streets
Access /
Connections
to City Streets

Strengths

Alternative #1 Revised

Alternative #2 Revised

Alternative #3 Revised

Access is provided to Topeka
Boulevard, Van Buren Street,
and Kansas Avenue serving
the north end of Downtown,
the proposed Riverfront
Development, and North
Topeka.
Access is maintained to 4th
Street, 6th Avenue, 8th
Avenue, and 10th Avenue on
the east side of Downtown.

Access is provided to Topeka
Boulevard, Van Buren Street,
and Kansas Avenue serving
the north end of Downtown,
the proposed Riverfront
Development, and North
Topeka.
Access is maintained to 4th
Street, 6th Avenue, 8th
Avenue, and 10th Avenue on
the east side of Downtown.

Access is provided at Topeka
Boulevard serving the north
side of Downtown and North
Topeka
Access is maintained to 4th
Street, 6th Avenue, 8th
Avenue, and 10th Avenue on
the east side of Downtown.

Indirect access is provided to
businesses north of 1st
Street, the proposed
Riverfront Development, and
the north side of the river
along Kansas Avenue.

Weaknesses

Aesthetics/Community Desires: As shown in Table 4.7, all three alternatives will consider the
aesthetics of new roadways and bridges.
Table 4.7 Strengths and Weaknesses – Aesthetics/Community Desires
Aesthetics /
Community
Desires

Alternative #1 Revised

Alternative #2 Revised

Alternative #3 Revised

Strengths

Madison & Monroe Streets
landscaped
Viaduct (new bridge) aesthetics will be considered

Madison & Monroe Streets
landscaped
Viaduct (new bridge) aesthetics will be considered

Madison & Monroe Streets
landscaped
Viaduct (new bridge) aesthetics will be considered

Weaknesses
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Traffic during Construction: As shown in Table 4.8, a specific plan for handling traffic during
construction will be developed with stakeholder input. Maintaining access to Downtown Topeka is a
critical factor that will be considered.
Table 4.8 Strengths and Weaknesses of Handling Traffic During Construction
Traffic During
Construction

Strengths

Weaknesses

Alternative #1 Revised

Alternative #2 Revised

Alternative #3 Revised

A plan for traffic flow during
construction will be
developed with stakeholder
input
Offset alignment from
Topeka Boulevard to Kansas
Avenue will allow existing
I-70 to function as it currently
does for the major portion of
construction
Connector Roads can be
used to carry traffic during
construction

A plan for traffic flow during
construction will be
developed with stakeholder
input
Offset alignment from
Topeka Boulevard to Kansas
Avenue will allow existing
I-70 to function as it currently
does for the major portion of
construction
Connector Roads can be
used to carry traffic during
construction

A plan for traffic flow during
construction will be
developed with stakeholder
input
Offset alignment from
Topeka Boulevard to Kansas
Avenue will allow existing
I-70 to function as it currently
does for the major portion of
construction

Some traffic disruption

Some traffic disruption

Some traffic disruption
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Vertical Alignment between Topeka Boulevard and Kansas Avenue
The second major question raised by some stakeholders was whether the I-70 Polk-Quincy Viaduct
should be replaced with a new viaduct or be reconstructed as a below-grade roadway similar to the
section of I-70 between 10th Avenue and 6th Avenue. Figure 4.7 shows a visualization of a new
viaduct and below-grade options for I-70 between Topeka Boulevard and Kansas Avenue. The
master plan for the Riverfront redevelopment area, also depicted in the figure, recommends a
below-grade option.
Figure 4.7 Vertical Alignment Options

I-70 New Viaduct Option

I-70 Below-Grade Option

Vertical Alignment Options
The strengths and weaknesses of three different vertical alignment options were studied for the
section of I-70 from west of Topeka Boulevard to east of Kansas Avenue. They are:
Fully Below-Grade Option – I-70 would be lowered approximately 25 feet below ground
level to allow city streets to remain at current elevations. New bridges over I-70 would be
provided at Topeka Boulevard, Van Buren Street, and Kansas Avenue.
Partially Below-Grade Option – I-70 would be lowered approximately 10 feet and city
streets would be raised approximately 15 feet to pass over I-70. New bridges over I-70
would be provided at Topeka Boulevard, Van Buren Street, and Kansas Avenue.
Above-Grade Option – a new viaduct would be constructed to carry I-70 traffic over existing
city streets. Harrison Street would likely be closed between 1st and 2nd Streets.
Eleven factors were explored to determine the likely impacts of the three vertical alignment options.
These are discussed on the following pages.
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Roadway Design: As shown in Table 4.9, all of the options will provide a highway that can meet
current design criteria. Both the fully below-grade and partially below-grade options require a wider
cross-section for I-70 than a new viaduct. A viaduct can be designed to that it can be cost-effectively
widened in the future, but either below-grade option will need to be wide enough to provide for any
foreseeable number of lanes due to the expense of the retaining walls that will be required. For this
reason and others, the estimated construction costs for the below-grade options are significantly
higher than for a new viaduct.

Table 4.9 Strengths and Weaknesses – Roadway Design

Estimated
Construction
Cost *

Strengths

Weaknesses

Fully Below-Grade
(25’ below ground level)

Partially Below-Grade
(10’ below ground level)

$290 million

$250 million

Above-Grade
(New viaduct)
$200 million

Addresses Highway
Geometric Issues
Downgrade on-ramps help
traffic entering I-70
accelerate. Upgrade offramps help traffic exiting I-70
decelerate.

Addresses Highway
Geometric Issues
Downgrade on-ramps help
traffic entering I-70
accelerate. Upgrade offramps help traffic exiting I-70
decelerate.

Addresses Highway
Geometric Issues
Smoothest vertical profile for
I-70
Greatest sight distance
Can build 4-lane I-70 initially
– viaduct could be widened
in future when needed

Must build initially to
accommodate 6-lane I-70
plus ramps/ auxiliary lanes
due to extreme expense to
widen in future – results in
additional initial construction
cost
Retaining walls require 30’
setback for large trees, sign
structures, buildings, etc.
Less desirable highway
profile – (ups and downs of
travel path)

Must build initially to
accommodate 6-lane I-70
plus ramps/ auxiliary lanes
due to extreme expense to
widen in future – results in
additional initial construction
cost
Retaining walls require 30’
setback for large trees, sign
structures, buildings, etc.
Less desirable highway
profile – (ups and downs of
travel path)

Longer on-ramps and offramps are necessary due to
ramps grades.

*Average of Alternative #1 Revised, Alternative #2 Revised, and Alternative #3 Revised
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Safety: As shown in Table 4.10, there are no significant safety differences between the options.
Table 4.10 Strengths and Weaknesses – Safety

Strengths
Weaknesses

Fully Below-Grade
(25’ below ground level)

Partially Below-Grade
(10’ below ground level)

Above-Grade
(New viaduct)

Improved highway design

Improved highway design

Improved highway design

Risk of falling objects

Risk of falling objects

Risk of falling objects

Risk of Flooding: As shown in Table 4.11, there is a significant risk of flooding with either of the
below-grade options as I-70 is located in the Kansas River floodplain. As I-70 is a key transportation
corridor for the City of Topeka and the State of Kansas, flood conditions would close the highway.
The trend in precipitation for the Kansas River basin over the past century shows a 5% to 15%
increase with a resulting increase in water flow in the river. The Kansas Department of Wildlife and
Parks expects this trend to continue. A number of pump stations would be required to mitigate this
risk, with an initial cost of approximately $2 million per installation plus annual operating and
maintenance expenses.
Table 4.11 Strengths and Weaknesses – Risk of Flooding

Strengths

Weaknesses

Fully Below-Grade
(25’ below ground level)

Partially Below-Grade
(10’ below ground level)

--

--

Significant risk
Several pump stations
required ($2 million per
station based upon US-54)
plus underground storage
and distribution
Kansas River flow increasing

Significant risk
Several pump stations
required ($2 million per
station based upon US-54)
plus underground storage
and distribution
Kansas River flow increasing
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No risk
No pumping required
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Ground Water: As shown in Table 4.12, the ground water level impacts both of the below-grade
options. With the fully below-grade option, the pavement for I-70 would be approximately 5 feet
below the observed water table. While at a higher elevation, the pavement for the partially belowgrade option is still lower than the high water table that occurs in wet conditions. Ground water
creates uplift forces that impact a roadway’s pavement. A drainage system would be required to
continuously remove the water from under the pavement. The above-grade option would avoid the
issues associated with ground water.
Table 4.12 Strengths and Weaknesses – Ground Water Issues
Fully Below-Grade
(25’ below ground level)
Strengths

Weaknesses

Partially Below-Grade
(10’ below ground level)

Above-Grade
(New viaduct)

10’ above typical water table
observed in test wells
Below a ―high water‖ water
table
Uplift forces from
groundwater
Pump stations to handle
seepage

No groundwater issues
No pumping required

-5’ + below water table
observed in test wells
Uplift forces from
groundwater
Pump stations to handle
seepage

--

Noise: As shown in Table 4.13, the fully below-grade option provides the lowest noise impact on
adjacent properties. The partially below-grade option may provide some benefits for reducing
noise, while the above-grade option will have noise levels similar to the current situation.
Table 4.13 Strengths and Weaknesses - Noise

Strengths
Weaknesses

Fully Below-Grade
(25’ below ground level)

Partially Below-Grade
(10’ below ground level)

Above-Grade
(New viaduct)

Lowest impact on adjacent
properties

--

--

Some impact on adjacent
properties

Moderate impact (similar to
existing)

--

Bicycle/Pedestrian Considerations: As shown in Table 4.14, pedestrians often have a greater
perception of safety when crossing on a bridge over another roadway rather than when they are
crossing under a bridge. The below-grade options would restrict crossing points for pedestrians and
bicyclists to three streets: Topeka Boulevard, Van Buren Street, and Kansas Avenue. The abovegrade option allows crossings under a new viaduct at almost any point.
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Table 4.14 Strengths and Weaknesses – Bicycle/Pedestrian Considerations

Strengths

Weaknesses

Fully Below-Grade
(25’ below ground level)

Partially Below-Grade
(10’ below ground level)

Perception of greater safety
when crossings are made on
bridge rather than under

Perception of greater safety
when crossings are made on
bridge rather than under

I-70 crossing points are
limited to 3 streets
Opportunities for
bicycle/pedestrian facilities
are limited

I-70 crossing points are
limited to 3 streets
Opportunities for
bicycle/pedestrian facilities
are limited

Above-Grade
(New viaduct)
Cross under I-70 at almost
any point
Opportunities for
bicycle/pedestrian facilities
under I-70
Pedestrian perceived safety
concerns for crossing under
bridges

Construction: As shown in Table 4.15, the above-grade option has a number of advantages during
construction. This option is less disruptive to the local street system, thereby minimizing the
disruption of traffic circulation. The above-grade option can be built more quickly than the belowgrade options.
Table 4.15 Strengths and Weaknesses – Construction of Improvements
Fully Below-Grade
(25’ below ground level)

Strengths

Weaknesses

Partially Below-Grade
(10’ below ground level)

--

--

Longer closure of I-70
Longer time to construct (1
additional construction
season)
$24 to $60 million added
costs due to groundwater
issues
Potential stability issues with
foundations of adjacent
buildings
Greater risk for Contractor
due to unknowns

Longer closure of I-70
Longer time to construct (1
additional construction
season)
Reconstruct portion of
Topeka Blvd & Kansas Av
bridges
Loss of direct connection to
Topeka Blvd, Van Buren &
Kansas Av for some
properties
Greater risk for Contractor
due to unknowns
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Above-Grade
(New viaduct)
New viaduct can be built over
existing streets and traffic
Shortest duration closure of
I-70
Lowest cost
Shortest time to construct
Least risk for Contractor due
to unknowns

--
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Utility Impacts: As shown in Table 4.16, the fully below-grade option has major impacts to existing
utilities, including storm sewers, sanitary sewers, and combined sewers. These sewers range in size
from 12 inches to 96 inches in diameter. These and other utilities would need to lowered 20 to 25
feet below their current elevations so as to pass under I-70. Pump stations would likely be required
for the storm and sanitary sewers. The partially below-grade option would have moderate impacts,
requiring the lowering of a number of utilities. The above-grade option has minimal impacts.
Table 4.16 Strengths and Weaknesses – Utility Impacts
Fully Below-Grade
(25’ below ground level)
Strengths

Weaknesses

-Major utility impacts to storm
sewers, sanitary sewers, and
combined sewers
Lower utilities 20’ + to go
under I-70
Pump stations required
Multi-million dollars to adjust
utilities

Partially Below-Grade
(10’ below ground level)
-Moderate and some major
impacts to storm sewers,
sanitary sewers, and
combined sewers
Lower some utilities to go
under I-70

Above-Grade
(New viaduct)
Minimal utility impacts

--

Traffic Circulation during Construction: As shown in Table 4.17, the above-grade option results in
the least disrupt to local traffic during construction of the I-70 improvements. Both of the belowgrade options will require the closure of Topeka Boulevard and Kansas Avenue (not concurrently).
Table 4.17 Strengths and Weaknesses – Traffic Circulation during Construction

Strengths

Weaknesses

Fully Below-Grade
(25’ below ground level)

Partially Below-Grade
(10’ below ground level)

--

--

Topeka Boulevard and
Kansas Avenue each
closed/detoured for 9 to 12
months
Difficult access to properties
north of 1st St

Most disruptive to local traffic
Topeka Boulevard and
Kansas Avenue traffic
detoured for 1 to 2 years
Topeka Boulevard and
Kansas Avenue each closed
for 9 to 12 months
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Above-Grade
(New viaduct)
Least disruptive to local
traffic

--
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Maintenance: As shown in Table 4.18, the below-grade options require ongoing operation and
maintenance costs for pump stations as well as normal roadway and structure maintenance. An
advantage of the above-grade option is that a bridge can be visually inspected, whereas the belowgrade options have significant retaining walls which can only be inspected on one side.
Table 4.18 Strengths and Weaknesses - Maintenance

Strengths

Weaknesses

Fully Below-Grade
(25’ below ground level)

Partially Below-Grade
(10’ below ground level)

--

--

Ongoing operating and
maintenance costs for pump
stations ($20,000 per year per
pump station based on US-54
experience)
Maintenance costs associated
with retaining walls
Snow and ice removal
Cannot visually inspect areas
behind retaining walls to
identify future maintenance
issues

Ongoing operating and
maintenance costs for pump
stations ($20,000 per year per
pump station based on US-54
experience)
Maintenance costs associated
with retaining walls
Snow and ice removal
Cannot visually inspect areas
behind retaining walls to
identify future maintenance
issues

Above-Grade
(New viaduct)
Can visually inspect bridge
to monitor future issues
Maintenance costs
associated with viaduct
Snow and ice removal

Aesthetics: As shown in Table 4.19, some stakeholders perceive an advantage for the below-grade
options in that the viaduct does not create a visual barrier between Downtown and the Riverfront
area. Others believe that the view of Downtown from I-70 is more important and that the abovegrade option provides this view.
Table 4.19 Strengths and Weaknesses - Aesthetics

Strengths

Weaknesses

Fully Below-Grade
(25’ below ground level)

Partially Below-Grade
(10’ below ground level)

Above-Grade
(New viaduct)

I-70 is not a visual barrier
between Downtown and
Riverfront
Aesthetic treatments will be
considered

I-70 is not a visual barrier
between Downtown and
Riverfront
Aesthetic treatments will be
considered

View of Downtown and
Riverfront from I-70
Opportunity to use space
under viaduct
Aesthetic treatments will be
considered
Favored by 93% of focus
groups

Limited view of city from
I-70
Physical barrier between
Downtown and Riverfront

Limited view of city from
I-70
Partial view of vehicles on
I-70 from Downtown
Physical barrier between
Downtown and Riverfront

Viaduct may be perceived as
a visual barrier
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Conclusion
From a technical standpoint, the above-grade (new viaduct) option provides the most advantages at
a significantly lower cost. Three focus groups of randomly selected citizens from Topeka were asked
their option regarding the vertical alignment options. Ninety-three percent of the focus group
participants preferred the above-grade option shown in Figure 4.8.
Figure 4.8 Above-Grade (New Viaduct) Option

60

I-70 Polk-Quincy Viaduct Concept Design Study
70-89 KA-1266-01

Alternatives

Preferred Alternative
The strengths and weaknesses of the three alternatives were compiled and presented to the public
and stakeholders. As shown in Table 4.20, the overall concept of Alternative #1 Revised is the
preferred alternative for the improvements to I-70 near Downtown Topeka.
Table 4.20 Preferences of Stakeholders
Above-Grade or
Below-Grade

Access Alternative
Preference

Core Team

Above-Grade

Alternative #1 (revised)

Project Advisory Committee

Above-Grade

Greater Topeka Chamber of Commerce

Above-Grade

Downtown Topeka, Inc.

Above-Grade

Community Focus Groups

Above-Grade

All Alternatives are Acceptable

Metropolitan Topeka Planning
Organization

Above-Grade

Alternative #1 (revised)

Riverfront Authority

Above-Grade

Alternative #1 (revised)

North Topeka Business Alliance

Above-Grade

Alternative #1 (revised)

City Council

Above-Grade

Alternative #1 (revised)
rd
- Investigate 3 EB I-70 exit

Group

Alternative #1 (revised)
(7 for Alt #1, 5 for Alt #3)
Alternative #1 (revised)
rd
- Investigate 3 EB I-70 exit
Alternative #1 (revised)
rd
- Investigate 3 EB I-70 exit

The preferred alternative shown in Figure 4.9 creates an access system with two “split diamond”
interchanges, one serving the north side of the Downtown area and one serving the east side. Six
lanes will be provided where needed to accommodate future (year 2040) traffic volumes.
On the north side, the existing 1st Street ramps are relocated so that they connect directly with
Topeka Boulevard. These ramps serve traffic traveling to and from the west on I-70. A
complementary set of ramps connect to Kansas Avenue and serve traffic traveling to and from the
east on I-70. These ramps are joined by a pair of one-way connector roads to form a system that
will provide access to Downtown from the north, the proposed Riverfront redevelopment area, and
North Topeka.
A similar system of ramps and connector roads will serve the east side of the Downtown area. The
existing 3rd Street ramps will be relocated to 4th Street and will serve traffic traveling to and from
the west on I-70. The existing 10th Avenue ramps will remain and be widened, and new 6th Avenue
ramps will be constructed, serving traffic traveling to and from the east on I-70. The 4th Street, 6th
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Avenue, and 10th Avenue ramps will be connected by the one-way, connector road pair of Madison
and Monroe Streets. Other ramps between 10th Avenue and 4th Street will be removed.
The preferred
alternative provides
good overall traffic flow
for the forecasted year
2040 traffic volumes.
The “level of service
(LOS)” on mainline I-70
is primarily in the LOS B
to LOS C range. Two
sections will experience
LOS D (acceptable)
during the morning
peak period and two
during the evening peak
period. During the
morning peak period,
LOS D occurs on
eastbound I-70
between MacVicar
Avenue and Topeka
Boulevard and on
westbound I-70
between Adams Street
and 10th Avenue.
During the evening
peak period, LOS D
occurs on eastbound
I-70 between the 6th
Avenue and 10th
Avenue ramps and on
westbound I-70
between Topeka
Boulevard and
MacVicar Avenue.

Figure 4.9 Preferred Alternative
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Figure 4.10 is a schematic of the lane arrangement with each red line indicating an
eastbound lane on I-70 and its ramps, while each blue line represents a westbound lane or
ramp. The green diamonds show intersections having traffic signals.
Figure 4.10 I-70 Lane and Ramp Configuration
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Future Design Consideration
The City Council, supported by the Greater Topeka Chamber of Commerce and Downtown Topeka,
Inc., has requested that a “Future Design Consideration” be investigated as the project moves into
preliminary design. The Preferred Alternative (Alternative #1 Revised), shown in Figured 4.10, has
three westbound exits from I-70 and two westbound entrances; there are two eastbound exits and
three eastbound entrances. The Future Design Consideration, shown in Figure 4.11, would explore
a third eastbound exit from I-70 by eliminating the eastbound entrance from 6th Avenue and adding
an eastbound exit for 10th Avenue.
KDOT has agreed to analyze this modification of the preferred alternative during the next phase of
the project.

Figure 4.11 Future Design Consideration
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Summary
Seventeen initial concepts and three revised alternatives were studied and reviewed by various
stakeholder groups and the general public. Alternative #1 Revised was selected as the Preferred
Alternative to carry forward into preliminary design. At that time, a Future Design Consideration
requested by the City Council will be reviewed. A Break-in-Access report will then be prepared.
The Preferred Alternative provides three exits from westbound I-70 located at 10th Avenue, 6th
Avenue, and Kansas Avenue, as well as two exit from eastbound I-70 located at Topeka Boulevard
and 4th Street. Entrances to westbound I-70 will be provided at 4th Street and Topeka Boulevard.
Entrances to eastbound I-70 will be provided at Kansas Avenue, 6th Avenue, and 10th Avenue.
During preliminary design a Future Design Consideration will investigate eliminating the eastbound
entrance ramp from 6th Avenue and providing an eastbound exit at 10th Avenue.
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Section 5: Socioeconomic and Environmental Considerations
The purpose of the environmental screening includes: 1) identifying potential significant adverse
social, economic, or environmental impacts for each alternative, 2) determining whether mitigation
measures are possible to reduce or to avoid any identified impacts, and 3) determining whether all
environmental regulations and requirements can be satisfied during subsequent environmental
studies.
Development of alternatives at this stage consists of conceptual design layouts or “footprints”.
Actual right-of-way requirements have not been established.
Based upon this environmental screening, none of the three alternatives would result in significant
adverse social, economic, or environmental impact. No “fatal flaws” in terms of environmental
impact were identified for any of the alternatives. Table 5.1 shows a comparison of the
environmental screening for each alternative and the no build scenario.

Table 5.1 Comparison of Alternatives for Environmental Screening
Alternative #1
Revised
45 properties
may be impacted

Alternative #2
Revised
45 properties
may be impacted

Alternative #3
Revised
45 properties
may be impacted

None

9

9

9

None

Adjacent to three
parks. No
significant
impacts

Adjacent to three
parks. No
significant
impacts

Adjacent to three
parks. No
significant
impacts

None

None

None

None

No Build
Right-of-Way
Required
Displacement of
Residences
Parks

Historic
Properties
Economic
Development
Floodplain

None

None

None
Other Land Use
Impacts
Communities of
Concern

Potential positive Potential positive Some potential
impact
impact
positive impact
Project is within the floodplain, but protected by a levee
system. Widening of westbound I-70 near MacVicar
Avenue may have a minor impact on the levee (levee
would be widened).

None

None

None

None

Low income area

Low income area

Low income area

Low income area
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Table 5.1 (continued) Comparison of Alternatives for Environmental Screening
No Build
Visual and
Aesthetics

None

Pedestrian
Patterns
Transit Patterns

None

Construction
Impacts
Mitigation

None

None

None

Alternative #1
Revised
Potential to
improve the
aesthetics of I-70
None

Alternative #2
Revised
Potential to
improve the
aesthetics of I-70
None

Alternative #3
Revised
Potential to
improve the
aesthetics of I-70
None

Improved
Improved
Less direct access
connections to
connections to
to transit center
I-70
I-70
from I-70
Maintenance of traffic plan will be developed for the
preferred alternative.
None
None
None

Right-of-Way
Forty-five properties shown in the shaded area of Figure 5.1 may be impacted by the relocation of
I-70 depending upon the final design. Nine of those properties are residences. Right-of-way limits
will be determined during preliminary design, the next phase of the project.

Figure 5.1 Potential Right-of-Way Impacts

Source: Shawnee County Property Data
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Parks
Figure 5.2 shows the parks located along the Figure 5.2 Parks along I-70
I-70 corridor. Improvements to I-70 would
Auburndale Park
have no significant impacts upon these
parks.
Auburndale Park, located south of I-70
at 2400 SW Perry, is primarily “green
space”. East of the waterway that feeds
into the Kansas River is an area that
provides drainage retention during
periods when the elevation of the river
is significantly above normal.
I-70 would not require widening along
the park area. If widening were
required it would have no impact of the
function of the park.

Ward-Meade Park (Old Prairie Town)

Ward-Meade Park is located at 124 NW
Fillmore Street on the south side of I-70.
This park is the site of Old Prairie Town,
a six-acre park with an 1800’s town
square of vintage buildings and a small
botanical garden.
Retaining walls may be required along
I-70 to avoid encroaching on the park
area.

W. Giles Park

W. Giles Park is located on the south
side of I-70 at the intersection of 1st
Street and SW Taylor Street. The park
provides playground and picnic facilities.
The proposed eastbound I-70 off-ramp
to Topeka Boulevard would pass along
the northeast side of the park in the
same manner as the current 1st Street
ramp. No right-of-way will be required.

Source: Google Maps
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Historic Buildings
A review of the potential historic properties does not indicate any conflicts with the proposed
relocation of I-70. Figure 5.3 shows the locations of potential historic properties in the area that are
recommended for Activity II analysis. These properties are located north of 1st Street and south of
2nd Street. The proposed alignment for I-70 is between 1st Street and 2nd Street.

Figure 5.3 Potential Historic Buildings

Proposed Alignment
for I-70
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Economic Development
I-70 serves four areas of potential
development shown in Figure 5.4. The first is
the proposed Riverfront Development area
which lies on the north side of I-70 between
Topeka Boulevard and Kansas Avenue. A
master plan has been developed for the
Riverfront area which includes both the north
and south sides of the Kansas River, see Figure
5.5. The second is a proposed entertainment
district that is located on the west side of I-70
and south of 10th Avenue. The third area is
Downtown itself which is undergoing
redevelopment, with much of the activity
focused on Kansas Avenue. The fourth is the
North Topeka Arts District located on North
Kansas Avenue.

Figure 5.4 Economic Development Areas

Legend
Proposed Riverfront Development
Proposed Entertainment District
Downtown Development
North Topeka Arts District

The alternatives for improvement to I-70 have
been developed to support these areas of
potential economic development.

Figure 5.5 Riverfront Master Plan

Source: Google Earth for aerial photography
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Floodplain
The Kansas River passes just to the north of I-70. The floodplain in this area is shown in Figure 5.6.
The study area is protected by a levee system. The embankment for I-70 is the levee from the
MacVicar Avenue interchange east for approximately one-half mile. As the improvement concept
moves forward into design, coordination with the Corps of Engineers will be required.
Figure 5.6 Floodplain Map

Communities of Concern
Federal Environmental Justice guidance is to ensure that communities of concern, defined by
minority populations and low-income populations, are included in the transportation planning
process, and to ensure that they may benefit equally from the transportation system without
shouldering a disproportionate share of its burdens.
There are three fundamental environmental justice principles:
To avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health and
environmental effects, including social and economic effects, on minority populations and
low-income populations.
To ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the
transportation decision-making process.
To prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by
minority and low-income populations.
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The Metropolitan Topeka Planning Organization’s (MTPO) 2034 Long Range Transportation Plan
(LRTP) has identified communities of concern (e.g. environmental justice populations).
Minority Population
According to the 2000 US Census, 18 percent of the MTPO region’s residents are considered to be
minorities. For purposes of environmental justice analysis, the blocks where the share of minority
population is at least one and one-half times greater than that of the overall MTPO area were
considered to be communities of concern. Those individual blocks are shown in Figure 5.7. The
proposed realignment of I-70 in this area will not impact a community of concern.
Figure 5.7 High Minority Census Blocks

Study Area

Source: 2034 Metropolitan Topeka Long Range Transportation Plan
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Low Income Population
In the 2000 US Census, nearly 10 percent of the population of the MTPO planning area reported
incomes below the federal poverty level (referred to as “low income” in this analysis). For purposes
of environmental justice analysis, the blocks where the share of low income population is one and
one-half times greater than that of the overall MTPO area were considered to be communities of
concern. Those areas are shown in dark green in Figure 5.8. The proposed realignment of I-70 for
all three alternatives will be within a low income area. The area is primarily commercial with a few
residences. To provide the safety and traffic operation benefits that are goals of the study, this
impact is unavoidable.
Figure 5.8 Low Income Populations

Study Area

Source: 2034 Metropolitan Topeka Long Range Transportation Plan
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Bikeway Master Plan
The current Regional Trails Plan has two bicycle trails, shown in Figure 5.9, that cross I-70 near
Downtown Topeka. The existing Shuga Trail, shown by a pink line, crosses under I-70 between
Adams Street and 10th Avenue. It then continues north to its current ending point at 10th Avenue.
Future plans call for the Shunga Trail to be extended north and east. A proposed trail, shown by a
dotted blue line, will be located a couple of blocks east of the “north-south” segment of I-70. This
trail would extend north to the Kansas River levee and then turn west and extend along the levee. A
new Bikeways Master Plan is being developed and will need to be reviewed during preliminary
design.
Figure 5.9 Bicycle Trails

Source: Shawnee County Trails Map

Transit and School Buses
Both the Topeka Metropolitan Transit Authority (TMTA) and Unified School District (U.S.D.) 501
operate buses on I-70. Based upon responses from their stakeholder interviews, safe access to I-70
is an important issue to both. At the time of the interview, TMTA had three routes using I-70, each
with two buses per hour as well as the companion paratransit service. Paratransit service provides
50 to 60 rides per day on I-70 going to the Cotton-O’Neil medical clinic near 29th Street and Croco
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Road. Likewise, many paratransit trips use I-70 to go to the Tallgrass medical facility near 10th
Avenue and Wanamaker Road. TMTA makes use of the 1st Street entrance-ramp instead of the 3rd
Street ramp when going west on I-70 due to safety concerns. Numerous bus routes are shown in
Figure 5.10 that cross I-70 on 6th Avenue, 8th Avenue, 10th Avenue, Topeka Boulevard, and Kansas
Avenue.
Figure 5.10 TMTA Bus Routes

Source: Topeka Metropolitan Transit Authority

U.S.D. 501 operates 40 buses a day on I-70. In addition, the District’s Hummer Sports Park is located
near I-70 and MacVicar Avenue. The District has purchased the former State Hospital grounds, also
located in this area. As this site develops, it is expected to draw 600 to 1100 people per day.
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Environmental Documentation
The Kansas Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration reviewed the
impacts of the proposed I-70 improvements on historic properties, parks, and communities of
concern, as well as comments from the public and other stakeholders. They concluded that a
“documented categorical exclusion” was the appropriate environmental document for the project
as it moves forward into the design phase.
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