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ABSTRACT 

This report presents the results of the monitoring and assessment of 

ten environmental streamlining Pilot Projects selected in 1999 by a joint AASHTO, 

FHWA, and EPA pilot program for environmental streamlining. The objective of this 

research project was to use the experiences of the Pilot Projects to identify effective ways 

to improve efficiency and reduce the time frame of the project development process 

while ensuring environmental protection and to judge their applicability beyond the 

Pilot Project settings. Research approaches included development of performance 

measures and project baselines for each Pilot Project, quarterly monitoring via a 

Web-based reporting system, and interviews with Pilot Project participants. 

The findings of the study showed that the most effective streamlining approaches 

stressed promoting early consultation between Federal, State, and local government 

entities; used concurrent, rather than sequential, review of plans and projects; fostered 

stakeholder participation; and worked to provide adequate levels of information, funding, 

and staff for environmental review. Analysis of the results or outcomes of the 

Pilot Projects also showed that streamlining is hard work, time consuming, 

labor-intensive, and expensive. 

Several of the streamlining measures employed by the Pilot Projects could be 

successfully applied to other locales. These include partnership agreements between 

State DOTs, FHWA, and EPA; position funding agreements between State DOTs and 

federal and state transportation and environmental review agencies; integrating regional 

transportation and environmental planning processes; and centralized, concurrent review 

practices. 
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CHAPTER 1: Introduction 

The single biggest challenge to environmentally sound Federal-aid transportation 

project development is related to the amount of time it takes to advance a project through 

the project development process (i.e., from the planning phase through the environmental 

review and approval process through final design and then through construction). 

Planning major transportation projects is extremely complex because of the varying legal, 

technical, and analytical requirements needed to meet all relevant National and State 

legal mandates for planning such projects. At the Federal level, the 

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and its accompanying regulations 

are a means to consider the effects of a wide range of human and natural environmental 

issues. Meanwhile, single-focus regulations such as Section 106 of the National Historic 

Preservation Act, Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, Section 4(f) of the DOT Act of 

1966, and the Endangered Species Act also must be addressed. Each state also has its 

own set of environmental laws and regulations that apply to transportation projects. (A 

more detailed description of the project development process is included in Appendix A.) 

Meeting environmental and planning requirements requires finding ways to 

promote dialogue and bargaining between the many governmental institutions with 

oversight responsibilities, interest groups with different and often conflicting values 

about development, environmental resource and review agencies, and the public. Unless 

successfully handled, the planning process can encounter endless delays, consume 

excessive resources in duplicate and competing analytical studies, generate previously 

unidentified environmental or planning issues further delaying the process, and erode 

public interest and support for project implementation.  
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It is common for major projects to take 10 years or more to advance from the 

planning phase to completion of construction and 20 years is a common time frame for 

complex, controversial projects. The transportation community and segments of the 

public were frustrated by the inordinate length of time required for a transportation 

project to advance through the project development process. Many factors affect project 

development, both internal to State transportation agencies (e.g., project priorities, 

staffing, funding, and communication), and external (e.g., public opposition, resource 

agency staffing, interagency communication, and conflicting review procedures). 

However, the focus of attention of the transportation community was primarily on the 

time and cost requirements connected with environmental review and approval processes.  

While the actual effects of the environmental review and approval processes on 

transportation project development are difficult to quantify and vary by project, the 

effects are significant based on reported experiences. The NEPA process is an example. 

According to a compilation presented on the Federal Highway Administration’s 

(FHWA’s) environmental streamlining Web site, the agency examined 

34 Environmental Impact Statements (EISs) that had a Record of Decision in Fiscal Year 

(FY) 2004. Of these projects, 18 percent took 10 or more years to complete NEPA (from 

the time of the filing of the Notice of Intent); 18 percent were completed in 7 to 10 years; 

and 15 percent were finished in 3 years or less. The majority of the projects (49 percent) 

took 4 to 6 years to complete the NEPA process. Figure 1 presents a pie chart with these 

percentages. Based on the same examination of EISs, FHWA reported that, between 

FY 1999 and FY 2001, the average length of time to process EISs decreased 

approximately eight months (from five years ten months to five years three months); and 

 2



 

Figure 1
Years to Complete a Project Through the NEPA Process
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This chart shows the percentage of years it took projects, which had a Record of Decision in FY2004, to complete the NEPA process.

Source: FHWA, 2004.
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that the median time decreased by one year (from five and a half years to four and a half 

years). Between FY 2001 and FY 2004, however, the average length of time to process 

EISs increased by more than one year (from five years three months to six years, four 

months) and the median time increased nearly the same amount (from four years six 

months to five years seven months) (1). According to a FHWA report on baselines for the 

NEPA process, over the past 30 years, the NEPA process for major projects has 

accounted for approximately 27 percent of the total time required for project 

development. (2) 

Parties such as the American Association of State Highway and Transportation 

Officials (AASHTO) member departments, the U.S. Department of Transportation 

(U.S. DOT), other Federal agencies and Congress were concerned about the delays, 

unnecessary duplication of effort, and added costs often associated with the 

environmental review and approval processes for transportation projects. For purposes of 

this study, delay is defined as occurring when the actual amount of time for an action to 

occur takes longer than the amount of time expected for the action to occur. As a formula, 

Delay = Actual Time Frame of the Action – Expected Time Frame of the Action. Delay 

can be in terms of overall project time frames or incremental actions within an overall 

project time frame. 

The concept of “environmental streamlining” arose in 1998 during the 

congressional reauthorization of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act. 

Environmental streamlining involves reengineering the environmental review and 

approval process portions of the project development process to shorten their time 

frames. Congressional deliberations resulted in the environmental streamlining provisions 
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in Section 1309 of the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) (3). 

Section 1309 of TEA-21 requires the Secretary of Transportation to develop a 

“coordinated environmental review process” whereby “all environmental reviews, 

analyses, opinions, and any permits, licenses, or approvals that must be issued or made by 

any Federal agency…shall be conducted concurrently and completed within a 

cooperatively determined time period.” The challenge is to integrate the requirements of 

the single-resource regulations with the intent of the NEPA regulations so that agencies 

can reach a timely consensus on the appropriate transportation solution.  

 

Research Project Objectives 

With environmental streamlining a high priority, in April 1999, the 

AASHTO Board of Directors approved establishment of a joint AASHTO, FHWA, and 

EPA pilot program for environmental streamlining. Ten projects were selected the same 

year to be included in the Pilot Program. These Pilot Projects involve seven states: 

California, Florida, Georgia, New Jersey, Oregon, Texas, and Wisconsin. The 

Pilot Projects were: 

• The Riverside County Integrated Project in California 

• The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)/FHWA/EPA 

Partnership Effort 

• The Caltrans/State and Federal Agency Position Funding Effort 

• Developing an Environmental Streamlining Process for Use in Florida (The 

Efficient Transportation Decision-Making (ETDM) Process) 

• Environmental Streamlining for the Georgia Rail Passenger Program  
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• The Portway Program in New Jersey 

• Parallel Processing of Section 106 and Section 4(f) Requirements in 

New Jersey 

• Integrating NEPA and Statewide Planning in Oregon 

• The Loop 12/IH 35E Corridor Major Investment Study and 

Environmental Assessment Project in Texas 

• EIS Screening Worksheets in Wisconsin 

These ten environmental streamlining Pilot Projects involved various aspects of 

the environmental review process and test a variety of streamlining measures, such as 

early and more effective coordination with other agencies, integration of environmental 

concerns into the planning process, and establishment of project-specific time frames. As 

a group, they focus on improving relationships among parties to the project development 

process; improving procedures within the existing regulatory scheme; and rationalizing 

the procedures and substantive requirements of multiple reviewing agencies, reshaping 

the system where necessary. 

In October 2000, the National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) 

released a Research Problem Statement for Project 25-24: Monitoring, Analyzing, and 

Reporting on the Environmental Streamlining Pilot Projects (Research Project). 

Investigation of the Research Project began in July 2001 with an anticipated completion 

date of January 2003. Reporting on the results of the Research Project was anticipated by 

January 2004. 

In keeping with the above definitions of environmental streamlining, the objective 

of this Research Project was to use the experiences of the Pilot Projects to identify 
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effective ways to improve efficiency and reduce the time frame of the project 

development process while ensuring environmental protection and to judge their 

applicability beyond the Pilot Project settings. For purposes of this study, 

“environmental protection” refers to historic, cultural, and natural aspects of the 

environment consistent with the definitions in NEPA. 

This analysis was performed through the use of quantitative and qualitative 

measures to evaluate the success of each Pilot Project in saving funding and staffing 

resources and time, and to evaluate the quality of environmental impact avoidance in 

each Pilot Project. While process improvements and performance measures were the 

focus of the research, the Research Team considered overall activities as well, so that 

unexpected issues or results could be discussed.  

The Research Project was designed to create a knowledge base that the 

transportation community could easily drawn upon to improve practices around the 

country. In addition, the Research Project results may serve as a stimulus for further 

discussion and decision-making in the environmental streamlining field. Monitoring and 

analyzing the ten Pilot Projects in the AASHTO/FHWA/EPA pilot program 

accomplished these objectives. 
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Research Project Approach 

This section discusses the means and methods the Research Team used to obtain 

data, information, and input from the Pilot Project participants on each of the 

Pilot Projects. The following sections describe the Pilot Project records review; the 

first round of Pilot Project visits; development of performance measures and project 

baselines; the Research Project Web Site and Web-based quarterly reporting system; the 

second round of Pilot Project visits, and contact with the Pilot Project participants by way 

of electronic mail, individual telephone contacts, and correspondence. This process was 

used to develop the necessary supplemental information for the Pilot Project profiles in 

Appendix C (Also, see the Pilot Project narratives in Appendix B for detailed information 

on these projects).  

 

Pilot Projects Records Review 

One of the first steps of the research was for the Research Team to familiarize 

itself as much as possible about past Pilot Project activities. While the application 

materials to the Pilot Program were the first source of information, the Pilot Project 

participants were also requested to provide the Research Team with written Pilot Project 

information and records. In addition, many Pilot Projects involve efforts to create new 

evaluation and documentation methods. The Research Team attempted to obtain and 

review the hard copy products of those efforts.  
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The list of information that was requested included the following: 

• Project Maps or Plans 

• Project History (e.g., triggering events, project milestones completed, and 

dates) 

• Current Project Schedule of Key Activities (particularly, project milestones 

expected over next 30 months (the original length of the Research Project)) 

• Description or Flow Chart of Typical State DOT Project Development 

Procedures and Agency Review Processes (i.e., from transportation systems 

planning to letting of construction contract) 

• Historical Baseline Information About State DOT Project Development Time 

Frames  

• Project Web Site URL (if applicable) 

• Products of Project Streamlining Effort (e.g., new forms developed, new 

process flow charts, or existing summaries of Pilot Project results to date) 

• Stakeholder Contact List  

• NEPA Documentation for Project (if applicable) 

• Description of Stakeholder/Public Participation Process Used for Project 

• Environmental Permits and Approvals Needed (if applicable) 

• Other Pilot Project Written Records Deemed Appropriate 

Before the first meeting with the Pilot Project participants, the Research Team 

performed an initial review and analysis of the records that were obtained so that it had a 

solid foundation from which to discuss the Pilot Projects. 
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First Round of Pilot Project Visits 

After an initial review and analysis of Pilot Project information and records, the 

Research Team visited each of the states in which the Pilot Projects are located. These 

visits occurred between November 2001 and March 2002. The purpose of this site visit 

was to conduct personal interviews with the primary Pilot Project participants to generate 

the information needed for the initial project tasks and to nurture a working relationship 

and confidence between the Research Team and participants of the Pilot Projects. 

At these meetings, the Research Team worked with the Pilot Project participants 

to better define the data to be gathered during the research, define appropriate 

performance measures, and establish project baselines. These meetings also allowed the 

Research Team to identify special concerns or needs that might affect the research work, 

including any confidentiality issues. The Research Team performed a second round of 

site visits to each of the Pilot Projects later in the research period. 

 

Development of Performance Measures 

Development of performance measures for the Pilot Projects proved to be a 

challenging task. The Research Team provided draft performance measures to the 

Pilot Project sponsoring agencies before the initial site visit for each Pilot Project. After 

these initial visits, the Research Team revised the draft performance measures based on 

criteria described in the AASHTO Pilot Program Applications, the information obtained 

at the initial Pilot Project visits and the evaluative questions outlined in Task 7 of the 

Research Problem Statement. (These evaluative questions are discussed in Chapter 2, 

Interpretation of Results, in the section titled Pilot Project Performance and Results). 
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Additional inquiries that the Research Team believed would help monitoring 

produce the desired research results included: 

• Pilot Project Participant Reporter views on what was a success, what was not, 

and the underlying causes of each. 

• Pilot Project Participant ideas for improvement or other methods they would 

like to try based upon their Pilot Project experience (i.e., How would you do it 

next time?). 

• Perceived constraints on adaptation of practices to other settings or modes. 

• Administrative and legislative changes that Pilot Project participants think 

would make the process work better. 

To avoid overwhelming the Pilot Project participants with data collection 

requirements, the Research Team’s goal was to select a maximum of three to 

five performance measures (inputs and outputs) per Pilot Project. Several Pilot Projects 

use similar performance measures to facilitate comparison of results. 

After the Research Team completed preparing the draft performance measures, 

they were submitted electronically to the participants of each Pilot Project for review and 

acceptance. Upon acceptance of the performance measures by the Pilot Project 

participants, the Research Team then submitted them electronically to NCHRP Panel for 

review and acceptance. The final performance measures appear in Appendix D. The 

Research Team evaluated the performance of the process improvements, in part, against 

these selected measures. 

The Research Team also coordinated with the Pilot Project State DOTs in an 

iterative process to identify a list of participant reporters (also called stakeholders) likely 
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to be both knowledgeable about the Pilot Project and to be responsive to reporting 

requests. Each Pilot Project had a participant reporters group to provide feedback on the 

performance of the Pilot Projects. Participant reporter tables that included the sponsoring 

state and one or more primary stakeholders were developed for each Pilot Project. For 

each participant reporter, these tables included agency, name, e-mail address, telephone 

number, and user ID and password for Research Project Web Site use). The 

Research Team sent e-mails to each of the participant reporters inviting them to 

participate in the Research Project along with instructions on how to use the Web-based 

reporting system. 

 

Development of Project Baselines and Review 

Along with the performance measures, the Research Team had to establish 

baselines from which progress will be measured. These baselines include both historical 

performance and the expectations of Pilot Project performance in each of the selected 

performance and results measures. As a part of the initial collaborative process for the 

research, the Research Team and the participants of each Pilot Project determined the 

best method for creating the baselines for measurement for each Pilot Project.  

For some performance measures, there was not sufficient verifiable data available 

from Pilot Project participants to create a historical baseline. In such cases, the 

Research Team and the Pilot Project participants determined whether the baseline should 

be established through participant expectations based on their experience, or by using 

national averages determined by FHWA in its recent environmental streamlining efforts. 
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In some instances, such as expected Pilot Project results, the baseline began with the 

Pilot Project itself. 

 

Research Project Web Site and Web-based Quarterly Reporting System 

In 2002, the Research Team launched the Research Project Web Site, 

www.TransStreamNet.org. The site was designed to accommodate research activities and 

to serve as a streamlining information resource for the public. The features of the 

Web Site include: 

• A Home Page that welcomes users to the site and provides information about 

the research program. The page also displays a definition of transportation 

environmental streamlining by using a mouse roll-over. 

• Pilot Projects Pages, linked from the Home Page. This area contains links to 

the password-protected reporting center for Pilot Projects, as well as links for 

the publicly available information on the Pilot Projects and their progress. 

• Information and Resources pages that provide brief summaries of activities in 

the environmental streamlining field, as well as links to more information on 

specific state practices and other streamlining activities. A separate 

Links page contains connections to Pilot Project Web Sites, other streamlining 

initiatives and related topics, the agency Web Sites for the Pilot Project states, 

and other relevant transportation organizations.  

• A Contacts Page to provide users with information on how to reach the 

Research Team and representatives of TRB and the Pilot Projects. 
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• A Site Map that graphically informs users of the location of specific types of 

information within the navigation structure of the Web Site. 

The Research Team distributed information on the availability of the Web Site 

through the CTE’s Web Site and its widely circulated New and Notes newsletter. A 

reference to the Web Site appeared in an article on streamlining in the 

Engineering News-Record, and there were links from the TRB E-Research Newsletter, 

dated September 5, 2002. Appendix E includes screen shots to present the appearance of 

the Research Project Web Site. 

Development of the Web Site involved a number of tasks. Working with a graphic 

designer, the Research Team selected a graphic identity that reflects the multifaceted 

nature of transportation environmental streamlining. The Research Team chose a URL 

for the Web Site that it felt would be easy for users to remember. Most importantly, the 

Research Team worked to develop a Web Site architecture that could accommodate the 

need to provide a secure reporting system for Pilot Project participants.  

The reporting system proved to be the most significant challenge because of the 

use of multiple reporters for each Pilot Project and the adoption of project-specific 

performance measures, rather than one standardized set. This represented a significant 

computer programming challenge. The resulting need to display for each participant 

reporter only specified measures from within their Pilot Project’s individualized 

performance measures packet dictated the development of a complex database system. 

This database system is described in the next section of the report, Research Project 

Database.  
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The reporting system called for data submission in two parts. The first was a 

quarterly progress report, designed to provide a basic level of standardization in format 

and content among the various Pilot Projects to meet research requirements and to 

enhance the quality of the resulting analysis. Appendix F presents the content of the 

standardized questions. The Research Team also asked the sponsoring agencies and other 

participant reporters for each Pilot Project to file quarterly reports on the performance 

measures for the Pilot Projects. The Research Team reviewed the information submitted 

by the sponsors and participant reporters, and created a summary progress report for 

posting on the public section of the Pilot Projects Web Site. To encourage reporting, the 

Research Team provided e-mail reminders when the reports were due. 

The survey format was a simple, engaging method for participants of each 

Pilot Project to submit the information needed about their Pilot Project. The survey form 

was easy-to-use and maximized the use of a point-and-click format (e.g., dropdown 

menus and checkboxes), yet allowed ample opportunity for narrative comments to clarify 

or expand upon an answer. This latter characteristic was an important tool for tailoring 

reports to meet conditions unique to particular Pilot Projects. The system captured 

responses in ASCII delimited text form, so that the information could be downloaded into 

a project database for analysis and research reporting purposes. The reporting form was 

password-protected, so that only Pilot Project participants could submit a report. This 

kept the identities of survey respondents confidential and encouraged open 

communication.  

The time needed for a Pilot Project participant to produce the information was 

short. The reporting system required only 15 to 30 minutes per quarter for a participant to 
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complete. Nevertheless, telephone reporting was also an option for participants having 

problems with electronic reporting. The quarterly mechanism also helped participants 

recognize and take advantage of the opportunity that periodic reporting created for 

reflection and planning. 

 

Research Project Database 

The Research Team designed a Research Project database to house the collected 

data and information gathered from the Pilot Projects through quarterly progress reports 

and performance measure reports. This database facilitated analysis and reporting 

activities by ensuring logical and structured queries. The database also provided 

flexibility in reporting format and content through multiple methods of displaying and 

comparing the Pilot Project information.  

The Research Project database proved helpful in analyzing Pilot Project 

performance measure reports and assessing final performance results for each project. 

The Research Team assigned a number value to each standardized performance measure 

response, which the database used to calculate average responses to each performance 

measure question. The database also kept track of whether responses were submitted by 

environmental or transportation-related participant reporters and calculated average 

responses among the two groups for comparison purposes.  

 

Data 

The question of data reliability was addressed in several ways. Existing data 

sources were used to the greatest extent practical. Much of the research data was 
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collected through standardized questions in interview and survey formats. Respondent 

groups included a range of participants, providing a crosscheck on responses within a 

given Pilot Project. The Research Project database housed the collected data. The 

Research Team tested the data in the database periodically to verify that the analysis and 

reporting system were functioning as planned. 

 

Revised Research Approach 

Several factors necessitated a revision of the original Research Approach in the 

spring of 2003. These included a reduction in the number of Pilot Projects active in the 

Research Project and difficulties in obtaining feedback from active Pilot Project 

participants. 

Three of the original ten Pilot Projects were withdrawn from the Research Project 

or became inactive by the spring of 2003. The New Jersey Department of Transportation 

withdrew the Portway Program Pilot Project from the Research Project, as the character 

of the program had changed substantially from its initial scope. In addition, the Parallel 

Processing of Section 106 and Section 4(f) Requirements in New Jersey became inactive 

in late 2002. The Loop 12/IH 35E Corridor Major Investment Study and Environmental 

Assessment Project was effectively completed with the issuance of a Finding of No 

Significant Impact (FONSI) by FHWA on December 11, 2002. Therefore, as of 

March 2003, there were seven active remaining Pilot Projects. 

At that time, there was sustained feedback from Pilot Project participants on only 

three Pilot Projects. Furthermore, there were only three reports on Pilot Project 

performance measures that were submitted on the Research Project Web Site out of a 
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total of sixteen requested reports. As a result, the Research Team developed an 

alternative plan, with input from the Research Panel, as an attempt to improve feedback 

from the Pilot Project participants on the Pilot Projects and to improve the research 

results.  

First, AASHTO, FHWA and EPA sent letters to their staff identified as reporters 

on the Pilot Projects stressing the importance of this monitoring effort and encouraging 

them to provide input. Second, the Research Team circulated the appropriate segments of 

the Project Narratives shown in Appendix B and the draft Research Findings presented in 

Chapter 4 of the Interim Report in .pdf format to State DOT sponsors and to stakeholders 

(except to those who declined to participate) and asked them to review and provide 

feedback.  

Third, in mid-July 2003 and for each quarter thereafter, the Research Team 

circulated State DOT’s online quarterly progress reports via e-mail to stakeholders 

(except to those who declined to participate) and asked the Pilot Project sponsors and 

stakeholders to comment on these reports. The Research Team did not believe it would 

be reasonable to ask the stakeholders both to comment on the online quarterly progress 

reports and to report on the performance measures. Performance measure reporting by 

stakeholders other than State DOT representatives, FHWA, and EPA was therefore 

dropped. State DOT representatives, FHWA, and EPA continued to be asked to submit 

reports on Pilot Project performance measures via the Research Project Web Site. 

Fourth, shortly after the end of each quarter, where necessary, the Research Team 

sent e-mails to the State DOT, FHWA and EPA contacts to remind them to submit a 

Progress Report and to report on the Pilot Project’s performance measures. Each quarter, 
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the Research Team conducted telephone interviews to gather information from the 

State DOT contacts only (not the other Pilot Project participant reporters) that had not 

submitted a quarterly Progress Report via the Web. 

In October 2003, the Research Team reevaluated the response rates on State DOT, 

FHWA and EPA reporting and reevaluated stakeholder participation. That reevaluation 

showed that there had been very little increase in feedback as a result of sending e-mails 

to the State DOT, FHWA and EPA contacts to remind them to submit quarterly 

Progress Reports. The approximate response rate at that time was only 10 percent. The 

Research Team continued to make telephone conference calls to State DOT sponsors in 

order to determine the latest status, schedule, and issues of the Pilot Projects, to 

supplement the quarterly Progress Reports.  

The Research Team, in consultation with the Research Panel decided to schedule 

a second round of travel to the Pilot Project states during the summer of 2004 for the 

purpose of meeting with various stakeholders to obtain more feedback on the Pilot 

Projects. Because several of the Pilot Projects were continuing their processes into 2004 

and because additional time beyond the research period for the Research Project would 

be necessary to allow for the second round of Pilot Project site visits, the research period 

was extended by one year to January 2005. The research period was extended a second 

time to April 2005 to allow for completion of this Research Report. 

 

Second Round of Pilot Project Site Visits 

Because of a poor response rate among State DOT, FHWA and EPA participant 

reporters on Pilot Project progress reports and performance measures, a second round of 
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travel to the Pilot Project states was scheduled. This second round of Pilot Project visits 

occurred in July and August 2004. The meetings were designed to help meet the research 

requirements, to reflect a range of perspectives, and to enhance the quality of the research 

analysis. Because of the number of stakeholders, the Research Team could not meet with 

each of the stakeholders individually. For efficiency purposes, the meetings were held 

with the stakeholders in appropriate groups, typically according to agency affiliation 

(transportation-related or environmental). 

Between July and August 2004, the Research Team met with stakeholders for the 

Florida ETDM Process, Environmental Streamlining for the Georgia Rail Passenger 

Program, Caltrans/FHWA/EPA Partnership, Riverside County Integrated Project, 

Integrating NEPA and Statewide Planning in Oregon, and the Caltrans/State and Federal 

Agency Position Funding Effort. In total, the Research Team ended up meeting with 36 

of the 74 possible stakeholders (49 percent) for these projects. The Research Team was 

not able to meet with stakeholders for the EIS Screening Worksheets in Wisconsin Pilot 

Project. Because the Loop 12/IH 35E Corridor Major Investment Study and 

Environmental Assessment Project in Texas was effectively completed in 

December 2002 and the Parallel Processing of Section 106 and Section 4(f) Requirements 

in New Jersey was inactive, the Research Team did not meet with stakeholders for these 

Pilot Projects. The evaluative questions posed to stakeholders in interviews during the 

second round of Pilot Project site visits are presented in Appendix G.  

The Research Team brought hard copies of the performance measure survey 

forms for the specific Pilot Project for the stakeholders to manually complete at the 

meeting. Stakeholders provided numeric ratings for each of the specific Pilot Project 
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performance measures for use in analysis. The Research Team followed up the field 

effort by sending a hard copy of the appropriate Performance Measure Form to the 

38 stakeholders with whom the Team could not meet. The Research Team received 

another seven responses as a result of that effort. In total, the Research Team obtained 

feedback from 43 out of the 74 stakeholders (58 percent) as a result of these efforts, 

which is a considerable improvement over the 10 percent rate of response before the 

second round of Pilot Project site visits. 
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CHAPTER 2: Interpretation of Results 

The section of the report titled Research Project Approach explains the approach 

the Research Team used to evaluate the performance of the process improvements in the 

Pilot Projects. The evaluation period for this research project generally began in 

November 2002 after the performance measures for the Pilot Projects were finalized, the 

reporting system on the Pilot Project and performance measures were placed on the 

Research Project Web Site, and the Pilot Project sponsors agreed to and provided contact 

information for the Pilot Project participant reporters (also called stakeholders in this 

report). The delay in beginning the evaluation effort was caused by the Research Team 

encountering more difficulty than expected in preparing the performance measures and 

by some of the Pilot Projects being slow in either starting or progressing. 

The Research Plan objective for the performance measures was to measure 

Pilot Project results (outcomes) as well as agency and process performance. Collectively, 

the development of performance measures illustrated two important lessons about the 

difficulty of attaining that objective: 

• The measurement of actual time savings was limited and difficult because of the 

discomfort of the states with comparing their Pilot Projects to other projects 

(substantial differences in structure and subject) and because of the absence of good 

ways to capture reliable data about previous processes/projects and the 

Pilot Projects (both types of data being difficult to capture without a significant 

burden on the State Departments of Transportation (DOTs). As a result, most of the 

performance measures for the research are qualitative and deal with the perceptions 

of the Pilot Project participants about past and present performance. 
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• Measuring the results of process change typically requires tracking performance 

over long periods of time. The life of the Pilot Projects that involve significant 

process reengineering, such as Integrating the National Environmental Policy Act 

(NEPA) and Statewide Planning in Oregon and the Efficient Transportation 

Decision Making (ETDM) Process in Florida, exceeds the relatively short research 

period and limits the usefulness of outcome-oriented performance measures. For at 

least one Pilot Project (the Loop 12/IH 35E Corridor Major Investment Study and 

Environmental Assessment Project in Texas), the reverse issue arose. The project 

was nearly completed before the evaluation period began, leaving only a brief 

window for data-gathering. In some cases, the Research Project assessment of 

performance and results produced intermediate, rather than final, results. 

• State-specific differences in the nature, purpose, and scope of the Pilot Projects 

mitigate against the use of generally-applicable performance measures. While some 

of the Pilot Projects are using the same measures, this is the exception rather than 

the rule. As a result, strict Pilot Project-to-Pilot Project comparisons of performance 

were problematic. 

Pilot Project performance measures and Pilot Project baselines are included in 

Appendix D.  
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Pilot Project Performance and Results 

This section briefly describes the Pilot Projects, presents the results of 

Performance Measure Reports submitted by respondents for each Pilot Project, assesses 

the level to which each Pilot Project achieved stated expectations, and reports the results 

of Research Project evaluative questions posed to Pilot Project participants. The 

evaluative questions posed in participant interviews were taken from the NCHRP 

Research Problem Statement, Task 7, which outlined the questions to be addressed in 

tracking the progress and success of each Pilot Project. The responses to evaluative 

questions presented in this section supplement Performance Measure Reports by 

combining responses from the second round of Pilot Project site visits and provide a 

method of comparison between Pilot Projects on a standardized set of evaluative criteria. 

Developing an Environmental Streamlining Process for Use in Florida (The Efficient 

Transportation Decision Making (ETDM) Process) 

 

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) developed the ETDM process 

to address problematic characteristics with the Department’s previous transportation 

planning and project development process. Under the previous FDOT process, 

environmental issues were given only minimal consideration in the transportation 

planning phase, resulting in substantial mitigation and unexpected project changes in the 

project development and environmental review phases. The most notable problems 

identified with the previous FDOT transportation planning and project development 

process included the reliance of the process on sequential, dependent actions; a long 
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process timeline with gaps; late agency involvement in the process; and a high risk of late 

project changes.  

The ETDM process was designed to bring review agencies into the early stages of 

transportation planning, make adjustments in project design concepts to satisfy permitting 

requirements before the NEPA process, and identify avoidance and minimization 

strategies earlier. The ETDM process uses agency agreements, environmental technical 

advisory teams (ETATs), an interactive database system called the Environmental 

Screening Tool, and public involvement with local transportation and planning entities to 

meet process objectives. For more detailed information on the ETDM process, refer to 

the project narrative in Appendix B. 

FDOT submitted the names of seventeen Pilot Project stakeholders to the Pilot 

Project study to serve as participant-reporters. From October 2001 to August 2004, there 

were 21 Performance Measure Reports for the ETDM Process submitted by thirteen 

Pilot Project participant-reporters, resulting in a response rate of 76 percent. The thirteen 

participant-reporters were from eight different Federal, State, and local transportation and 

environmental agencies. Several Pilot Project respondents filed more than one report, and 

not every respondent answered every question. A total of 14 reports were from 

transportation-related agencies (i.e., Departments of Transportation (DOTs) or 

Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs)) and 7 were from environmental agencies.  

Originally, the ETDM process was to be evaluated on four Performance 

Measures: Project Time and Cost Savings (#1), Consultant Cost Savings (#2), Improved 

Environmental Protection and Improved Transportation System (#3), and Improved 

Transportation Decision-making (#4). FDOT wished to eliminate the originally proposed 
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Performance Measures #1 and #2. The original Performance Measure #1 would have 

compared the average duration and cost for Type 2 Categorical Exclusion projects in 

FDOT’s Long Range Transportation Plan and in the Transportation Improvement 

Program before implementation of the ETDM process and to the duration and cost of 

these types of projects after implementation of ETDM. The original Performance 

Measure #2 was to measure the ETDM process effects on project consultant costs to 

FDOT Districts and Florida Metropolitan Planning Organizations. 

The reason for FDOT’s desire to eliminate original Performance Measures #1 and 

#2 is that full implementation of the ETDM Process did not begin until July 1, 2003. 

FDOT did not believe that data to address original Performance Measures #1 and #2 

would be available until 24 months after (i.e., in July 2005). With these two performance 

measures eliminated, there are still two performance measures, among other parameters, 

upon which to measure this Pilot Project during the research period. 

Performance Measure #3 (renamed Performance Measure #1) measures labor and 

processing time requirements and Performance Measure #4 (now designated 

Performance Measure #2) measures environmental protection. 

Performance Measure #1: Improved Environmental Protection and 

Improved Transportation System. This performance measure evaluates whether the 

ETDM process improves environmental and transportation system results through its 

integrated planning process by comparing the ETDM process to the previous FDOT 

transportation planning and project development process. The questions associated with 

the performance measure address the effectiveness of each process in avoiding redundant 

evaluations and decision-making processes, in producing efficient and effective 
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transportation systems, and in protecting the natural and human environments. Most 

respondents to the performance measure questions commented that the projects screened 

with the ETDM process had not yet been fully evaluated and that respondents’ answers to 

the questions regarding that process were somewhat speculative and based on expected 

outcomes.  

Overall, respondents from both the environmental and the transportation-related 

agencies found the previous FDOT transportation planning and project development 

process to be “somewhat effective” or “not effective” in protecting the environment and 

in improving transportation systems. In comparing environmental and transportation 

agency responses, the largest difference of opinion was in whether the previous process 

protected the natural environment. Transportation-related agencies viewed the previous 

process as being “effective” in this area, where environmental agencies rated the process 

as “somewhat effective.” Responses to the performance baseline questions confirm that 

the previous transportation planning and project development process in Florida was 

flawed in that it created redundancies in the transportation planning and environmental 

permitting processes. For example, because environmental issues were given only 

minimal consideration in the project development and planning phases, transportation 

decisions had to be revisited and often modified during the environmental permitting and 

NEPA processes. Responses also confirmed that the previous FDOT process was only 

somewhat effective at producing efficient and effective transportation systems, and was 

not consistently effective in protecting the human and natural environments. Responses to 

the initial performance measure questions on the FDOT process prior to the 

ETDM process are presented in Table 1 and Figure 2. 
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Table 1. Florida ETDM Performance Measure #1: Transportation Planning 
and Project Development Process before Implementation of ETDM 

Performance Baseline Question Data Points Average Rating 
Rate the effectiveness of the “traditional” 
system in avoiding redundant evaluations and 
decision processes: 

6 1.66 

Rate the effectiveness of the “traditional” 
(pre-ETDM) FDOT transportation planning 
and project development process in producing 
an efficient and effective transportation 
system: 

6 2.33 

Rate the effectiveness of the “traditional” 
(pre-ETDM) FDOT transportation planning 
and project development process in protecting 
the natural environment is: 

6 2.66 

Rate the effectiveness of the “traditional” 
(pre-ETDM) FDOT transportation planning 
and project development process in protecting 
the human environment: 

6 2.16 

Key to data points: Usually very effective=4, Usually effective=3, Usually somewhat effective=2, Usually 
not effective=1, Not applied=0 
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Figure 2.   Florida ETDM Performance Measure #1: Environmental Agency versus Transportation-Related Agency 
Evaluations  
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Responses to the performance measure questions about the ETDM process show a 

clear improvement in all overall process effectiveness. Both the transportation-related 

and environmental agency respondents awarded the ETDM process higher ratings than 

FDOT’s previous transportation planning and project development process in avoiding 

redundancies, in producing effective and efficient transportation systems, and in 

protecting the human and natural environment. Ratings in these categories ranged from 

“somewhat effective” to “effective.” The most substantial gains were in the areas of 

avoiding redundant evaluations and decision processes and in protecting the human 

environment.  

In comparing environmental agency and transportation-related agency responses 

on the ETDM process, environmental agencies gave the ETDM process slightly higher 

ratings on all performance measure questions than the transportation-related agencies.  

The widest differences in ratings between transportation and environmental 

agencies were on questions of protection of the human and natural environment, 

indicating greater satisfaction among regulatory agencies on the quality of project 

planning and the environmental review process. Environmental agencies gave the ETDM 

process a higher rating in environmental protection categories than the transportation-

related agencies. Responses to the performance measure questions on the ETDM process 

are presented in Table 2 and Figure 3. 
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Table 2. Florida ETDM Performance Measure #1: Evaluation of the ETDM 
Process 

ETDM Process Data Points Average Rating 
Rate the effectiveness of the ETDM 
transportation planning and project 
development process in avoiding redundant 
evaluations and decision processes : 

19 3.05 

Rate the effectiveness of the ETDM 
transportation planning and project 
development process in producing an efficient 
and effective transportation system: 

17 2.94 

Rate the effectiveness of the ETDM 
transportation planning and project 
development process in protecting the natural 
environment:  

17 3.06 

Rate the effectiveness of the ETDM 
transportation planning and project 
development process in protecting the human 
environment: 

16 3.06 

Key to data points: Usually very effective=4, Usually effective=3, Usually somewhat effective=2, Usually 
not effective=1, Not applied=0 

 31



Figure 3.  Florida ETDM Performance Measure #1: Environmental versus Transportation-Related Agency Evaluations of 
ETDM Process 

2.92

2.92

2.83

3

3.5

3.4

3.2

3.14

0 0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4

Rate the effectiveness of the ETDM
transportation planning and project
development process in protecting

the human environment:

Rate the effectiveness of the ETDM
transportation planning and project
development process in protecting

the natural environment: 

Rate the effectiveness of the ETDM
transportation planning and project
development process in producing

an efficient and effective
transportation system:

Rate the effectiveness of the ETDM
transportation planning and project
development process in avoiding

redundant evaluations and decision
processes :

Performance Measures

Average Rating

Transportation Stakeholders Environmental Stakeholders

4

15

5

12

5

12

7

9

 
  Numbers on bars indicate number of respondents 
 Key to data points: Usually very effective=4, Usually effective=3, Usually somewhat effective=2, Usually not effective=1, Not applied=0 

 32



The degree to which the ETDM process improved environmental and 

transportation system results is demonstrated by comparing the transportation-related and 

environmental agency average ratings for the previous FDOT process versus the 

ETDM process. The results of the comparison are presented in Figure 4. In almost all 

cases, ratings from both groups substantially improved between the previous FDOT 

process and the ETDM process, moving from “not effective” to “effective” or from 

“somewhat effective” to “effective”. The areas of greatest improvement in overall ratings 

were in avoiding redundant evaluation and decision-making processes. For environmental 

agencies, the greatest areas of improvement were in the protection of the human and 

natural environment. For transportation-related agencies, the greatest areas of 

improvement were in reducing redundancies. 

Pilot project participants interviewed for this study cited several other benefits of 

the ETDM process. These included the involvement of each review agency in the 

planning process, agency awareness of expected project impacts, accelerated mitigation 

performed earlier in the project timeline, and broadened awareness of environmental 

issues among participating MPOs.  

Based on the reports of Pilot Project respondents, the Florida ETDM process was 

successful in improving environmental and transportation system results through its 

integrated planning process. Participants consistently awarded the ETDM process higher 

marks than the previous FDOT process in avoiding redundancies in decision-making 

processes, producing efficient and effective transportation systems, and protecting the 

human and natural environments. 
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Figure 4.  Florida ETDM Performance Measure #1: Comparison of Agency Ratings for the ETDM Process and the 
Previous FDOT Transportation Planning and Project Development Process 

2.25

3

2.25

1.75

2.92

2.92

2.83

3

2

2

2.5

1.5

3.5

3.4

3.2

3.14

0 0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4

Protecting the human
environment

Protecting the natural
environment

Producing an efficient
and effective

transportation
system

Avoiding redundant
evaluations and

decision processes
Pe

rfo
m

an
ce

 M
ea

su
re

s

Average Rating

Environmental Stakeholders: ETDM Process
Environmental Stakeholders: Traditional Process
Transportation Stakeholders: ETDM Process
Transportation Stakeholders: Traditional Process

 
 Key to data points: Usually very effective=4, Usually effective=3, Usually somewhat effective=2, Usually not effective=1, Not applied=0

 34



 

Performance Measure #2: Improved Transportation Decision-making. This 

performance measure evaluates whether the ETDM process improves the environmental 

review process by increasing its productivity and/or its environmental results. The 

questions associated with this performance measure address issues of staff and consultant 

labor time, processing time requirements, and whether the ETDM process justified the 

various time requirements. The text of the performance measure questions are presented 

in Table 3. As with Performance Measure #1, most respondents to this measure noted that 

there were insufficient data at the time of their response to definitively answer the 

performance measure questions.  

Generally, respondents found that the overall staff and consultant labor time 

requirements of the ETDM process were “about the same” as for the previous FDOT 

transportation planning and project development process. Many respondents noted that 

the implementation stages of the ETDM process required an increase in staff time 

because of the learning curve, and that less time would be spent on the process in the 

future. Improvements were cited in overall processing time, which was found to be 

between “significantly less” and “about the same” as for the previous FDOT process. 

Some interviewed stakeholders reported that the ETDM process was longer and required 

increased staffing resources to complete. 

Notably, respondents reported that they “somewhat agreed” or “strongly agreed” 

that the benefits of the ETDM process justified the labor and processing time involved. 

Participants interviewed for this study also cited improvements in transportation 

decision-making, such as a better understanding of proposed projects, and more informed 

project decisions at the MPO level. 
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Table 3. Florida ETDM Performance Measure #2: Improved Transportation 
Decision-making 

Performance Measure Data Points Average Rating 

The benefits of the ETDM process justify its 
labor and processing time requirements:  
Key to data points: Strongly agree=4, Somewhat agree=3, 
Somewhat disagree=2, Strongly disagree=1, 
No opinion=0 

15 3.6 

The overall processing time requirements of 
the ETDM process, as compared to the 
traditional FDOT planning and project 
development process, are: 
Key to data points: Significantly greater=3, 
About the same=2, Significantly less=1, No opinion=0 

14 1.64 

The overall staff and consultant labor (time) 
requirements of the ETDM process, as 
compared to the traditional FDOT planning 
and project development process, are :  
Key to data point: Significantly greater=3, 
About the same=2, Significantly less=1, No opinion=0 

16 2.31 
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The only distinct difference in environmental agency and in transportation-related 

agency responses to Performance Measure #2 was on the question of whether the benefits 

of the ETDM process justified the labor and processing time requirements. 

Environmental agencies responded more favorably to this question than 

transportation-related agencies. A comparison of environmental and 

transportation-related agency responses to Performance Measure 2 are presented in 

Figure 5. 

Based on the reports of Pilot Project respondents, the Florida ETDM process has 

not yet been shown to substantially improve the environmental process by increasing 

productivity, though some improvement in overall project processing time was cited. It is 

important to note, however, that the results of the productivity performance measure may 

change over time as the ETDM process becomes standard practice in Florida. Pilot 

Project respondents’ reports do show that the ETDM process enhanced the environmental 

process by yielding better environmental results. 

Achievement of Expectations. Federal, State, and local transportation and 

environmental agency representatives reported performance expectations for the 

Florida ETDM process in Pilot Project Study application materials, publicity materials, 

and participant interviews. This section compares reported expectations to the 

performance measure results and information gathered in participant interviews. Based 

on the level of information obtained on the Florida ETDM process, the Pilot Project has 

met most of the stated expectations. 
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Figure 5.  Florida ETDM Performance Measure #2: Environmental Agency versus Transportation-Related Agency 
Responses on the ETDM and Improved Transportation Decision-making 
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FDOT predicted that the ETDM process would decrease project level processing 

time and in the overall NEPA processing time frame because FDOT could build on 

planning efforts and incorporate planning choices into the NEPA decisions without 

rehashing unimportant issues or previously dismissed alternatives. The success of the 

ETDM process in reducing the time frame for planning and project development has not 

yet been quantified. A task team of representatives from six agencies, including the State 

Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), 

FDOT Districts, MPOs and the FHWA are in the process of developing performance 

measures to assess time and cost savings. The overall expectation continues to be that the 

process will take less time in the future. Data to evaluate time and cost savings is not 

expected to be available before July 2005.  

It was expected that staff and consultant labor time for ETDM projects would 

increase initially but, once familiarity with the ETDM was reached, staff time would be 

about the same as in the previous transportation planning and project development 

process. FDOT predicts that it will see positive results on time and cost savings within 

the next one to two years for Categorical Exclusions (CEs), and within five years for 

EISs. Respondents to performance measure questions and participant interviews had 

mixed views on the level of staff time required to carry out the ETDM process. Interview 

participants reported the expected equal or increased levels of staffing time required to 

review projects with the ETDM process, while reporters on performance measure 

questions indicated that the initial consultant and staff labor time invested in 

implementing the ETDM process was similar to that for the previous FDOT process.  
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FDOT expected improved environmental results using the ETDM process. 

Performing systems-level regional and state-wide analyses with the Florida Geographic 

Data Library (FGDL) Environmental Screening Tool was expected to enable FDOT to 

take early avoidance actions, prepare systems level regional and state-wide mitigation 

plans, and obtain better environmental results. The ETDM process was also expected to 

increase avoidance of environmental impacts through early indirect and cumulative 

impact assessment and better distribution of information. Responses from environmental 

agencies to performance measure questions for the ETDM process show clear 

improvement in the area of environmental protection over the previous FDOT 

transportation planning and project development process. Similarly, responses from 

participant interviews indicate success in achieving early impact assessment and 

accelerated mitigation. According to participant interviews, using the FGDL 

Environmental Screening Tool also proved helpful in assessing potential cumulative 

impacts because reviewers could see all active transportation projects in a region. 

ETDM process respondents anticipated that participating agencies would have a 

better understanding of their own agency’s processes, the processes of other agencies, 

and the environmental review process as a whole. This was expected to result in higher 

quality land use decisions. Based on responses from participant interviews, this 

expectation has been met, and perhaps exceeded. ETDM process participants regularly 

cited increased collaboration and education as some of the most successful outcomes of 

the Pilot Project. They credited the ETDM process with helping participants better 

understand the overall transportation and environmental planning process and proposed 

projects. At the local level, MPOs were able to make more informed decisions about 
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project implementation. Participation in the ETDM process was also reported to result in 

better communication between the agencies because of the increased understanding of the 

environmental process.  

Certain stated expectations for the ETDM process are not likely to occur until 

after the ETDM process has been fully reviewed and evaluated for effectiveness. These 

include FDOT’s expectation, with the ETDM process, to continue preparing some Type 2 

(mitigated) categorical exclusion (CE) projects under NEPA. FDOT also hoped to be able 

to execute programmatic agreements for certain NEPA procedures and some other laws. 

This would allow moving projects directly to design in cases where there are no apparent 

issues found in early reviews.  

Responses to Evaluative Questions. Responses to evaluative questions for the 

Florida ETDM Pilot Project were generated based on participant reporter interviews 

conducted through site visits and via telephone, Performance Measure Reports, and Pilot 

Project Progress Reports. For the Florida ETDM Pilot Project, eight participant reporters, 

representing 47 percent of the reporters identified by Caltrans for the Pilot Project, were 

interviewed in person. The responses to evaluative questions are presented in Table 4. 
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Table 4. Florida ETDM: Responses to Evaluative Questions  

Evaluative Question Responses 
How successful was the Pilot Project in 
reducing the time frame of the planning and 
project development process? 

The success of the ETDM process in reducing the 
time frame for planning and project development has 
not yet been quantified. A task team of agency 
representatives is in the process of developing 
performance measures to assess time and cost savings. 
FDOT predicts that it will see positive results on time 
and cost savings within the next one to two years for 
CEs and within five years for EISs. FDOT also 
expects that the typical 10-15 years planning period 
for transportation projects should be reduced through 
the ETDM process. Additional time saving benefits 
include the possibility of using the Project Summary 
Reports as environmental information for FHWA 
CEs. 
 

How much time was saved or lost in terms of 
initial expectations? 

See above. 

What problems or delays were encountered in 
achieving the objectives of the Pilot Project?  

FDOT’s original goal was to have all agency 
agreements developed and approved by June 30, 2003. 
Twelve agency agreements were signed in the first 
year of the project, but agreements with the National 
Park Service, the Florida Department of 
Environmental Protection, and the Florida Water 
Management Districts are outstanding as of July 2004. 
 
Some system management and data quality issues 
occurred with the FGDL Environmental Screening 
Tool. Problems included projects being removed 
before the comment period had ended, no universal 
reminder system for project commenting deadlines, no 
mechanism for requesting an extension of the 
comment period, inadequate project descriptions, and 
inconsistent GIS data quality and coverage. 
 

What factors were responsible for these delays? The delay in signing some agency agreements was 
caused by the need to update and inform senior 
administrative staff on the ETDM process, concerns 
about agency staffing, unwillingness to sign the 
agreement without funding in place, and concerns 
about the effect of the conflict resolution process on 
the permitting processes. 
 
Difficulties with the FGDL Environmental Screening 
Tool were largely related to the variability in the 
quality and coverage of GIS data among resource 
areas and regions in Florida. 
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Evaluative Question Responses 
How were problems resolved when they 
occurred? 

The ETDM process is designed to evolve, and is 
changing based upon ETAT feedback. 
 

Did the Pilot Project require increased or 
decreased levels of resources on the part of 
sponsors or other stakeholders?  

Responses to this question were mixed. Some 
participants reported in interviews that the ETDM 
process required equal or greater levels of staffing 
resources than the previous FDOT process, while 
performance measure respondents reported that the 
ETDM process took significantly less or about the 
same staffing resources as the previous FDOT 
process. Some initial increase in staffing effort was 
anticipated in the implementation of the ETDM 
process, but this is expected to decrease as the process 
becomes more familiar. 
 

How successful was the Pilot Project in the 
view of major stakeholders? 

The success of the ETDM process regarding time and 
cost savings has not yet been quantified. However, 
based on participant feedback, the process has been 
successful in improving environmental results and 
increasing collaboration between transportation and 
environmental agencies. Participants noted, however, 
that the process has yet to be tested with a large-scale, 
complex, or controversial project. 
 

To what extent were environmental resources 
protected? 

The majority of participant respondents reported an 
improvement in the level of environmental protection 
through use of the ETDM process. Improvements 
included better awareness of project impacts and 
earlier avoidance and minimization of impacts. 
 
Some participants wanted more feedback from FDOT 
on agency comments in the planning and project 
development phase. There is no direct response 
mechanism built into the screening process for FDOT 
to respond to comments. Some participants cited no 
consistent correlation between the recommendations 
made during the planning phase and the permitting 
process. 
 

Was this approach better or worse than 
previous approaches in protecting the 
environment? 

Participants consistently rated the ETDM process as 
being more efficient and more successful in protecting 
environmental resources than the previous FDOT 
transportation planning and project development 
process. 
 

Did the Pilot Project result in any 
environmental enhancements? 

Specific environmental enhancements resulting from 
projects developed with the ETDM process were not 
reported by process participants. 
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Evaluative Question Responses 
What approaches taken or problems 
encountered in the Pilot Project relate to the 
unique conditions or requirements in the 
particular state? 

Florida has more State regulations than Federal 
regulations and there are inconsistencies between the 
two. Florida is second to Hawaii in endangered and 
threatened species. Activities of 24 different agencies 
have to be coordinated.  
 

Did the Pilot Project result in process or quality 
improvements other than time and cost 
savings? 

The FGDL Environmental Screening Tool allows all 
reviewers to view the same project data and each 
other’s comments, and keeps all project comments in 
one location for the duration of the project. The single 
repository for project information helps ensure that 
issues are not overlooked. The FGDL Environmental 
Screening Tool was also helpful in allowing agencies 
to view all projects in the planning phase at once, get 
a better sense of potential cumulative and indirect 
impacts, and develop avoidance and minimization 
strategies earlier in the project planning and 
environmental review processes. The use of the 
screening tool has led to updates to several important 
State GIS layers.  
 
Participation in the ETDM process resulted in various 
agencies learning more about the overall 
transportation and environmental planning process, 
which has lead to better communication between the 
agencies. 
 

To what extent were transportation decisions 
improved by the new approaches taken in the 
Pilot Project?  

The success of the ETDM process regarding time and 
cost savings has not yet been quantified, but 
respondents indicate that the ETDM process has 
helped participants better understand the proposed 
projects and helped MPOs make more informed 
decisions about project implementation. Earlier 
involvement between agencies in the project 
development process also helped avoid surprise 
delays. Respondents also strongly indicate an 
improvement in overall process efficiency and 
successful avoidance of significant environmental 
impacts.  
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Evaluative Question Responses 
What lessons or conclusions can be gained 
from the results of the Pilot Project that are 
applicable at the local, state, regional, and 
national levels? 

Successful major planning efforts require a high-level 
project champion and much preparation. Much time is 
needed to educate non-transportation (and 
transportation) participants on the transportation 
planning and project development process, as well as 
on participating agency programs and processes. 
Moving environmental considerations into the 
planning process helps overall project flow but may 
increase time requirements. Implementation of a 
process similar to ETDM is data intensive and 
requires significant up-front time for quality control, 
data collection, and maintenance. ETDM Process also 
demonstrated the benefits of the use of GIS 
capabilities in performing indirect and cumulative 
impact assessment in planning. 
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Riverside County Integrated Project 

 

Riverside County began the Riverside County Integrated Project (RCIP) planning 

effort in May 1999 to address serious transportation congestion, habitat conservation, 

open space, land use, and watershed issues in the large, rapidly growing County region. 

The RCIP integrated and coordinated the preparation of a new Riverside County General 

Plan, the development of a Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP), the 

identification of four new transportation corridors through the Community and 

Environmental Transportation Acceptability Process (CETAP), and the development of a 

watershed plan for the San Jacinto and Santa Margarita watersheds (referred to as the 

Special Area Management Plan (SAMP)). Integration of these components was designed 

to balance competing transportation, conservation, and development interests; avoid 

fragmented and adversarial planning efforts; and preserve transportation corridors for 

future development. For more detailed information on the RCIP, please refer to the 

Project Narrative in Appendix B. 

The RCIP was evaluated on four performance measures: Improved Transportation 

Decision-Making: Quality and Efficiency Expectations (#1), Improved Transportation 

Decision-Making: Early Identification and Closure (#2), Improved Environmental 

Protection (#3), and Improved Transportation Decision-Making: Time and Cost Savings 

(#4). These performance measures are discussed in more detail later in this section of the 

chapter.  

Given its scope, the RCIP process carried numerous challenges related to 

schedule and sequencing. The RCIP process was originally scoped to take 36 months 
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starting in 1999, but is now projected to end in 2007. Key parts of the process, such as the 

General Plan, MSHCP, and the NEPA process for one of the CETAP corridors have been 

completed, but the major part of the CETAP process and the SAMP have not been 

completed. Because the RCIP has not been completed as scheduled, there is insufficient 

data to fully address some performance measures.  

RCIP sponsors submitted the names of twelve Pilot Project stakeholders to the 

Pilot Project study to serve as participant-reporters. Between September 2002 and 

December 2004, there were nine Performance Measure Reports for the RCIP process 

submitted on the Research Project Web Site by six Pilot Project participant-reporters, 

resulting in a response rate of 50 percent. The six participant-reporters were from 

Federal, State, and local transportation agencies. There were no responses on the 

Performance Measures from environmental agency participants; however, environmental 

stakeholders provided similar input on the evaluative questions through the participant 

interview process. Responses to performance measures are summarized and evaluated 

below. 

Performance Measure #1: Improved Transportation Decision-Making: 

Quality and Efficiency Expectations. This performance measure compares the initial 

perceptions of the potential of the RCIP to achieve improvements in the transportation 

planning process to participants’ perceptions during application of the RCIP process. The 

first set of evaluative questions measured participants’ expectations for the RCIP process 

before it began. The questions assessed whether participants believed the process would 

improve the quality and efficiency of transportation decision-making, and to what degree 

the participants believed the process would be improved. The second set of evaluative 
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questions asked respondents each quarter to assess actual performance of the RCIP 

process for the same factors. The text for both sets of questions and the participant 

responses are presented in Table 5. Responses are from transportation participant 

reporters only. Environmental stakeholders did not substantively comment on these 

issues in participant interviews. 

Initial expectations for the success of the RCIP process among the transportation 

agency respondents were typically high. The majority of respondents “strongly agreed” 

that the RCIP process would improve the quality and efficiency of transportation 

decision-making. One respondent “strongly disagreed.” The expected degree of 

improvement was also typically “high,” though some reports of “moderate” and “low” 

were also registered.  

In evaluating the actual performance of the RCIP process, reporters’ assessments 

were similar to their expectations. Most respondents “strongly agreed” or “somewhat 

agreed” that the RCIP process was improving decision-making and felt that, on average, 

the degree of improvement was “moderate.” Comments submitted with participant 

responses for the early quarter evaluations pertained primarily to the integration process, 

noting that there were initial problems with making timely decisions and reaching 

agreement on important issues. Later comments indicated that these issues were resolved 

with greater involvement from supervisory level staff. 

The responses to Performance Measure #1 indicate that the majority of 

transportation stakeholders had high expectations that the RCIP would improve the 

quality and efficiency of transportation decision-making, but had mixed expectations 

about the degree of improvement.  
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Table 5. RCIP Performance Measure #1: Improved Transportation 
Decision-making: Quality and Efficiency Expectations. 

Performance Measure Data Points* Average Rating 
Potential Performance   
The RCIP process will improve the quality and 
efficiency of decision-making on 
transportation projects: 
Key to data points: Strongly agree=4, Somewhat agree=3, 
Somewhat disagree=2, Strongly disagree=1, No opinion=0 

5 3.4 

The expected degree of improvement in the 
quality and efficiency of decision-making as a 
result of the RCIP process is: 
Key to data points: High=3, Moderate=2, Low=1, 
No change=0 

5 2.4 

Actual Performance   
The RCIP process is improving the quality and 
efficiency of decision-making on 
transportation projects: 
Key to data points: Strongly agree=4, Somewhat agree=3, 
Somewhat disagree=2, Strongly disagree=1, No opinion=0 

9 3.1 

The degree of improvement in the quality and 
efficiency of decision-making as a result of the 
RCIP process is: 
Key to data points: High=3, Moderate=2, Low=1, 
No change=0 

9 2.1 

*All respondents are from transportation or transportation-related agencies. 
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In evaluating the portion of the RCIP process completed to date, transportation 

stakeholders reported ratings only slightly below initial expectations. 

Performance Measure #2: Improved Transportation Decision-making: Early 

Identification and Closure. This performance measure evaluates the RCIP goal of 

reducing the time and costs of the transportation planning and project development 

process by achieving early identification and resolution on environmental issues affecting 

transportation corridor development. The performance measure questions assess the 

degree of participation of high-level decision-making staff in RCIP proceedings, the 

timeliness and effectiveness of decision-making, and the degree of adherence to decisions 

made in RCIP proceedings. Respondents were asked to answer the performance measure 

questions quarterly over the course of the RCIP process. The full text of the performance 

measure questions and participant responses are presented in Table 6. 

Only one-third of all respondents reported on Performance Measure #2. As stated 

previously, all respondents to the performance measure questions were from 

transportation agencies, or transportation-related organizations such as the 

Western Riverside Council of Governments. The respondents “somewhat disagreed” that 

participating organizations were sending appropriate representatives with sufficient 

authority to make decisions for their organization to RCIP proceedings. Respondents also 

“somewhat disagreed” that the decision-making process was proceeding in a timely and 

effective manner. Two of the three respondents to this Performance Measure commented 

early in the RCIP process, and their responses reflect the initial stages of RCIP 

implementation. 

 50



 

Table 6. RCIP Performance Measure #2: Improved Transportation 
Decision-making: Early Identification and Closure. 

Performance Measure Data Points* Average Rating 
The organizations participating in the 
RCIP proceedings send representatives to 
meetings and hearings who have the 
authority necessary to make decisions for 
their organization on the issues presented. 

3 2.66 

RCIP participants make decisions in a 
timely and effective manner. 3 2.33 
Once a decision is made in RCIP 
proceedings, the participants treat it as 
binding except in cases involving significant 
new information or substantially changed 
circumstances 

3 3 

Key to data points: Strongly agree=4, Somewhat agree=3, Somewhat disagree=2, Strongly disagree=1, 
No opinion=0 
* All respondents are from transportation or transportation-related agencies. 
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Comments submitted with responses to Performance Measure #2 were similar to 

those for Performance Measure #1, indicating that more involvement from 

supervisory-level staff was necessary for the RCIP to proceed in a timely, effective 

manner. One commenter noted that after the CETAP was recognized under 

Executive Order 13274, Environmental Stewardship and Transportation Infrastructure 

Project Review, in November 2002, Federal resource agencies paid greater attention to 

the RCIP. In stakeholder interviews, transportation stakeholders reported prolonged 

frustration over levels of responsiveness and guidance from environmental participants. 

Although environmental agency stakeholders did not respond directly to the 

performance measure questions, they addressed issues related to 

Performance Measure #2 in participant interviews. In general, environmental agency 

participants expressed dissatisfaction with the decision-making and coordination 

processes involved with developing the RCIP. Some environmental agency participants 

felt that hurried and inadequate environmental analysis in the RCIP process contributed 

to difficulty in making timely, responsible, and informed decisions in the NEPA and 

other environmental permitting processes. The USACE and other environmental agency 

staff also indicated that the overall approach to problem solving was never explicitly 

articulated, and did not follow the consensus-based process envisioned by the RCIP. The 

process continued without resolution when problems and questions arose. Controversy 

over the CETAP Tier I EISs required intervention by a mediator from the 

Interagency Transportation Infrastructure Streamlining Task Force because no 

established conflict resolution procedure was built into the RCIP process. In addition, 

environmental stakeholders consistently noted that an unrealistic and overly ambitious 
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process schedule had the potential to result in poor, uninformed decisions. Many of these 

issues have been resolved, or are being addressed in the continuing NEPA process for the 

remaining CETAP corridors. 

Reporters to the performance measure questions did “somewhat agree” that 

participants respected decisions made in RCIP proceedings as binding. Similarly, there 

were no reports from interviewed environmental stakeholder of participants rescinding 

earlier decisions.  

Based on responses to Performance Measure #2, the initial stages of the RCIP 

process were not successful in identifying and resolving key transportation and 

environmental issues because there was insufficient participation from appropriate 

agency staff, an overly ambitious schedule that affected decision-making, and a lack of 

coordination and collaboration between stakeholders. The process issues cited in 

Performance Measure #2 are being addressed in the preparation of remaining portions of 

the RCIP.  

Performance Measure #3: Improved Environmental Protection. This 

performance measure compares perceptions of the effectiveness of the traditional 

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) transportation planning and project 

development process and the RCIP process in improving environmental results. 

Performance measure questions evaluate the success of the “traditional” process and the 

RCIP process in protecting the human and natural environment. Respondents were asked 

to evaluate the success of the RCIP process quarterly. The text of the performance 

measure questions and reporter responses are presented in Table 7. 
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Table 7. RCIP Performance Measure #3: Improved Environmental Protection 

Performance Measure Data Points* Average Rating 
Performance Baseline   
Rate the effectiveness of the “traditional” 
(pre-RCIP) Caltrans transportation planning 
and project development process in protecting 
the human environment. 

5 2 

Rate the effectiveness of the “traditional” (pre-
RCIP) transportation planning and project 
development process in protecting the natural 
environment. 

5 2.2 

RCIP Performance   

Rate the effectiveness of the transportation 
planning and project development process 
used for the RCIP in protecting the human 
environment. 

9 2.5 

Rate the effectiveness of the transportation 
planning and project development process 
used for the RCIP in protecting the human 
environment. 

9 2.4 

Key to data points: Usually very effective=4, Usually effective=3, Usually somewhat effective=2, 
Usually not effective=1, Not applied=0 
All respondents are from transportation or transportation-related agencies. 
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In evaluating the “traditional” Caltrans planning and project development process, 

respondents rated the process as being “somewhat effective” in protecting the human and 

natural environments. The RCIP process received slightly higher ratings, with evaluations 

between “somewhat effective” and “effective.”  

These responses were from transportation agency and transportation-related organization 

participants only, and do not reflect the views of environmental agency stakeholders. 

In stakeholder interviews, environmental agency participants expressed support 

for the individual components of the RCIP and the premise of integrating these 

components, but reported that the process for coordinating the environmental and 

transportation goals of the RCIP was problematic. Problems cited included hurried 

fieldwork, research, analysis, and report preparation; poor integration of environmental 

planning data from components such as the SAMP and MSHCP into the CETAP Tier I 

Draft EISs; and flawed environmental analysis in NEPA documentation. Some 

environmental agency staff also felt that the process moved forward regardless of agency 

comment. These issues are being addressed in the preparation of the remaining portions 

of the RCIP.  

Based on these responses to Performance Measure #3 and related feedback, 

transportation agencies viewed the RCIP process as being only slightly more effective in 

protecting the human and natural environment than the traditional Caltrans process. 

Environmental agency stakeholders supported the premise of RCIP, but were concerned 

about inadequate integration and coordination between components of the RCIP resulting 

in poor environmental quality. The integration issues cited by environmental stakeholders 

are being addressed n the preparation of remaining portions of the RCIP.  
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Performance Measure #4: Improved Transportation Decision-making: Time 

and Cost Savings. This performance measure evaluates whether the RCIP process 

improves the environmental review process by increasing its productivity and/or its 

environmental results. Performance measure questions compare the traditional Caltrans 

transportation planning and project development process with the RCIP process in terms 

of staff and consultant labor time and overall processing time and address whether the 

RCIP process justifies its labor and processing time requirements. Because the RCIP 

process is not complete, there is insufficient data to determine the exact time and cost 

savings for permitting and implementing the CETAP corridors. The reported responses 

assess perceptions of time and cost savings rather than quantified results. The text of the 

performance measure questions and reporter responses are presented in Table 8. 

Transportation agency respondents had differing views on the overall processing 

time requirements of the RCIP process. Approximately half of the respondents felt that 

the overall staff and consultant labor time required to conduct the RCIP process was 

“significantly less” than the traditional Caltrans process, and the other half of respondents 

felt the time requirements were “about the same” as the traditional Caltrans process. Most 

respondents felt that the overall processing time requirements for the RCIP process were 

“significantly less” than the previous process. Some stakeholders observed that it was too 

soon to tell whether the RCIP saved time over the pre-RCIP process in implementing 

transportation corridors, though most expected that the RCIP would streamline the 

process to some degree. Other respondents commented that although they believed that 

the RCIP process took less time, it could have been conducted more efficiently.  
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Table 8. RCIP Performance Measure #4: Improved Transportation 
Decision-making: Time and Cost Savings 

Performance Measure Data Points* Average Rating 
The overall staff and consultant labor (time) 
requirements of the RCIP process, as 
compared to the traditional Caltrans planning 
and project development process, are: 
Key to data points: Significantly greater=3, 
About the same=2, Significantly less=1, No opinion=0 

8 1.75 

The overall processing time requirements of 
the RCIP process, as compared to the 
traditional Caltrans planning and project 
development process, are: 
Key to data points: Significantly greater=3, 
About the same=2, Significantly less=1, No opinion=0 

8 1.63 

The benefits of the RCIP process justify its 
labor and processing time requirements. 
Key to data points: Strongly agree=4, Somewhat agree=3, 
Somewhat disagree=2, Strongly disagree=1, No opinion=0 

9 3.57 

* All respondents are from transportation or transportation-related agencies. 
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Environmental agency stakeholders did not substantively comment on this issue in 

participant interviews. 

When posed with the question of whether the benefits of the RCIP process 

justified its labor and processing time requirements, respondents reported that they 

“somewhat agreed” or “strongly agreed” that it did, indicating a degree of satisfaction in 

the results of the process among transportation stakeholders. 

Based on reporter responses, the RCIP project was perceived to somewhat 

improve the environmental review process by reducing staff and consultant labor time 

and overall processing time by at least a modest degree. More substantive information 

regarding this performance measure will be available after the completion of the RCIP in 

2007. The RCIP continues to have strong support among transportation stakeholders, 

who reported that the process provided benefits that outweighed time and cost 

considerations. 

Achievement of Expectations. Federal, State, and local transportation and 

environmental agency representatives reported performance expectations for the RCIP 

process in Pilot Project Study application materials, publicity materials, and participant 

interviews. This section compares reported expectations to the performance measure 

results and information gathered in participant interviews. 

Caltrans hoped that the RCIP would shift the transportation planning paradigm in 

California from being reactive in coordinating growth and transportation planning to 

being proactive. The long-term results were expected to include a consensus-based 

process that saved time and money. While the RCIP was designed to achieve these goals, 

problems with the execution of the planning process hindered its initial success. It was 
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challenging to meet an aggressive schedule and to have sustained involvement from the 

resource agencies on a major planning effort. According to responses on performance 

measures, participants were middling in their assessment of the ability of the process to 

improve the quality and efficiency of transportation decision-making. Proactive 

processes, such as the early identification and resolution of planning issues, were fraught 

with communication and decision-making problems. Interview participants also indicated 

that the RCIP process took longer and cost more money than anticipated because of 

overly ambitious initial projections. 

Environmental agencies anticipated that collaborative efforts with other local, 

State, and Federal stakeholders would yield a balanced decision-making process that 

adhered to existing laws and also gave full and equal consideration to transportation 

infrastructure improvements, economic growth, aquatic resources protection, and other 

key environmental factors within western Riverside County. This expectation was not 

met in the initial stages of the RCIP given the environmental agencies’ reports of hurried, 

data gathering, flawed impact analysis, and poor integration. The issues raised are being 

addressed in the remaining portion of the RCIP expected to be completed in 2007. 

It was anticipated that the Pilot Project would also produce a much-improved 

county-level GIS system with consistent data sets for all four plans. Participants did not 

report or comment on the GIS aspects of the RCIP process. 

Responses to Evaluative Questions. Responses to evaluative questions for the 

RCIP Pilot Project were generated based on participant reporter interviews conducted 

through site visits and via telephone, Performance Measure Reports, and Pilot Project 

Progress Reports. For the RCIP Pilot Project, five participant reporters, representing 42 
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percent of the reporters identified by RCIP sponsors for the Pilot Project, were 

interviewed in person. The responses to evaluative questions are presented in Table 9. 
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Table 9. RCIP: Responses to Evaluative Questions 

Evaluative Question Responses 
How successful was the Pilot Project in 
reducing the time frame of the planning and 
project development process? 

Based on feedback received on Performance Measures 
#1, #2, and #4 and participant interviews, the portion 
of the RCIP process completed to date was at least 
moderately successful in improving the overall 
efficiency of decision-making on transportation 
projects. The initial stages of the RCIP process were 
not successful in quickly identifying and resolving key 
environmental issues affecting County transportation 
corridor development, but these issues are being 
addressed in the remaining portions of the RCIP. 
Transportation stakeholders believed that the RCIP 
decreased project processing time by at least a 
moderate degree. More substantive information 
regarding this performance measure will be available 
after the completion of the RCIP in 2007.  
 
The MSHCP allowed for issuance of one Federal and 
State Endangered Species Umbrella Permit valid for 
75 years. There is no longer a need for full Section 7 
coordination or Individual Permits from the USFWS 
and the California Department of Fish and Game. This 
could reduce review and consultation time by up to 
three years. It is also anticipated that the Section 7 
consultation time frame, which currently takes 
6 months to 18 months, will be reduced. 
 
When completed in 2005, the SAMP will allow 
issuance of Regional General Section 404 Permits for 
projects that meet specific criteria within the three 
SAMP watersheds. The General Permit is expected to 
streamline regional Section 404 compliance using a 
programmatic approach to permitting.  
 

How much time was saved or lost in terms of 
initial expectations? 

Because the RCIP process is incomplete, data to 
evaluate these aspects of the Pilot Project will not be 
available until after 2007. In responses to 
Performance Measures and in participant interviews, 
most stakeholders in the RCIP expected that the 
Pilot Project would streamline the transportation 
planning and project development processes to some 
degree. 
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Evaluative Question Responses 
What problems or delays were encountered in 
achieving the objectives of the Pilot Project?  

Additional time was needed to complete RCIP. The 
RCIP project was originally scoped to cost 
$13 million and take 36 months. This schedule was 
acknowledged as being too ambitious, and the process 
was re-scoped to be a 60-month, $36 million effort. 
Subsequent delays in the SAMP and CETAP 
components of the RCIP have again extended the 
schedule. At present, the SAMP is expected to be 
completed in 2005 and the CETAP is expected to be 
completed in 2007. 
 
There were numerous challenges in gaining 
concurrences between Federal resource and county 
agencies during the NEPA/404 process for the 
CETAP corridors. Environmental agencies were 
dissatisfied with the level and quality of information 
presented in the NEPA documents and the EPA 
ultimately gave the first two CETAP Tier I Draft 
EIS/EIRs a Category 3 rating (Inadequate).  
 
Loss of funding forced USACE to discontinue work 
on the SAMP scheduled for a ROD in August 2004 
and permit issuance in October 2004.  
 

What factors were responsible for these 
delays? 

The RCIP required additional time in order to 
continue the stakeholder process, gain further 
stakeholder support, and resolve Federal resource 
agency issues with the CETAP corridors. 
 
The challenges in the NEPA/404 process were rooted 
in an overly ambitious timeline; difficulty in handling 
level of data requirements of other regulations, such as 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, in Tier I EISs; 
and inadequate process guidance.  
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Evaluative Question Responses 
How were problems resolved when they 
occurred? 

Key to resolving the NEPA/ 404 issues was the active 
intervention by a U.S. DOT “champion” appointed to 
the CETAP by the Interagency Transportation 
Infrastructure Streamlining Task Force, created by 
Executive Order 13274. This champion provided 
leadership to keep the parties moving. Meetings were 
held between FHWA and the Federal resource 
agencies to determine the magnitude of additional 
work required to address their NEPA process 
concerns. Tiered EISs were not used for the remaining 
CETAP corridors.  
 
One million dollars has been allocated in the 
Congressional budget to complete the SAMP in 2005. 
 

Did the Pilot Project require increased or 
decreased levels of resources on the part of 
sponsors or other stakeholders?  

Based on responses to Performance Measure #4, 
transportation stakeholders felt that the staff and 
consultant labor time and overall processing time 
requirements for the RCIP process were significantly 
less or about the same as for the traditional Caltrans 
process. In interviews, some transportation 
participants noted that there should have been more 
planning for the post-RCIP period, particularly in the 
areas of implementation, staffing, and funding. 
Environmental stakeholders did not substantively 
comment on this issue in participant interviews.  
 

How successful was the Pilot Project in the 
view of major stakeholders? 

Environmental and transportation stakeholders 
strongly supported the conceptual basis and goals for 
the RCIP, but reported substantial problems in the 
coordination and integration aspects of the project. 
Transportation agency participants felt that the RCIP 
improved the overall quality and efficiency of 
decision-making on transportation projects and was 
more effective than the previous planning process in 
protecting the human and natural environments. In the 
opinion of most transportation respondents, the 
process also reduced staff time and overall processing 
time by at least a moderate degree. 
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Evaluative Question Responses 
To what extent were environmental resources 
protected? 

Environmental stakeholders were initially concerned 
about inadequate integration and coordination 
between components of the RCIP resulting in poor 
environmental quality. These issues are being 
addressed in the continuing NEPA process for the 
CETAP corridors. Ultimately, the RCIP will better 
protect environmental resources by balancing and 
integrating habitat, open space, development, and 
transportation corridor decisions.  
 
Components of the RCIP provide demonstrated 
environmental benefits. The CETAP effort to identify 
and preserve rights-of-way for transportation 
corridors, while minimizing environmental impacts, is 
shaping the growth patterns for Riverside County. The 
MSHCP preserved 150,000 acres of land for 
conservation purposes, resulting in over 40 percent of 
the land in Riverside County being set aside for 
conservation purposes. When completed in 2005, the 
SAMP will develop a map of preservation areas, 
restoration areas, and areas for mitigation.  
 

Was this approach better or worse than 
previous approaches in protecting the 
environment? 

Transportation stakeholders viewed the RCIP process 
as being more effective in protecting the human and 
natural environment than the traditional Caltrans 
process. Environmental stakeholders did not 
substantively comment on this issue. 
 

Did the Pilot Project result in any 
environmental enhancements? 

RCIP components preserved important endangered 
species habitats and will address wetland preservation, 
restoration, and mitigation areas. The integration of 
the General Plan, MSHCP, and SAMP with the 
transportation corridors being examined under the 
CETAP prevented conflicts and fragmented 
development decision-making. 
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Evaluative Question Responses 
What approaches taken or problems 
encountered in the Pilot Project relate to the 
unique conditions or requirements in the 
particular state? 

The RCIP approach was devised in response to the 
intense degree of growth in California, the 
State’s extensive habitat diversity, the high number of 
endangered species in California, and the need to 
balance the conflicting interests between 
environmental, transportation, and development 
entities. The nature of land use planning in California 
is balkanized because decision-making occurs at the 
local level. As many as 43 State agencies are 
potentially involved in the transportation-land use 
decisions. The unique California tax base established 
by Proposition 13 prohibits new taxes in a community 
unless approved by a 2/3 majority vote. This drives a 
community to encourage development since sales tax 
revenues are the primary source of funds for basic 
community services.   
 
While integration and consistency were key, there 
were three separate environmental documents 
prepared for the General Plan, CETAP, and MSHCP. 
The reason for the separate environmental documents 
was that the General Plan was subject to CEQA only. 
CETAP and MSHCP involved Federal actions so they 
were subject to both CEQA and NEPA. 
 

Did the Pilot Project result in process or quality 
improvements other than time and cost 
savings? 

Local Riverside County transportation agency staff 
reported that one of the major benefits of the RCIP 
process was the improved relationships between local 
governments brought on by the integrated planning 
approach and stakeholder involvement. Public 
outreach and education were also noted as positive 
and parts of the process.  
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Evaluative Question Responses 
To what extent were transportation decisions 
improved by the new approaches taken in the 
Pilot Project?  

Transportation agency respondents reported that the 
RCIP process improved the transportation decision-
making process by a moderate degree. There were 
some initial difficulties with resolving environmental 
issues affecting transportation corridor development, 
but these problems are being addressed in the 
completion of the RCIP process. The quality of the 
transportation decisions made with the RCIP process 
in relation to environmental quality was rated as a 
slight improvement over the previous process.  
 
Environmental stakeholders interviewed for the 
Pilot Project study expressed support for the 
conceptual basis of the RCIP and its ability to improve 
transportation decision-making, but did not 
substantively comment on this evaluative question. 
 

What lessons or conclusions can be gained 
from the results of the Pilot Project that are 
applicable at the local, state, regional, and 
national levels? 

Goal of corridor preservation is laudable and logical, 
but challenging. The process requires substantial 
funding and a significant time investment from all 
participants. Integrated planning takes years to 
accomplish and it is important to be realistic about 
process scheduling. It is similarly important to 
carefully coordinate the scheduling and sequencing of 
planning effort components. 
 
It is challenging to have sustained involvement from 
resource agencies on a major, multi-year planning 
effort. Such efforts require a high-level project 
champion, early partnering with agency participants, 
and extensive early coordination with stakeholders to 
expedite proceedings. Continuous education for 
agency participants and stakeholders is needed. It is 
vital to have a mechanism for dispute resolution in 
place at the beginning of the process to preserve 
momentum and ensure quality decision-making. 
 
The use of Tiered EISs to streamline the project 
development process requires substantial coordination 
and clear communication between project proponents 
and reviewing agencies. Project proponents must 
clarify with reviewing agencies which decisions will 
be made in a Tier I versus a Tier II document, and the 
level of detail necessary in each document. Careful 
consideration should also be given to the scheduling 
and sequencing of supporting planning components in 
order to meet agency participants’ expected or 
required data thresholds for decision-making. 
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Integrating NEPA and Statewide Planning in Oregon 

 

The statewide planning process in the State of Oregon requires integration of the 

Local Comprehensive Plans required for each community and the Transportation System 

Plans required for each community of 10,000 or more people. Corridor plans (or 

Refinement Planning) developed through the Transportation System Plans previously did 

not consider environmental factors, and decisions made in that process had to be revisited 

and often had to be revised during the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

process. As a result, the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) began a process 

to integrate the NEPA process with the Statewide Planning process (referred to in this 

section of the report as the Integrated Process). The goals of the Pilot Project are to 

reduce public frustration with redundant processes by combining the Refinement 

Planning and NEPA processes; to incorporate regulatory agency concerns early in the 

planning process; to improve transportation decision-making; to preserve transportation 

corridors for future development; and to shorten the overall time required to advance 

from planning product to completed transportation facility. 

To accomplish these goals, ODOT developed two new approaches to integrate the 

NEPA and Statewide Planning processes: an early coordination process, dubbed the 

Collaborative Environmental and Transportation Agreement on Streamlining (CETAS), 

and a Tiered NEPA Decision-Making Approach. The CETAS process streamlines the 

environmental process by expanding the 1996 Oregon NEPA/404 Merger Agreement to 

include a broader definition than integration of NEPA and the Clean Water Act 

Section 404 Procedures. At each concurrence point in the NEPA review process, 

 67



 

(Purpose and Need, Range of Alternatives, Selection Criteria, and Preferred Alternative), 

CETAS agencies receive a presentation and each agency is then asked to document to 

ODOT their concurrence. The ten CETAS agencies include FHWA, the U.S. Army Corps 

of Engineers (USACE), the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the National 

Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS, now the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 

Administration (NOAA Fisheries), the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), ODOT, 

the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), the Oregon Department of 

Land Conservation and Development (DCLD), the Oregon Department of Fish and 

Wildlife, and the Oregon Division of State Lands.  

The CETAS Major Transportation Project Agreement is an implementing tool for 

the Tiered NEPA Decision-Making Process. Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statements 

(EISs), or Location EISs, are completed on projects that have not been identified for 

funding for the next 10 to 20 years. Tier 2 EISs, or Design EISs, are prepared when the 

project is later funded for construction and addresses design alternatives within the 

selected corridor alternative. There is agency concurrence through the CETAS at key 

decision points during both the Location EIS and the Design EIS processes. At present, 

only one project has progressed far enough through the Integrated NEPA-Statewide 

Planning Process to address these Performance Measure questions. The Newberg-Dundee 

Transportation Improvement Project is a large bypass project involving eight corridors. 

For more detailed information on this Pilot Project, please refer to the project narrative in 

Appendix B. 

The Pilot Project was evaluated on five Performance Measures: Improved 

Transportation Decision-Making: Quality and Efficiency (#1); Improved Transportation 

 68



 

Decision-Making: Early Identification and Closure (#2); Improved Environmental 

Protection (#3); Improvements in Transportation Corridor Protection (#4); and Improved 

Transportation Decision-Making: Cost and Time Savings (#5). ODOT submitted the 

names of eleven Pilot Project stakeholders to the Pilot Project study to serve as 

participant-reporters. Between January 2003 and December 2004, eleven participant-

reporters submitted thirteen Performance Measure Reports for the Integrating Statewide 

Planning and NEPA in Oregon Pilot Project on the Research Project Web Site, resulting 

in a response rate of 100 percent. The reporters were from 8 different Federal, State, and 

local transportation and environmental agencies. A total of 6 reports were from 

transportation-related agencies (i.e., Departments of Transportation (DOTs) or 

Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs)) and 7 were from environmental agencies. 

ODOT has not had any new projects that have completed the Tiered NEPA Decision-

Making Process, and the CETAS process is still evolving. As a result, some of the 

responses to Performance Measures offer evaluations of work completed to date rather 

than final outcomes. 

Performance Measure #1: Improved Transportation Decision-Making: 

Quality and Efficiency. This Performance Measure evaluates participants’ perceptions 

of the potential for the Statewide Planning-NEPA Integration Pilot Project to achieve 

improvement in the quality and efficiency of transportation decision-making as compared 

to perceptions of improvement during the application of the Integrated Process. 

Respondents were asked to evaluate the actual performance of the Integrated Process 

quarterly. Performance Measure questions addressed participant perceptions of whether 

the Integrated Process would improve the efficiency and quality of transportation 

 69



 

decision-making, if they believed the process did, in actuality, improve decision-making, 

and the expected and actual perceived degrees of improvement provided by the process. 

The text of the Performance Measure questions and a summary of responses are 

presented in Table 10. Comparisons of environmental and transportation stakeholders’ 

answers to Performance Measure questions are presented in Figure 6. 
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Table 10.  Integrating NEPA and Statewide Planning in Oregon Performance 
Measure #1: Improved Transportation Decision-making: Quality and 
Efficiency 

Performance Measure Data Points Average Rating 

Expected Performance   
The Integrated NEPA-Statewide Planning 
Process will improve the quality and efficiency 
of decision-making on transportation projects. 
Key to results: Strongly agree=4, Somewhat agree=3, 
Somewhat disagree=2, Strongly disagree=1, No opinion=0 

7 3.28 

The expected degree of improvement in the 
quality and efficiency of decision-making as a 
result of the Integrated NEPA-Statewide 
Planning Process is: 
Key to results: High=3, Moderate=2, Low=1, No 
change=0 

7 1.57 

Actual Performance   
The Integrated NEPA-Statewide Planning 
Process is improving the quality and efficiency 
of decision-making on transportation projects. 
Key to results: Strongly agree=4, Somewhat agree=3, 
Somewhat disagree=2, Strongly disagree=1, No opinion=0 

13 3.38 

The degree of improvement in the quality and 
efficiency of decision-making as a result of the 
Integrated NEPA-Statewide Planning Process 
is: 
Key to Results: High=3, Moderate=2, Low=1, 
No change=0 

13 2.15 
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Figure 6.  Integrating NEPA and Statewide Planning in Oregon Performance 
Measure #1: Comparison of Environmental and Transportation 
Stakeholders Responses  
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Initial expectations of the ability of the Integrated NEPA-Statewide Planning 

Process to improve transportation decision-making were restrained. Respondents on 

average “somewhat agreed” that the Integrated NEPA-Statewide Planning Process would 

succeed in improving decision-making quality and efficiency to a “low” or “moderate” 

degree. When assessed separately, environmental stakeholders and transportation 

stakeholders responded similarly on the anticipated success of the Pilot Project. Both 

groups “somewhat agreed” that the Integrated NEPA-Statewide Planning Process would 

result in improvements. Transportation stakeholders, however, were much more 

optimistic than environmental stakeholders as to the level of improvement the 

Integrated Process would provide. Transportation respondents predicted that the 

Integrated NEPA-Statewide Planning Process would provide between a “moderate” and 

“high” degree of improvement in decision-making quality and efficiency, while 

environmental respondents predicted that the level of improvement would be “low.”  

As a group, respondents’ evaluations of the actual performance of the 

Pilot Project were similar to their expectations. The reporters still “somewhat agreed” on 

average that the Integrated NEPA-Statewide Planning Process was improving the quality 

and efficiency of transportation decision-making in practice. The respondents’ opinions 

on the degree of improvement the actual practice provided were higher, with an overall 

rating of “moderate.” When assessed separately, environmental stakeholders and 

transportation stakeholders were largely in agreement in their responses to the 

Performance Measure questions on the actual performance of the Pilot Project.  

Comparing environmental and transportation stakeholders’ expectations for the 

performance of the Integrated NEPA-Statewide Planning Process and their later 
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evaluations of actual process performance indicates a more dramatic level of 

improvement brought by the Integrated Process. The comparisons are shown in Figure 7. 

Both groups “somewhat agreed” that the Pilot Project would improve the quality and 

efficiency of decision-making on transportation projects, and continued to “somewhat 

agree” that the process improved decision-making in practice. The level of agreement 

between transportation and environmental agency stakeholders on this topic, as well as 

the agreement between each group’s expectations and assessment of actual performance, 

indicates a broad level of satisfaction with the process performance. The comparison also 

shows that environmental stakeholders’ expectations for the degree of improvement in 

the decision-making process afforded by the Integrated Process were exceeded, while 

transportation stakeholders’ expectations were not completely met. After initially 

expecting only a “low” degree of improvement in transportation decision-making as a 

result of the Pilot Project, environmental stakeholders found that, in actuality, the process 

provided a “moderate” degree of improvement. Conversely, transportation stakeholders 

initially expected that the Pilot Project would provide between a “moderate” and “high” 

degree of improvement, but in actuality felt that the process provided a slightly lower, 

“moderate” degree of improvement in the decision-making process. 

Based on stakeholders’ responses, the Integrated NEPA-Statewide Planning 

process was successful in improving the quality and efficiency in transportation 

decision-making by at least a moderate degree. Stakeholders’ expectations for the overall 

success of the Pilot Project were met, and environmental stakeholders’ expectations as to 

the degree of success were exceeded.  
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Figure 7.  Integrating NEPA and Statewide Planning in Oregon Performance 
Measure #1: Comparison of Expected and Actual Ratings for 
Environmental and Transportation Stakeholders 
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Performance Measure #2: Improved Transportation Decision-making: Early 

Identification and Closure. This Performance Measure evaluates whether the Integrated 

NEPA-Statewide Planning Process reduces processing time and cost by achieving early 

identification of, and closure on, project issues. Performance Measure questions examine 

participants’ perceptions of the performance of the Integrated NEPA-Statewide Planning 

Process on topics such as having representatives with authority to make decisions attend 

process proceedings, timely and effective decision-making, and adherence to decisions 

made in process proceedings. The text of the Performance Measure questions and a 

summary of responses are presented in Table 11. Comparisons or responses from 

environmental and transportation stakeholders are shown in Figure 8. 

Respondents to Performance Measure #2 on average “somewhat agreed” that 

participating organizations sent representatives with the authority to make decisions for 

their organizations to process proceedings. Environmental and transportation 

stakeholders largely agreed on this issue when their responses were evaluated separately. 

Respondents on average also “somewhat agreed” that process participants made decisions 

in a timely and effective manner. Again, there was little difference in responses on this 

topic from transportation versus environmental participants. In participant interviews, 

CETAS members noted some difficulties in the coordination of the decision-making 

processes with the Pilot Project. Interview subjects reported that, when problems arose on 

the Newberg-Dundee Transportation Improvement Project, the ODOT staff coordinating 

the CETAS process for the project had no power to make project changes in response to 

CETAS concerns.  
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Table 11.  Integrating NEPA and Statewide Planning in Oregon Performance 
Measure #2: Improved Transportation Decision-making: Early 
Identification and Closure. 

 
Performance Measure Data Points Average Rating 
The organizations participating in the 
proceedings send representatives to meetings 
and hearings who have the authority necessary 
to make decisions for their organization on the 
issues presented. 

13 3.38 

Participants make decisions in a timely and 
effective manner. 

13 2.92 

Once a decision is made in proceedings, the 
participants treat it as binding except in cases 
involving significant new information or 
substantially changed circumstances. 

12 3.33 

Key to results: Strongly agree=4, Somewhat agree=3, Somewhat disagree=2, Strongly disagree=1, 
No opinion=0 
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Figure 8.  Integrating NEPA and Statewide Planning in Oregon Performance 
Measure #2: Comparison of Environmental and Transportation 
Stakeholder Responses. 
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Many felt that the CETAS elevation protocol should have been invoked much sooner in 

the process, and that higher levels of management should have been involved as soon as 

disputes arose. 

As a group, reporters on this Performance Measure also “somewhat agreed” that 

process participants were committed to adhering to decisions made as a group. 

Environmental and transportation agency reporters responded identically on this issue. In 

participant interviews, transportation stakeholders noted that there were some problems 

with agency adherence to decisions made during the NEPA process for the 

Newberg-Dundee Transportation Improvement Project. Several agencies initially did not 

concur with the Preferred Alternative for the project, and ODOT felt that the 

non-concurrence was based on factors other than those agreed upon in the agency 

agreement for Criteria for Selection of the Preferred Alternative. 

Based on responses to Performance Measure #2 and information gathered in 

participant interviews, stakeholders found that the Integrated NEPA-Statewide Planning 

Process has been somewhat successful to-date in identifying and achieving closure on 

project issues early in the transportation planning process. Though difficulties in 

two areas addressed by the Performance Measure were reported in interviews, these 

problems were sufficiently resolved by the time of Performance Measure reporting to 

elicit satisfactory evaluations from participants. 

Performance Measure #3: Improved Environmental Protection. This 

Performance Measure evaluates the success of the Integrated NEPA-Statewide Planning 

Process in achieving better environmental results by measuring perceptions of the 

environmental results prior to, and with, the Integrated Process. Performance Measure 
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questions address the degree to which each process protects the human and natural 

environment. Respondents evaluated the previous ODOT process once, and evaluated the 

Integrated NEPA-Statewide Planning Process quarterly. The text of the 

Performance Measure questions and a summary of responses are presented in Table 12. A 

comparison of environmental and transportation agency stakeholder responses is shown 

in Figure 9. 

Respondents to Performance Measure #3 reported on average that the previous 

ODOT transportation planning and project development process was “usually somewhat 

effective” in protecting the human and natural environments. Participants gave the 

Integrated NEPA-Statewide Planning Process higher marks, agreeing on average that the 

new process was “usually effective” in protecting the human and natural environments. 

In comparing the responses of environmental stakeholders with those of transportation 

stakeholders, environmental agency participants cited the greatest degree of improvement 

between the previous ODOT planning process and the new Integrated NEPA-Statewide 

Planning Process. Environmental stakeholders rated the previous ODOT process as being 

“usually somewhat effective” in protecting the human environment and “usually not 

effective” in protecting the natural environment. Conversely, environmental participants 

rated the Pilot Project process as being “usually effective” in protecting the human 

environment and “usually somewhat effective” in protecting the natural environment. 

Transportation stakeholders registered no change between the two processes, consistently 

rating both as being “usually effective” in protecting the human and natural 

environments.  
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Table 12.  Integrating NEPA and Statewide Planning in Oregon Performance 
Measure #3: Improved Environmental Protection. 

Performance Measure Data Points Average Rating 
Baseline Performance   
The effectiveness of the ODOT transportation 
planning and project development process in 
protecting the human environment is: 

6 2.5 

The effectiveness of the ODOT transportation 
planning and project development process in 
protecting the natural environment is: 

6 2 

Integrated Process Performance   
The effectiveness of the integrated process in 
protecting the human environment is: 

12 3 

The effectiveness of the integrated process in 
protecting the natural environment is: 

13 3.15 

Key to results: Usually very effective=4, Usually effective=3, Usually somewhat effective=2, 
Usually not effective=1, Not applied=0 
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Figure 9.  Integrating NEPA and Statewide Planning in Oregon Performance 
Measure #3: Comparison of Environmental and Transportation 
Stakeholder Responses. 

 

3

3

3

3

2.86

3

1.5

2.25

0 0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5

The effectiveness of the integrated
process in protecting the natural

environment is:

The effectiveness of the integrated
process in protecting the human

environment is:

The effectiveness of the ODOT
transportation planning and project
development process in protecting

the natural environment is:

The effectiveness of the ODOT
transportation planning and project
development process in protecting

the human environment is:

Performance Measure

Average Rating

4

Transportation Stakeholders Environmental Stakeholders

4

2

4

2

6

6

7

6

 Numbers on bars indicate number of respondents 
 

Key to results: Usually very effective=4, Usually effective=3, Usually somewhat effective=2, 
Usually not effective=1, Not applied=0 

 82



 

Based on these responses, there were widely differing views between 

transportation and environmental stakeholders in Oregon as to the level of protection 

afforded by the previous ODOT transportation planning and project development 

process. Transportation stakeholders felt the process provided an acceptable level of 

environmental protection, whereas environmental stakeholders found the previous 

process inadequate. All stakeholders agreed that the Integrated NEPA-Statewide Planning 

Process was successful in improving protection of the human and natural environments, 

but the greatest degree of satisfaction with the new process came from environmental 

stakeholders, who cited substantial improvements in the level of protection. 

Performance Measure #4: Improvements in Transportation Corridor 

Protection. This Performance Measure evaluates the success of the Integrated NEPA-

Statewide Planning Process in protecting future transportation corridors. The 

Performance Measure questions examine the degree of community responsiveness to 

ODOT requests for protective action for corridors given preferred alternative designation. 

The Performance Measure questions were: 

1. Please list the projects for which a Draft EIS identified a preferred 

alternative corridor. 

2. For each project, please list the communities from which ODOT 

requested action to protect a corridor designated in a Draft EIS as a 

“preferred alternative.” 

3. Please list those communities that designated the preferred alternative 

corridor area as protected prior to the Final EIS and ROD for the 

project. 
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4. If a requested designation was not made, please indicate any known 

reasons for that lack of designation. 

At present, only one project has progressed far enough through the Integrated 

NEPA-Statewide Planning Process to address these Performance Measure questions. The 

Newberg-Dundee Transportation Improvement Project is a large bypass project involving 

eight corridors. After the completion of the Draft Location EIS for the project in 

early 2004, ODOT drafted statewide land use goals exceptions and Local Comprehensive 

Plan amendments designed to preserve the recommended corridor. ODOT submitted the 

proposed amendments and goal exceptions to the corridor communities of Dundee, 

Newberg, and Yamhill in March 2004. Numerous public meetings were held during the 

summer of 2004 to discuss the proposals, and the Yamhill County Commissioners 

adopted the exceptions and amendments in September 2004. Completion of the 

Location Final EIS for the project is scheduled for early 2005.  

Based on these limited results, there appears to be a high degree of community 

responsiveness in protecting transportation corridors identified as the 

Preferred Alternative. In participant interviews, however, stakeholders noted that the 

timing of passage of statewide planning goal exceptions and amendments of local 

comprehensive plans in conjunction with the Tiered NEPA Decision-Making Process has 

proved challenging. Process participants observed that is difficult to address the goal 

exception standards with the level of information generated for a Location EIS, however 

ODOT Transportation System Plan Guidelines require passage of the exceptions and 

local comprehensive plan amendments at this stage of the process. The success seen in 

the Newberg-Dundee project may not be indicative of future success. Oregon is 
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considering shifting the responsibility of preparing goal exception findings to towns and 

counties, allowing local entities to complete the process before ODOT becomes involved 

in the transportation planning process.  

Performance Measure #5: Improved Transportation Decision-making: Cost 

and Time Savings. This Performance Measure evaluates the return on investment 

provided by the Pilot Project by measuring reductions in overall agency and consultant 

labor and processing time requirements, and/or enhancement of the quality of final 

results. Performance Measure questions address issues of agency and staff consultant 

time requirements, processing time requirements, and whether the benefits of the 

Pilot Project justified stated time requirements. Respondents were asked to respond to the 

Performance Measure questions quarterly. Because ODOT has not completed any 

projects using the Integrated Process, there is no measurable data available to assess time 

and cost savings. Responses to this Performance Measure are based on the performance 

of the Integrated Process performance to date, and not final results. The text of the 

Performance Measure questions and a summary of responses are presented in Table 13. 

Environmental and transportation stakeholder responses are compared in Figure 10. 

Respondents to this Performance Measure were evenly divided on whether the 

agency and consultant staff time requirements for the Integrated NEPA-Statewide 

Planning Process to date were “about the same” or “significantly greater” than for the 

previous process. When evaluated separately, transportation and environmental 

stakeholders were similarly evenly split as to whether the Pilot Project time requirements 

were the same or greater than the previous ODOT process.  
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Table 13.  Integrating NEPA and Statewide Planning in Oregon Performance 
Measure #5: Improved Transportation Decision-making: Cost and 
Time Savings 

Performance Measure Data Points Average Rating 
Agency/consultant staff time requirements 
under the new process, as compared to the 
previous process, are: 
Key to results: Significantly greater=3, About the same=2, 
Significantly less=1, No opinion=0 

12 2.5 

Processing time requirements under the new 
process, as compared to the previous process, 
are: 
Key to results: Significantly greater=3, About the same=2, 
Significantly less=1, No opinion=0 

11 2.09 

The benefits of the new process justify its 
human resource and processing time 
requirements. 
Key to results: Strongly agree=4, Somewhat agree=3, 
Somewhat disagree=2, Strongly disagree=1, No opinion=0 

12 3.58 
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Figure 10.   Integrating NEPA and Statewide Planning in Oregon Performance 
Measure #5: Comparison of Environmental and Transportation 
Stakeholder Responses. 
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None of the respondents reported that the Integrated Process thus far required 

“significantly less” time than previous planning processes, however ODOT anticipated 

that the most substantial time savings with the Integrated Process would be realized in the 

Design EIS phase. Interview participants’ responses on changes in staff time 

requirements caused by the Integrated Process ranged from negligible to substantial.  

There was more agreement among respondents regarding processing time 

requirements for the Integrated Process. On average, reporters said that the processing 

time for the Pilot Project was “about the same” as for the previous ODOT process. There 

was little difference between transportation and environmental stakeholders’ responses 

on this topic.  

Respondents expressed strong support for the Integrated NEPA-Statewide 

Planning Process, with most reporters “strongly agreeing” that the benefits of the new 

process justified its human resource and processing time requirements. Again, 

transportation and environmental stakeholders logged similar average responses to this 

question, signaling broad agreement on the benefit of the Pilot Project process. 

Based on responses to this Performance Measure, the Integrated NEPA-Statewide 

Planning Process has not demonstrably reduced the agency/consultant staff time or 

overall processing time requirements for projects to date as compared to the previous 

ODOT process. The Integrated NEPA-Statewide Planning Process has been successful in 

generating a high degree of support from both transportation and environmental 

stakeholders, who found that the benefits of the process justify the present human 

resource and processing time requirements. 
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Achievement of Expectations. ODOT had a range of expectations for how the 

components of the Integrated NEPA-Statewide Planning Process would improve the 

transportation planning process in Oregon. ODOT expected that the use of Location EISs 

during the transportation planning stage would result in the following benefits: 1) the 

planning decision would be sustainable and would not have to be revisited later when the 

facility is funded, 2) land use decisions could safely be made based on the first 

assumptions, 3) when the funding is secured and the Design EIS is prepared, that the 

decision in the Location EIS could be assumed, and that the design could focus on design 

alternatives and issues within the selected location alternative, and 4) right-of-way could 

be purchased or otherwise preserved to protect the corridor decision based on the 

Location EIS. Because ODOT has not completed a project using the Integrated NEPA-

Statewide Planning Process, there are no outcomes to assess against agency expectations 

for the use of Location EISs. 

ODOT believed that the time savings generated by the Tiered NEPA 

Decision-Making Process would occur at the Design EIS stage. That process would avoid 

the dynamic of trying to solve both the “big picture” and “small picture” issues at the 

same time. Also, ODOT believed that money would be saved by not preparing 30 percent 

design on multiple corridors (typically four) in the Location EIS, as might occur in a 

regular EIS. In addition, by focusing on the general issues at first, ODOT could get local 

community buy-in before having to address the localized issues of individual property 

owners. These would be addressed later, and at the necessary detail level once the 

corridor alternative is selected. Because ODOT has not taken a transportation project 
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beyond the Location phase of the Integrated NEPA-Statewide Planning Process, there is 

no data on which to evaluate the agency’s expectations regarding time savings.  

ODOT noted that the agency may not consider another large corridor project for 

the Tiered NEPA process in the near future, as the time and cost savings have not been 

realized thus far. The largest obstacle to the success of the Tiered NEPA process 

component of the Pilot Project has been resource agencies’ discomfort with the low level 

of detail presented in environmental analysis during the location phase. Although an 

agreement regarding the necessary level of detail for Location EISs was reached on the 

Newberg-Dundee Transportation Improvement Project, the issue has yet to be completely 

resolved. ODOT has also encountered confusion from the public on the need for 

two environmental documents providing two levels of environmental analysis in the 

tiered NEPA process. 

ODOT expected that the early coordination process represented by the CETAS 

would continue strengthening the agency’s relationships with regulatory agencies and 

local communities, and to develop increased understanding of each other’s interests and 

needs. Results on these points have been mixed. Stakeholders expressed concern over the 

lack of collaboration, communication, and coordination between ODOT, CETAS 

participants, and local entities on the Newberg-Dundee Transportation Improvement 

Project. On the positive side, ODOT representatives stated in participant interviews that 

the agency has gained greater familiarity with the reviewing agencies’ preferences and 

will be able to apply this knowledge to future projects for overall time savings and 

greater efficiency.  
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Responses to Evaluative Questions. Responses to evaluative questions for the 

Integrated NEPA-Statewide Planning Pilot Project were generated based on participant 

reporter interviews conducted through site visits and via telephone, Performance Measure 

Reports, and Pilot Project Progress Reports. For the Integrated NEPA-Statewide Planning 

Pilot Project, eight participant reporters, representing 73 percent of the reporters 

identified by ODOT for the Pilot Project, were interviewed in person. The responses to 

evaluative questions are presented in Table 14. 
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Table 14.  Integrating NEPA and Statewide Planning in Oregon: Responses to 
Evaluative Questions. 

Evaluative Question Responses 
How successful was the Pilot Project in 
reducing the time frame of the planning and 
project development process? 
 
 

Presently, ODOT has not completed any 
transportation planning projects with the Integrated 
NEPA-Statewide Planning Process, and there is 
insufficient data to compare timelines for projects 
completed through the previous ODOT process versus 
the Integrated Process. ODOT is currently reviewing 
one project, the Newberg-Dundee Transportation 
Improvement Project, using the Integrated NEPA-
Statewide Planning Process. ODOT has exceeded the 
projected time frames for project milestones to date. 
The Location EIS for the project was delayed one year 
because of disagreements between agencies on the 
preferred alternative and the time required for the 
localities to draft and pass goal exceptions and 
comprehensive plan amendments. The project has not 
entered the Design Phase, where ODOT predicted the 
greatest time savings will be realized. ODOT noted 
that the agency may not consider another large 
corridor project for the tiered NEPA process in the 
near future, as the time and cost savings have not been 
realized thus far. 
 
Based on feedback received on Performance Measures 
and in participant interviews, stakeholders feel that the 
Integrated Process has the potential to streamline the 
environmental process, but that this has not happened 
because of difficulties gaining concurrences from the 
CETAS and the use of the Tiered NEPA Decision-
Making Process. Participants reported that the process 
has improved the efficiency of decision-making by a 
moderate degree and that the process has been 
somewhat successful in addressing and resolving 
environmental issues early in the transportation 
process. Respondents were less optimistic about net 
time savings using the Integrated Process, and 
reported on average that the project processing time 
with the Integrated Process was about the same as the 
previous ODOT Process. None of the respondents 
reported that the Integrated Process saved time over 
previous ODOT planning processes; however ODOT 
has previously stated that they expected the most 
substantial time savings to occur in the Design Phase. 
(continued) 
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Evaluative Question Responses 
How successful was the Pilot Project in 
reducing the time frame of the planning and 
project development process? 
 
(continued from previous page) 

Thus far, there has been a high degree of community 
responsiveness in protecting transportation corridors 
identified as the Preferred Alternative in Location 
EISs. Yamhill County passed goal exceptions and 
local comprehensive plan amendments for the 
Newberg-Dundee Transportation Improvement Plan 
between the Draft and Final Location EIS phases. 
 

How much time was saved or lost in terms of 
initial expectations? 

Presently, only one project, the Newberg-Dundee 
Transportation Improvement Project, is being 
reviewed using the Integrated NEPA-Statewide 
Planning Process. ODOT has exceeded its projected 
time frames for completion of various stages of the 
planning process. ODOT hoped to complete the 
Location EIS for the project in 2003 and to begin 
scoping the Design EIS before the end of the research 
period. Delays in gaining concurrences from review 
agencies have postponed the release of the Final 
Location EIS until early 2005. The Design EIS is 
expected to be completed in 2007. ODOT may not 
consider another large corridor project for the tiered 
NEPA process in the near future, as the time and cost 
savings have not been realized thus far. 
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Evaluative Question Responses 
What problems or delays were encountered in 
achieving the objectives of the Pilot Project?  

1) The use of Location EISs as part of the Tiered 
NEPA Decision-Making Process has not met 
streamlining expectations. The Final Location EIS for 
the Newberg-Dundee Project was originally scheduled 
to be issued in 2003, but was delayed one year due to 
non-concurrence by Federal regulatory agencies on 
the preferred alternative and the time required for the 
localities to draft and pass goal exceptions and 
comprehensive plan amendments. The Final Location 
EIS is now scheduled to be completed in 2005 and the 
Design EIS is schedule for completion in 2007. 
 
2) The level of information generated for a Location 
EIS is often insufficient to address planning goal 
exception standards; however, Oregon’s 
Transportation System Planning Guidelines require 
passage of the exceptions and local comprehensive 
plan amendments at this stage of the process.  
 
3) Communication and coordination between ODOT, 
CETAS participants, and local entities has been 
problematic. Of particular concern with the Newberg-
Dundee Project was a lack of interaction between the 
Project Oversight Steering Team (POST), which 
makes major project decisions, and the CETAS Group 
during any phase of the project. 
 

What factors were responsible for these 
delays? 

1) The NEPA concurrence points in the CETAS 
agreement and in the Standard Operating Procedures 
that supplement the Major Transportation Projects 
Agreement required much more definition and process 
development than anticipated. Obstacles in the Tiered 
NEPA process for the Newberg-Dundee 
Transportation Improvement Study included resource 
agencies’ discomfort with the low level of detail 
presented in environmental analysis during the 
location phase, and confusion from the public on the 
need for two environmental documents with differing 
levels of environmental analysis in the Tiered NEPA 
process.  
 
2) No response. 
 
3) No response. 
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Evaluative Question Responses 
How were problems resolved when they 
occurred? 

1) A team of ODOT planning and project 
development members, along with CETAS Group 
members, developed Guidance Papers on the approach 
to use on each concurrence point (Purpose and Need, 
Range of Alternatives, Selection Criteria, and 
Preferred Alternative). Elevated discussions among 
the agencies resolved the NEPA concurrence conflict, 
and all CETAS participants signed a Record of 
Agreement/Consensus on the Location EIS in 
January 2004. In the agreement, ODOT committed to 
avoidance and mitigation measures during the design 
phase of the project. The measures were broadly 
outlined in the document, with specificity only as 
necessary to establish expectations for measuring 
future consistency with the agreement. 
 
2) ODOT and the DLCD have had many meetings to 
discuss this issue and are converging toward mutually 
acceptable processes and agreements. Oregon is 
considering shifting the responsibility of preparing 
goal exception findings to towns and counties, 
allowing local entities to complete the land use 
planning process before ODOT becomes involved in 
the transportation planning process. 
 
3) No response. 
 

Did the Pilot Project require increased or 
decreased levels of resources on the part of 
sponsors or other stakeholders?  

In responses to Performance Measures, Pilot Project 
stakeholders reported that the Integrated NEPA-
Statewide Planning Process required either “about the 
same” or “significantly greater” levels of agency and 
consultant staff time requirements than the previous 
ODOT process. 
 

 95



 

Evaluative Question Responses 
How successful was the Pilot Project in the 
view of major stakeholders? 

Views among participating agencies on the overall 
success of the Integrated NEPA-Statewide Planning 
process in Oregon are mixed. The perception among 
many State and Federal agency participants is that the 
Integrated Process has the potential to streamline the 
environmental process and improve environmental 
protection, but that these goals have not been achieved 
on the Newberg-Dundee Transportation Improvement 
Project because of difficulties gaining concurrences 
from the CETAS and the use of the Tiered NEPA 
Decision-Making Process. The use of Location EISs 
as part of the Tiered NEPA Decision-Making Process 
has not met expectations. ODOT noted that the agency 
may not consider another large corridor project for the 
tiered NEPA process in the near future, as the time 
and cost savings have not been realized thus far.  
 
Stakeholders consistently expressed support for the 
concept of the Integrated Process and its other benefits 
in their responses to Performance Measures. 
Respondents on average agreed that the Integrated 
NEPA-Statewide Planning Process was improving the 
quality and efficiency of transportation decision-
making to a moderate degree. Environmental 
stakeholders found that the process performed above 
their expectations in this area. Although there were 
some difficulties in decision-making during the NEPA 
process for the Newberg-Dundee Transportation 
Improvement Project, the stakeholders felt that the 
overall quality of the decision-making involved with 
the Pilot Project was an improvement over the 
previous process. Transportation and environmental 
stakeholders agreed that the Integrated Process was 
more successful in protecting the environment than 
the previous process, and environmental stakeholders 
cited substantial improvement in the perceived level 
of protection. Although there were no demonstrated 
cost or time savings associated with the Pilot Project, 
stakeholders expressed a high degree of support for 
the Project saying the benefits justified the necessary 
investment of resources. 
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Evaluative Question Responses 
To what extent were environmental resources 
protected? 

Environmental and transportation stakeholders agreed 
that the Integrated NEPA-Statewide Planning Process 
provided better protection of the human and natural 
environments than the previous ODOT transportation 
planning and project development process. 
Environmental stakeholders reported in responses to 
Performance Measures that the Pilot Project process 
was a substantial improvement. 
 

Was this approach better or worse than 
previous approaches in protecting the 
environment? 

As stated above, environmental and transportation 
stakeholders found that the Integrated NEPA-
Statewide Planning Process was demonstrably better 
in protecting the human and natural environment than 
the previous ODOT process.  
 

Did the Pilot Project result in any 
environmental enhancements? 

Because ODOT has not completed a project using the 
Integrated NEPA-Statewide Planning Process, there is 
no information available about resulting 
environmental enhancements provided by the 
Pilot Project process at this time. 

What approaches taken or problems 
encountered in the Pilot Project relate to the 
unique conditions or requirements in the 
particular state? 

State planning law mandates that ODOT projects be 
consistent with local comprehensive plans and 
statewide planning goals. Local governments must 
concur with a project and adopt comprehensive plan 
amendments and goal exceptions to authorize a 
facility within a proposed corridor. The Transportation 
System Plan Guidelines require these comprehensive 
plan amendments and goal exceptions to be passed 
between the time of the Location Draft EIS and 
publishing of the Location Final EIS.  
 

Did the Pilot Project result in process or 
quality improvements other than time and cost 
savings? 

Positive outcomes of the Integrated Process identified 
by participants include greater consideration of 
environmental quality on the part of ODOT, bringing 
environmental issues into focus early in the review 
process, and providing more opportunity to identify 
mitigation opportunities. The CETAS process has also 
been successful in providing a forum for agencies to 
move beyond jurisdictional boundaries for 
information on resource protection.  
 

To what extent were transportation decisions 
improved by the new approaches taken in the 
Pilot Project?  

In responses to Performance Measures, stakeholders 
felt that the Integrated NEPA-Statewide Planning 
Process was improving the quality of transportation 
decision-making by a moderate degree.  
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Evaluative Question Responses 
What lessons or conclusions can be gained 
from the results of the Pilot Project that are 
applicable at the local, state, regional, and 
national levels? 

Collaborative decision-making needs to involve all 
decision-makers in each step of the process. For 
example, State and Federal regulatory and resource 
agencies involved in the Integrated NEPA-Statewide 
Planning Process believed that having more 
involvement and interaction with the POSTs could 
have resolved many of the concurrence issues 
encountered with the Newberg-Dundee Transportation 
Improvement Project.  
 
In collaborative decision-making and review 
processes, it is important to have a clear understanding 
among agencies as to their roles and responsibilities in 
the process, a commitment not to overstep those 
bounds, and an agreement not to revisit previous 
discussions and decisions. 
 
It is vital to have a conflict resolution process built 
into a streamlining effort, along with guidelines for 
when and how a decision-making process should be 
elevated to conflict resolution. 
 
The use of Tiered EISs to streamline the project 
development process requires substantial coordination 
and clear communication between project proponents 
and reviewing agencies. Project proponents must 
clarify with reviewing agencies which decisions will 
be made in a Tier 1 versus a Tier 2 document, and the 
level of detail necessary in each document. 
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Environmental Streamlining for the Georgia Rail Passenger Program (GRPP) 

 

Georgia has a network of over 5,000 miles (8,047 kilometers) of railroad lines, 

many of which could have capacity added to handle passenger traffic. In response to 

Georgia's extraordinary rate of growth, traffic congestion, and air quality problems, in 

January 2000, the State of Georgia developed a comprehensive program to implement 

rail passenger services along seven existing railroad corridors. The Georgia Rail 

Passenger Program (GRPP) includes both commuter rail trains in the Atlanta area to help 

cope with growing peak-hour traffic, and intra-state/intercity trains to provide a 

multimodal alternative in the state’s largest travel markets. The Georgia Rail Passenger 

Program (GRPP) contains seven commuter rail services, six intercity rail services, and 

the Multi-Modal Passenger Terminal (MMPT). The Multi-Modal Passenger Terminal in 

downtown Atlanta will serve the initial commuter rail service from Macon and Athens 

and new regional bus services, and will provide links to Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid 

Transit Authority (MARTA). 

The GRPP requires coordination among a number of State and Federal agencies. 

The three principal State agencies involved in the project are the Georgia Department of 

Transportation (GDOT), Georgia Rail Passenger Authority (GRPA) and the 

Georgia Regional Transportation Authority (GRTA). The main Federal agencies active 

on the project are the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), the 

Federal Transit Administration (FTA), the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), 

and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 
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The GRPP Pilot Project uses a system of multi-agency coordination among the 

State transportation agencies, concurrent document reviews for rail corridor 

Environmental Assessments (EAs) among all agencies, public involvement, and position 

funding at the Georgia Historic Preservation Division (GHPD) to quickly reach program 

decisions, foster a unified front when dealing with third parties, and avoid the 

time-consuming traditional joint decision-making processes. For more detailed 

information on the Pilot Project, please refer to the project narrative in Appendix B. 

The GRPP Pilot Project was evaluated on three Performance Measures: Impact of 

Early Involvement on Environmental Review Time Requirements (#1), Improved 

Transportation Decision-Making (Time and Cost Savings) (#2), and Improvement in 

Transportation Decision-Making Process (Expedited Decision-Making and 

Program Delivery (#3)). The GRPP submitted the names of twelve Pilot Project 

stakeholders to the Pilot Project study to serve as participant-reporters. Between February 

2003 and December 2004, there were nine Performance Measure responses submitted by 

six stakeholders from seven different Federal, State, and local transportation and 

environmental agencies, resulting in a response rate of 50 percent. A total of 

seven reports were from transportation-related agencies and two were from 

environmental agencies.  

Performance Measure #1: Impact of Early Involvement on Environmental 

Review Time Requirements. This Performance Measure evaluates the reduction in time 

required for review through the use of the early public involvement process. The 

Performance Measure questions examined the date of the first public meeting, the date of 

the scoping meeting, the submission date of the Draft EA, and date of Federal lead 
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agency approval of the rail corridor for the Macon Corridor, the Athens Corridor, and the 

MMPT in Atlanta. The processing times for the EAs were then compared to national 

averages. National averages for EA processing time were used for comparative purposes 

in this Performance Measure because the State of Georgia does not maintain statistics for 

EA processing times within the state. There were no stakeholder responses to this 

Performance Measure. Results were compiled based on participant interviews, Progress 

Reports submitted by the Pilot Project during the research period, and information 

available on the Georgia Rail Passenger Program website 

(http://www.garail.com/Pages/Home.html). The compiled results of the Performance 

Measure questions are presented in Table 15.  

From the date of the first public meeting to the issuance of a Finding of No 

Significant Impact (FONSI), the EA for the Macon Corridor took eighteen months. 

According to a Report to Congress submitted by the Federal Highway Administration 

(FHWA), titled FHWA Environmental Streamlining Activities During FY2003, (5) the 

median completion time for the 230 EAs submitted that year was 26 months. The time 

frame for completion of the Macon Corridor EA was approximately 30 percent less than 

the national median time frame.  

The Athens Corridor EA took 51 months from the first scoping meeting to the 

issuance of the FONSI, or approximately twice as long as the national median time 

frame. There were mitigating circumstances with the Athens Corridor EA. Additional 

time was needed because FTA wanted a concurrence letter from the Georgia Historic 

Preservation Division on the Determination of Effect to be included in the EA.  
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Table 15. GRPP Performance Measure #1: Impact of Early Involvement on 
Environmental Review Time Requirements. 

Performance Measure Date 
Macon Corridor   
Date of first public meeting May 2000 
Date of scoping meeting March 2001 
Date of submission of draft EA August 2001 
Date of Federal lead agency approval of corridor November 2001 (FONSI) 
Athens Corridor   
Date of scoping meeting December 1999 
Date of first public meeting May 2000 
Date of submission of draft EA June 2003 
Date of Federal lead agency approval of corridor February 2004 (FONSI) 
Multi-Modal Passenger Terminal, Atlanta  
Date of first public meeting Unknown 
Date of scoping meeting Unknown 
Date of submission of draft EA 1995, Reevaluated 

September 2000 
Date of Federal lead agency approval of corridor June 1995 

FONSI determined still valid 
December 2000 
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The process was also subject to a four- to six-month delay and a one- to two-month delay 

as a result of requests for additional funding for completion. In participant interviews, 

stakeholders reported that, despite delays and a lengthened time frame, the GRPP agency 

review process with USFWS, GHPD, USACE, and GDOT worked well for the 

Athens Corridor EA preparation. 

The time frame for the processing of the MMPT EA could not be evaluated as the 

major part of the environmental review process for this project occurred more than 

ten years ago. A FONSI was issued on the MMPT in 1995 and reevaluated and 

determined still to be valid in December 2000.  

Based on the available data, the GRPP Pilot Project proved successful in reducing 

the NEPA processing time frames for the Macon Corridor by 30 percent over the national 

median time frame.  

Performance Measure #2: Improved Transportation Decision-making, Time 

and Cost Savings. This Performance Measure evaluates the ability of the Pilot Project to 

improve the results of the environmental review process by reducing overall agency and 

consultant labor and processing time requirements, or enhancing the quality of final 

results. The Performance Measure questions address agency and consultant staff time 

requirements, overall processing time requirements, and whether the benefits of the new 

GRPP process justify its human resource and processing time requirements. The text of 

Performance Measure questions and a summary of responses are presented in Table 16. A 

comparison of responses from transportation and environmental stakeholders is presented 

in Figure 11. 
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Table 16.  GRPP Performance Measure #2: Improved Transportation 
Decision-making, Time and Cost Savings 

Performance Measure Data Points Average Rating 
The overall agency/consultant staff time 
requirements under the new GRPP process, as 
compared to the traditional GDOT process, 
are: 

7 1.7 

The overall processing time requirements 
under the new GRPP process, as compared to 
the traditional GDOT process, are: 

7 1.3 

The benefits of the new GRPP process justify 
its human resource and processing time 
requirements: 

7 3 

Key to data points (Agency/consultant staff time, overall processing time): Significantly greater=3, 
About the same=2, Significantly less=1, No opinion=0 
Key to data points (Justification of time requirements): Strongly agree=4, Somewhat agree=3, 
Somewhat disagree=2, Strongly disagree=1, No opinion=0 
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Figure 11.   GRPP Performance Measure #2: Comparison of Environmental and 
Transportation Stakeholder Responses. 
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Somewhat disagree=2, Strongly disagree=1, No opinion=0 
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Respondents on average reported that the agency and consultant staff time 

requirements for the GRPP Pilot Project as compared to the traditional GDOT 

transportation planning and project development process were between “significantly 

less” and “about the same.” Only one respondent reported that the time requirements 

were significantly greater. In comparing the responses of environmental and 

transportation stakeholders to this question, transportation stakeholders felt the process 

was more successful in reducing agency and staff time than environmental participants. 

Transportation stakeholders reported that the GRPP Pilot Project process staff time 

requirements were “significantly less” than for previous GDOT processes, while 

environmental participants reported the time requirements as being between “about the 

same” and “significantly greater” than for the previous process. 

Aggregate responses regarding overall processing time requirements were similar 

to those for staff time requirements. Respondents on average reported that the GRPP Pilot 

Project took between “significantly less” and “about the same” amount of time as 

previous processes. Environmental and transportation stakeholders were in agreement on 

this Performance Measure question. 

GRPP Pilot Project participants expressed strong support for the value of the 

process. On average, stakeholders “somewhat agreed” that the benefits of the GRPP 

process justified its human resource and processing time requirements. When compared 

separately, transportation stakeholder responses were similar, with respondents 

“somewhat agreeing” that the GRPP process benefits justified time and resource 

investment. The lone environmental respondent to this Performance Measure question 

“strongly agreed” with this premise. 
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Based on these responses, the GRPP Pilot Project was moderately successful in 

reducing staff and processing time requirements. Stakeholders also felt that the GRPP 

process was a solid investment of time and resources, as the benefits the process provided 

justified these expenditures. 

Performance Measure #3: Improvement in Transportation Decision-making 

Process, Expedited Decision-making and Program Delivery. GRPP developed a 

multi-agency agreement at the State level among the GDOT, GRTA, and GRPA to define 

shared decision-making and production responsibilities among those agencies. Under the 

agreement, the three agencies established a Program Management Team comprised of 

members from each of the three agencies. That team holds responsibility for joint 

decision-making and program coordination. The Project Management Team appointed a 

Georgia Rail Passenger Coordinating Committee (GRPCC) to serve in an advisory 

capacity to the Team. Implementation of the program is the responsibility of the 

Rail Program Managers Committee, composed of staff from each of the three agencies. 

This Performance Measure evaluates joint management of the GRPP project under the 

GRPP multi-agency agreement and whether the management model has expedited 

decision-making and program delivery.  

The evaluative questions solicit the opinions of Rail Program Managers, 

GRPCC Members, and Program Management Team members from the three agencies, 

and Other GRPP Stakeholders involved in the Pilot Project on issues such as 

communication, coordination, decision-making processes, dispute avoidance and 

resolution, decision implementation, and the overall effectiveness of the joint 

management process. The text of the evaluative questions and a summary of responses 
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are presented in Table 17. Comparison of the groups’ responses to the evaluative 

questions is presented in Figure 12. 

Participants as a whole registered generally positive, but middling, responses to 

the evaluative questions for this Performance Measure. On average, respondents rated the 

quality of communication among GDOT, GRPA, and GRTA in the Pilot Project process 

as being between “fair” and “adequate.” Management agency responses were nearly 

identical, while the sole Other GRPP Stakeholder respondent rated the communication 

quality slightly lower at “fair.” 

Opinions were more varied concerning the quality of coordination between the 

management agencies under the agency agreement. The Rail Program Managers rated the 

coordination as “good”, while GRPCC Members and Project Management Team 

members rated it slightly lower at between “adequate” and “good.” In participant 

interviews, some State environmental agency participants noted that coordination 

between the agencies could have been improved and that more effort could have been 

made to give each agency a better overall understanding of the GRPP. 

Rail Program Managers and Project Management Team Members were in near 

agreement on the quality of the decision-making processes employed in the GRPP Pilot 

Project, rating them between “usually somewhat effective” and “usually effective.” 

GRPCC Members rated the processes slightly lower, calling them “usually somewhat 

effective.” 
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Table 17.  GRPP Performance Measure #3: Improvement in Transportation 
Decision-making Process, Expedited Decision-making and Program 
Delivery 

Performance Measure Data Points Average Rating 
Rail Program Managers   
1. The quality of communication among GDOT, 

GRPA and GRTA is: 
4 2.5 

2. The coordination between Rail Program 
Managers and the GRPCC is: 

4 4 

3. The decision-making process under the GRPP 
MOA is: 

4 2.75 

4.  The dispute avoidance/resolution process 
under the GRPP MOA is: 

4 2 

5.  The GRPP MOA makes implementation of 
decisions on the GRPP more efficient and 
effective. 

4 2.5 

6.  The overall effectiveness of the joint 
management process, taking into account cost, 
time, and how equitable the results are for the 
three participating agencies, is: 

4 3.25 

GRPCC Members   
1.  The quality of communication among GDOT, 

GRPA and GRTA is: 
3 2.6 

2.  The coordination between GRPCC members, 
the Rail Program Managers, and the Program 
Management Team is: 

3 3 

3.  The decision-making process under the GRPP 
MOA is: 

3 2 

4.  The dispute avoidance/resolution process 
under the GRPP MOA is: 

3 2 

5.  The GRPP MOA makes implementation of 
decisions on the GRPP more efficient and 
effective. 

3 2.3 

6.  The overall effectiveness of the joint 
management process, taking into account cost, 
time, and how equitable the results are for the 
three participating agencies, is: 

3 2 

Key to data points: 
Questions 1, 2, and 6:  Excellent=5, Good=4, Adequate=3, Fair=2, Poor=1 
Questions 3 and 4:  Usually very effective=4, Usually effective=3, Usually somewhat effective=2,  

Usually not effective=1, Not applied=0 
Question 5: Strongly agree=4, Somewhat agree=3, Somewhat disagree=2, Strongly disagree=1,  

No opinion=0 
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Table 17. GRPP Performance Measure #3: Improvement in Transportation 
Decision-making Process, Expedited Decision-making and Program 
Delivery (Continued) 

 
Performance Measure Data Points Average Rating 
Program Management Team Members   
1.  The quality of communication among GDOT, 

GRPA and GRTA is: 
3 2.6 

2.  The coordination among the Program 
Management Team, the Rail Program 
Managers, and the GRPCC is: 

3 3.6 

3.  The decision-making process under the GRPP 
MOA is: 

3 2.6 

4.  The dispute avoidance/resolution process 
under the GRPP MOA is: 

3 2.5 

5.  The GRPP MOA makes implementation of 
decisions on the GRPP more efficient and 
effective. 

3 3 

6.  The overall effectiveness of the joint 
management process, taking into account cost, 
time, and how equitable the results are for the 
three participating agencies, is: 

3 3.3 

Other GRPP Stakeholders   
1.  The quality of communication by GRPP 

(GDOT, GRPA and GRTA) with stakeholders 
is: 

1 2 

2.  The coordination by GRPP agencies (GDOT, 
GRPA and GRTA) with stakeholders is: 

1 No response 

3.  The decision-making process used by GRPP 
agencies (GDOT, GRPA and GRTA) is: 

1 No response 

4.  The dispute avoidance/resolution by GRPP is: 1 No response 
5. From a stakeholder’s perspective, the overall 

effectiveness of the GRPP joint management 
process under the MOA, is 

1 No response 

Key to data points: 
Questions 1, 2, and 6:  Excellent=5, Good=4, Adequate=3, Fair=2, Poor=1 
Questions 3 and 4:  Usually very effective=4, Usually effective=3, Usually somewhat effective=2,  

Usually not effective=1, Not applied=0 
Question 5: Strongly agree=4, Somewhat agree=3, Somewhat disagree=2, Strongly disagree=1,  

No opinion=0 
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Figure 12. Comparison of Stakeholder Responses on Improvement of the 
Transportation Decision-making Process, Expedited Decision-
making and Program Delivery 

Rail Program Managers
GRPCC Members
Project Management Team Members
Other GRPP Stakeholders

 
Key to data points: 
Communication, Coordination, and Overall effectiveness:  
Excellent=5, Good=4, Adequate=3, Fair=2, Poor=1 
Decision-making process and Dispute resolution:  
Usually very effective=4, Usually effective=3, Usually somewhat effective=2, Usually not effective=1, 
Not applied=0 
Efficient and effective implementation:  
Strongly agree=4, Somewhat agree=3, Somewhat disagree=2, Strongly disagree=1, No opinion=0 
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Rail Program Managers and GRPCC Members were in agreement on the dispute 

resolution and avoidance measures built into the agency agreement, rating them as 

“usually somewhat effective.” Project Management Team Members rated the measures 

slightly higher between “usually somewhat effective” and “usually effective.” 

Overall, Rail Program Managers and GRPCC Members “somewhat disagreed” 

that the GRPP agency agreement made implementation of decisions on the GRPP project 

more efficient and effective. One respondent commented that the GRPP Pilot Project 

process was much better than no process, but presented many challenges, such as 

significantly different agency approaches to issues and varying quality of data received 

from consultants. Project Management Team Members “somewhat agreed” that the 

agency agreement made implementation decisions more efficient and effective. 

Again, there were widely differing opinions on the overall effectiveness of the 

joint management process on the GRPP Pilot Project. Rail Program Managers and Project 

Management Team Members rated the overall effectiveness of the joint management 

model as “adequate” while GRPCC Members rated it as “fair.” 

Based on the individual and aggregate responses from GRPP agency-agreement 

participants, the joint management model established by the agreement was moderately 

successful in its goal of expediting decision-making and program delivery. The majority 

of participants “somewhat disagreed” that the agreement made implementation of 

decisions on the GRPP project more efficient and effective, and the overall effectiveness 

of the joint management model was only between “adequate” and “fair.” 

Achievement of Expectations. GRPP Pilot Project stakeholders expected several 

successful component pieces of the Pilot Project process to carry over into other GDOT 
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efforts. The expected ancillary benefits included identification of general streamlining 

needs and constraints through a preparatory survey of review agencies; a new 

comprehensive public involvement process model; a successful model State multi-agency 

MOU and program management team process; a new web-based public comment system; 

and establishment of a concurrent document review cycle among GDOT and Federal 

transit agencies. GDOT has not reported on the success of using processes developed for 

the GRPP Pilot Project for other individual projects or environmental streamlining 

efforts. 

Responses to Evaluative Questions. Responses to evaluative questions for the 

GRPP Pilot Project were generated based on participant reporter interviews conducted 

through site visits and via telephone, Performance Measure Reports, and Pilot Project 

Progress Reports. For the GRPP Pilot Project, six participant reporters, representing 

50 percent of the reporters identified by GRPP for the Pilot Project, were interviewed in 

person. The responses to evaluative questions are presented in Table 18. 
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Table 18.  GRPP: Responses to Evaluative Questions 

Evaluative Question Responses 
How successful was the Pilot Project in 
reducing the time frame of the planning and 
project development process? 
 

Based on the analysis presented in 
Performance Measure #1, the Pilot Project was 
successful in reducing the NEPA processing time 
frame for the Macon Corridor EA by approximately 
30 percent over the national median time frame. In 
participant interviews, some participants reported 
expedited consultations under the streamlining 
procedures for the GRPP. There were differences of 
opinion among interviewed participants as to whether 
the Pilot Project process expedited environmental 
review in the case of GRPP, but they agreed that the 
process would save time on projects with more 
extensive and significant impacts. 
 

How much time was saved or lost in terms of 
initial expectations? 

The concurrent review process for GRPP 
environmental documents used by GDOT, GRTA, 
GRPA, FTA, FHWA, and FRA was expected to 
eliminate the pre-release internal review step in the 
typical sequential review process, and thereby 
substantially reduce review time. Based on the 
analysis presented in Performance Measure #1, the 
GRPP Pilot Project process reduced the time frame for 
the EA for the Macon Corridor by nearly 30 percent. 
The time frame for completion of the Athens Corridor 
EA was nearly twice the national average reported by 
FHWA in 2003, however this was partly due to 
additional required review and funding delays. 
 

What problems or delays were encountered in 
achieving the objectives of the Pilot Project?  
 

Additional time was needed to complete the EA for 
the Athens Corridor. 

What factors were responsible for these 
delays? 
 

FTA wanted a concurrence letter from the Georgia 
Historic Preservation Division on the Determination 
of Effect to be included in the EA. The process was 
also subject to a four- to six-month delay and a one- to 
two-month delay as a result of requests for additional 
funding for completion.  
 

How were problems resolved when they 
occurred? 
 

The Determination of Effect letter was prepared by 
the Georgia Historic Preservation Division and 
requests for additional funding to complete the EA 
were submitted. 
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Evaluative Question Responses 
Did the Pilot Project require increased or 
decreased levels of resources on the part of 
sponsors or other stakeholders?  

Based on responses to Performance Measure #2, the 
GRPP Pilot Project was moderately successful in 
reducing staff time requirements, with most 
participants reporting levels as being “significantly 
less” or “about the same.” In participant interviews, 
State environmental agency participants reported 
higher than average staff time spent on GRPP because 
of additional meetings and increased technical 
assistance. Some participants who reported reduced or 
similar staff time requirements also noted that the 
GRPP had few significant impacts, and therefore did 
not carry many of the complex and time consuming 
negotiations or avoidance and mitigation strategies 
necessary in other projects.  
 

How successful was the Pilot Project in the 
view of major stakeholders? 

In participant interviews, feedback on the GRPP 
streamlining effort was largely positive and most 
participants felt that the effort was successful. This 
feeling is reinforced by responses to 
Performance Measure #2. When queried on whether 
the benefits of the GRPP process justified the 
necessary investment of time and human resources, 
stakeholders agreed that the process was a solid 
investment.  
 
Some participants noted that coordination between the 
agencies could have been better, and that more effort 
could have been made to give each agency a better 
overall understanding of the GRPP. In responses to 
Performance Measures #3, the majority of participants 
echoed this feeling, saying they somewhat disagreed 
that the joint management of the GRPP environmental 
permitting process made implementation of decisions 
on the GRPP project more efficient and effective. The 
majority of participants also rated the overall 
effectiveness of the joint management model as being 
between “adequate” and “fair.” 
 

To what extent were environmental resources 
protected? 

The GRPP project did not have the potential to result 
in significant environmental impacts. Extensive 
agency coordination and public involvement ensured 
that environmental concerns were not overlooked. 
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Evaluative Question Responses 
Was this approach better or worse than 
previous approaches in protecting the 
environment? 

The lack of significant impacts associated with the 
GRPP project made it difficult for participants to 
assess whether the project improved environmental 
protection. Criticisms included a lack of flexibility on 
station locations because of funding for acquisition of 
right-of-way, a lack of feedback on agency comments 
on the reviewed documents, and lack of input among 
the environmental agencies on the corridor design. 
 

Did the Pilot Project result in any 
environmental enhancements? 

As a result of public involvement process, the GRPP 
team is working to address the issue of gentrification 
as a side effect of the GRPP. Noise control measures 
and wetland mitigation were cited as two of the 
environmental successes for the GRPP. Noise control 
measures included developing quieter grade crossings 
on the Macon Corridor and grade separation and 
prohibition of horns on the Athens Corridor. 
Participants cited identification of environmental 
resources before the start of the NEPA process and the 
higher level of environmental data brought into the 
process as positive changes. 
 

What approaches taken or problems 
encountered in the Pilot Project relate to the 
unique conditions or requirements in the 
particular state? 
 

The GRPP is somewhat unique in having three State 
transportation agencies involved in a program of 
projects (GDOT, GRPA, and GRTA). 
 

Did the Pilot Project result in process or 
quality improvements other than time and cost 
savings? 

GDOT’s preparatory survey of review agencies 
regarding their receptiveness, obstacles, advantages, 
review time frames and resource constraints may be 
helpful in other environmental study processes. The 
public involvement process, web-based public 
commenting system, and concurrent document review 
cycle developed for GRPP may be used to streamline 
other GDOT projects.  
 
Based on responses to Performance Measure #3, the 
GRPP Pilot Project process improved coordination 
between the participating agencies and had at least a 
somewhat effective decision-making process model. 
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Evaluative Question Responses 
To what extent were transportation decisions 
improved by the new approaches taken in the 
Pilot Project?  

All the project components reviewed under the GRPP 
Pilot Project are proceeding toward implementation 
without revisiting environmental decisions. 
 
Most interviewed participants felt that the GRPP Pilot 
Project process improved transportation decisions. 
Early coordination and concurrent review were seen 
as the key factors in the program’s success, as was the 
higher level of environmental data brought into the 
process. The GRPP public involvement process also 
revealed potential Environmental Justice issues in the 
Macon Corridor.  
 

What lessons or conclusions can be gained 
from the results of the Pilot Project that are 
applicable at the local, state, regional, and 
national levels? 

1) Extensive early coordination with stakeholders 
helps expedite subsequent major project proceedings. 
Such coordination is important to afford each 
reviewing agency a clear understanding of 
multi-faceted projects like the GRPP. As 
demonstrated by the GRPP Pilot Project agency 
agreement, gaining firm commitments from agencies 
to supporting the streamlining effort is also vital.  
 
2) Use of the Web as a part of the public participation 
process is an easy and cost-effective way to 
disseminate information to a wide audience and to 
encourage feedback from affected parties. It also helps 
ensure that the public has access to accurate 
information about the project and the sponsors’ 
perspectives on issues. 
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The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)/FHWA/EPA Partnership Effort 

 

The EPA, Caltrans, and FHWA interact on a variety of issues during the 

transportation planning, project development, and permitting processes. The passage of 

California Senate Bill 45 in 1997 and the resulting shift of transportation decision-making 

to the local level meant that many land use decisions were reached early in the 

transportation planning process. EPA’s comments and questions during the 

NEPA process often centered on these land use decisions. The agencies felt that a 

healthier relationship based on mutual understanding of agencies’ missions, 

legal mandates, and authorities, and an understanding of why conflicts develop would 

lead to potential solutions to these conflicts. In 1999, Caltrans, EPA, and FHWA held a 

facilitated workshop called the Mare Island Accord to explore each agency’s legal 

mandates and to determine the issues and factors that led to problems in normal business 

interactions. The results of the workshop were a set of recommendations on 

“communication”, “policy”, and “knowledge and information” issues and the adoption of 

an implementation plan in March 2000. 

To accomplish the initiatives envisioned in the Mare Island Accord, the agencies 

established three Partnership Working Groups: the Partnership Steering Committee, the 

NEPA/404 Integration Workgroup, and the Partnership for Integrated Planning (PIP) 

Pilot Project in Merced County. The Partnership Steering Committee comprises senior 

management and staff of each agency. The committee discusses emerging problems, 

issues, opportunities, and agency priorities and reports and tracks the status of the 

Caltrans/FHWA/EPA Partnership Effort initiatives. The NEPA/404 Integration Process 
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Monitoring Workgroup was charged with evaluating the existing NEPA/404 

Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) process and revising the MOU to improve 

implementation. The PIP is as a broad-based advisory committee comprised of Federal 

and State transportation and resource agencies established to guide the development of 

Merced County’s 2030 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). For more detailed 

information on the Caltrans/FHWA/EPA Partnership Effort, please refer to the project 

narrative in Appendix B. 

The Caltrans/FHWA/EPA Partnership Effort was evaluated based on 

five Performance Measures: Improved Transportation Decision-Making (Mare Island 

Accord) (#1); Improved Transportation Decision-Making (Merced Partnership for 

Integrated Planning (PIP)) (#2); Improved Environmental Protection (Merced PIP) (#3); 

Improved Transportation Decision-Making (NEPA/404 Review Process) (#4); and 

Improved Transportation Decision-Making (Time and Cost Savings) (#5). Caltrans 

submitted the names of four Pilot Project stakeholders to the Pilot Project study to serve 

as participant-reporters. Between August 2004 and December 2004, there were 

three Performance Measure reports submitted by two State transportation and Federal 

environmental agency stakeholders, resulting in a response rate of 50 percent. Two of the 

reports were from transportation-related stakeholders and one was from an environmental 

stakeholder. The low number of participant-reporters for this Pilot Project and the paucity 

of responses from the reporters necessitate caution in drawing any definitive conclusions 

on the Performance Measures and evaluative questions. When possible, information 

gathered in personal interviews with Pilot Project stakeholders, during the summer of 
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2004, was used to supplement responses to the Performance Measures, the achievement 

of expectations assessment, and responses to evaluative questions. 

Performance Measure #1: Improved Transportation Decision-Making 

(Mare Island Accord). This Performance Measure evaluates the implementation of the 

Mare Island Accord and its goal of fostering effective, collaborative efforts among 

Caltrans, EPA, and FHWA in the transportation and environmental planning processes. 

The evaluative questions compare pre-Accord and post-Accord results. Only 

one stakeholder submitted a response to this Performance Measure. The respondent was a 

transportation agency stakeholder. The text of the evaluative questions and the response 

are presented in Table 19. A comparison of the responses regarding pre-Accord 

(baseline) and post-Accord (partnership) performance for are shown in Figure 13. 

Based on the reporter’s response to this Performance Measure, the 

Caltrans/EPA/FHWA Partnership substantially improved coordination and understanding 

among participating transportation and regulatory and resource agencies and resulted in 

quality environmental and transportation decision-making. 

Performance Measure #2: Improved Transportation Decision-Making 

(Merced Partnership for Integrated Planning (PIP)). This Performance Measure 

evaluates the effectiveness of the Merced Partnership for Integrated Planning (PIP) and 

its goals. The goals of the Merced PIP were to integrate environmental considerations 

into regional transportation planning and increase early coordination with stakeholders. 

The evaluative questions for this Performance Measure compare the regional 

transportation planning process before and after the involvement of the PIP. Only one 

stakeholder responded to this Performance Measure.  
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Table 19.  Caltrans/FHWA/EPA Partnership Performance Measure #1: 
Improved Transportation Decision-Making (Mare Island Accord) 

 
Performance Measure Data Points Average 

Rating 
Baseline Performance   
The participating agencies consistently displayed a 
high level of cooperation and collaboration in their 
interactions. 

1 2 

Interagency communication on transportation 
projects and issues was timely and effective. 

1 2 

Caltrans offered frequent and appropriately-timed 
opportunities for regulatory and resource agency 
involvement in transportation project planning and 
development activities. 

1 1 

Interagency coordination efforts typically produced 
timely and high-quality information and decisions. 

1 2 

Caltrans had an “environmental IQ” that 
demonstrated a broad-based understanding within 
Caltrans of the missions, jurisdictional concerns, and 
operating needs of the regulatory and resource 
agencies. 

1 2 

The regulatory and resource agencies had a 
“transportation IQ” that demonstrated a broad-based 
understanding of the mission, jurisdictional concerns, 
and operating needs of transportation agencies. 

1 1 

On average, the environmental review process for 
transportation projects produced good environmental 
results. 

1 3 

On average, the environmental review process for 
transportation projects produced good transportation 
results. 

1 3 

Partnership Performance   
The participating agencies consistently display a high 
level of cooperation and collaboration in their 
interactions. 

1 4 

Interagency communication on transportation 
projects and issues is timely and effective. 

1 3 

Caltrans offers frequent and appropriately-timed 
opportunities for regulatory and resource agency 
involvement in transportation project planning and 
development activities. 

1 3 

Interagency coordination efforts typically produce 
timely and high-quality information and decisions. 

1 3 

Key to data points: Always=5, Usually=4, Frequently=3, Sometimes=2, Rarely or Never=1 
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Table 19.  Caltrans/FHWA/EPA Partnership Performance Measure #1: 
Improved Transportation Decision-Making (Mare Island Accord) 
(Continued) 

 
Performance Measure Data Points Average 

Rating 
Caltrans has an “environmental IQ” that 
demonstrates a broad-based understanding within 
Caltrans of the missions, jurisdictional concerns, and 
operating needs of the regulatory and resource 
agencies. 

1 3 

The regulatory and resource agencies have a 
“transportation IQ” that demonstrates a broad-based 
understanding of the mission, jurisdictional concerns, 
and operating needs of transportation agencies. 

1 3 

On average, the environmental review process for 
transportation projects produces good environmental 
results. 

1 4 

On average, the environmental review process for 
transportation projects produces good transportation 
results. 

1 4 

Key to data points: Always=5, Usually=4, Frequently=3, Sometimes=2, Rarely or Never=1 
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Figure 13. Caltrans/FHWA/EPA Partnership Performance Measure #1: 
Comparison of Partnership and Baseline Performance 
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On average, the environmental review process for transportation projects
produced good transportation results.

On average, the environmental review process for transportation projects
produced good environmental results.

The regulatory and resource agencies demonstrate a broad-based
understanding of the mission, jurisdictional concerns, and operating needs

of transportation agencies.

Caltrans demonstrates understanding of the missions, jurisdictional
concerns, and operating needs of the regulatory and resource agencies

Interagency coordination efforts typically produced timely and high-quality
information and decisions

Caltrans offers frequent and appropriately-timed opportunities for agency
involvement in planning and development activities

Interagency communication on transportation projects and issues is timely
and effective

Agencies display high level of cooperation and collaboration

Performance Measure

Average Rating

Partnership Performance Baseline Performance

 
Key to data points: Always=5, Usually=4, Frequently=3, Sometimes=2, Rarely or Never=1 
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The response was submitted by an environmental stakeholder. The text of the evaluative 

questions and a summary of responses are presented in Table 20. Based on the reporter’s 

responses to this Performance Measure, the Caltrans/FHWA/EPA Partnership 

dramatically improved the level of involvement of State and Federal agencies in the 

transportation planning process and their level of responsiveness. The respondent did not 

evaluate the PIP process as compared to the previous planning process in identifying and 

assessing environmental effects for the plan projects. According to responses from 

stakeholders interviewed as part of the Research Project, the GIS-based UPLAN Urban 

Growth Model used during the planning process was extremely effective in modeling 

transportation and urban growth scenario analyses and presenting the environmental 

benefits and tradeoffs for transportation planning decisions. Interviewed participants 

credited the use of the UPLAN application with improving environmental assessment. 

Performance Measure #3: Improved Environmental Protection 

(Merced PIP). This Performance Measure evaluates the effectiveness of the 

Merced Partnership for Integrated Planning (PIP) and its goal of achieving better 

environmental results through an integrated transportation planning process. The 

evaluative questions compare results before and after the PIP process. Two participants 

responded to this Performance Measure, but each respondent answered only one set of 

evaluative questions. The text of the evaluative questions and a summary of responses are 

presented in Table 21. 
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Table 20.  Caltrans/FHWA/EPA Partnership Performance Measure #2: 
Improved Transportation Decision-making, Merced Partnership for 
Integrated Planning (PIP) 

Performance Measure Data Points Average Rating 
Baseline Performance   
The process encouraged State and Federal 
agencies to participate in the evaluation of all 
significant issues. 

1 1 

When State and Federal agency input was 
requested, those agencies gave the input in a 
timely and effective manner. 

1 1 

The planning process used tools and 
procedures that were able to identify 
effectively the potential human and natural 
environmental effects of the regional plan’s 
projects. 

1 1 

Partnership Performance   
The process encourages State and Federal 
agencies to participate in the evaluation of all 
significant issues. 

1 4 

When State and Federal agency input is 
requested, those agencies give the input in a 
timely and effective manner. 

1 4 

The planning process uses tools and 
procedures that are able to identify effectively 
the potential human and natural 
environmental effects of the regional plan’s 
projects. 

0 No response 

Key to data points: Always=5, Usually=4, Frequently=3, Sometimes=2, Rarely or Never=1 
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Table 21.  Caltrans/FHWA/EPA Partnership Performance Measure #3: 
Improved Environmental Protection 

Performance Measure Data Points Average Rating 
Baseline Performance   
The effectiveness of the process in protecting 
the human environment. 

1 2 

The effectiveness of the process in protecting 
the natural environment 

1 1 

The effectiveness of the process in producing 
decisions that remain in effect, rather than 
being revisited, during subsequent NEPA 
proceedings. 

1 1 

Partnership Performance   
The effectiveness of the process in protecting 
the human environment. 

1 3 

The effectiveness of the process in protecting 
the natural environment 

1 3 

The effectiveness of the process in producing 
decisions that remain in effect, rather than 
being revisited, during subsequent NEPA 
proceedings. 

1 3 

Key to data points: Always=5, Usually=4, Frequently=3, Sometimes=2, Rarely or Never=1 
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Based on responses to this Performance Measure, the integrated planning process 

used for the Merced County’s 2030 RTP provided better protection of the human and 

natural environments than the previous planning process. The respondent additionally felt 

that the decisions made during the PIP process were of sufficient quality to remain in 

effect during the subsequent NEPA proceedings. However, the Merced County 2030 RTP 

has not had any major projects reviewed under NEPA prior to the end of the research 

study period; therefore this evaluative question cannot be definitively answered. Given 

the direct involvement of Federal, State, and regional agencies such as Caltrans, FHWA, 

EPA, USACE, USFWS, and NOAA Fisheries in the PIP process however, participants 

remain confident that the decisions made during the PIP and CEQA processes will not 

need to be revisited during the NEPA process. 

Performance Measure #4: Improved Transportation Decision-Making 

(NEPA/404 Review Process). This Performance Measure was to evaluate the 

effectiveness of the Revised NEPA/404 Integration Process and its goal of improving the 

effectiveness and efficiency of the NEPA/404 review process. The evaluative questions 

compare results before the revised integration agreement with results under the revised 

agreement. Evaluation of this Performance Measure was not possible because Council on 

Environmental Quality guidance on Purpose and Need, issued in 2004, (6) delayed the 

NEPA/404 MOU revision process.  

Performance Measure #5: Improved Transportation Decision-Making (Time 

and Cost Savings). This Performance Measure evaluates the results of the Merced PIP 

and Revised NEPA/404 Integration Process and their goals of improving the results of 

the environmental review process by increasing return on investment. Return on 
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investment is characterized as a reduction in overall agency and consultant labor and 

processing time requirements, and/or enhancement of the quality of final results. Only 

one stakeholder responded to the evaluative questions for this Performance Measure. 

Because the Revised NEPA/404 Integration Process was not implemented, the responses 

apply only to the Merced PIP. The text of the evaluative questions and the responses are 

presented in Table 22. 

Based on the response to this Performance Measure, the Merced PIP process did 

not require additional levels of agency or consultant staff time and required processing 

time similar to that of previous planning efforts. The respondent “somewhat agreed” that 

the PIP justified the human resource and processing time requirements, indicating that the 

effort was a positive investment. 

Achievement of Expectations. Caltrans had a number of predictions and 

expectations for how the Caltrans/EPA/FHWA Partnership would improve 

communication, policy, and level of knowledge between the partnership agencies. 

Caltrans predicted that the NEPA/404 Integration Process Monitoring Workgroup, the 

Merced County PIP Pilot Study, and training coordination would be the most valuable 

initiatives of the Caltrans/FHWA/EPA Partnership Effort. Based upon feedback in study 

progress reports, these initiatives began improving interagency understanding and 

communication almost immediately. 

Caltrans anticipated that the revised NEPA/404 MOU would result in a more 

efficient process by better defining the projects that would be subject to the merger 

process and by addressing changes in the Section 404 permit requirements since the 

drafting of the original MOU. This expectation cannot be evaluated.  
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Table 22.  Caltrans/FHWA/EPA Partnership Performance Measure #5: 
Improved Transportation Decision-making, Time and Cost Savings 

Performance Measure Data Points Average Rating 
Agency/consultant staff time requirements 
under the new processes, as compared to the 
previous processes, are: 
Key to results: Significantly greater=3, About the Same=2, 
Significantly less=1 

1 2 

Processing time requirements under the new 
processes, as compared to the previous 
processes, are: 
Key to results: Significantly greater=3, About the Same=2, 
Significantly less=1 

1 2 

The benefits of the new processes justify their 
human resource and processing time 
requirements: 
Key to results: Strongly agree=4, Somewhat agree=3, 
Somewhat disagree=2, Strongly disagree=1 

1 3 
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The revised NEPA/404 MOU was delayed as a result of Council on Environmental  

Quality guidance on NEPA Purpose and Need issued in 2004. 

As part of the Training and Outreach Coordination component of the 

Pilot Project, the partnership agencies held trainings on environmental planning, 

air quality, cumulative impacts, and the new Caltrans Programmatic Agreement for 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Several planned trainings were 

affected by budget constraints within the participating agencies. Feedback on the 

trainings from participants interviewed for the Pilot Project study noted that the 

partnership training and outreach efforts were more successful than previous efforts, but 

thought that training needed to be more formal, long term, and jointly initiated by all 

three agencies. 

The Merced County PIP Pilot Study is viewed as a strong success by Pilot Project 

stakeholders and other participants, particularly because of the innovative public outreach 

efforts associated with the project The success of the Merced County PIP Pilot Study in 

terms of environmental streamlining has not yet been quantified, as major projects from 

the 2030 RTP have not complete the NEPA process.  

Caltrans expected to further strengthen the positive ties made with FHWA and 

EPA during the partnership effort by increasing the frequency of the Partnership Steering 

Committee meetings, holding an environmental summit, and increasing training and 

rotational assignment opportunities. The Partnership Steering Committee is now meeting 

quarterly, but no environmental summit has been held to date. Training and rotational 

assignment opportunities have been recently hampered by a lack of funding, as well as 

staffing shortfalls and logistical difficulties. 
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Responses to Evaluative Questions. Responses to evaluative questions for the 

Caltrans/EPA/FHWA Partnership Pilot Project were generated based on participant 

reporter interviews conducted through site visits and via telephone, Performance Measure 

Reports, and Pilot Project Progress Reports. For the Caltrans Partnership, one participant 

reporter, representing 25 percent of the reporters identified by Caltrans for the Pilot 

Project, was interviewed in person. The responses to evaluative questions are presented in 

Table 23. 
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Table 23.  Caltrans/FHWA/EPA Partnership: Responses to Evaluative Questions 

Evaluative Question Responses 
How successful was the Pilot Project in 
reducing the time frame of the planning and 
project development process? 

Based on the response to Performance Measure #5, 
the time frame for the transportation planning process 
for the Merced RTP under the PIP was about the same 
as for previous RTP processes. The Merced PIP could 
not be evaluated in terms of environmental 
streamlining as major projects from Merced County 
RTP have not yet completed the NEPA review 
process. This Performance Measure could not be 
evaluated for the revised NEPA/404 MOU, as the 
document was not implemented.  
 

How much time was saved or lost in terms of 
initial expectations? 

The amount of time saved or lost in terms of initial 
expectations was not quantified by respondents to 
Performance Measure #5 or interview participants.  
 

What problems or delays were encountered in 
achieving the objectives of the Pilot Project?  

1) The Partnership Steering Committee did not 
initially meet regularly.  
 
2) Training and outreach efforts initially moved 
forward, but were not as extensive as initially scoped. 
 
3) Interagency rotational job assignments designed to 
increase understanding and levels of knowledge 
between agency staff were limited.  
 
4) The revised NEPA/404 MOU negotiation process 
was delayed and ultimately, the revised MOU was not 
implemented. 
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Evaluative Question Responses 
What factors were responsible for these 
delays? 

1) Disruption in the Partnership Steering Committee 
meeting schedule was partially caused by personnel 
changes. Most of the original drafters of the Mare 
Island Accord, who were mid-level managers, are no 
longer in the same positions. The lack of Steering 
Committee meetings was also attributed to the fact 
that no single agency had been designated the lead the 
effort. 
 
2) Budget constraints within the agencies limited the 
scope of training and outreach coordination activities. 
 
3) Staffing shortfalls, budget constraints, and location 
issues limited interagency rotational job assignments. 
 
4) The revised NEPA/404 MOU was not implemented 
as a result of CEQ guidance on Purpose and Need 
Statements issued in 2004. The workload associated 
with revising the MOU was substantial. 
 

How were problems resolved when they 
occurred? 

1) In 2003, Caltrans worked to enhance the activity 
level of the Partnership Steering Committee. As a 
result, there were Committee meetings held in April 
2003 and July 2003, and two additional meetings in 
late 2003 and early 2004. The process has since been 
rejuvenated and the group is meeting regularly. 
 
2) Unresolved. 
 
3) Unresolved. 
 
4) Unresolved. 
 

Did the Pilot Project require increased or 
decreased levels of resources on the part of 
sponsors or other stakeholders?  

According to the response to Performance Measure 
#5, the Merced PIP required about the same level of 
agency and consultant staff time as previous RTP 
processes. Interview participants did not substantively 
comment on this issue. 
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Evaluative Question Responses 
How successful was the Pilot Project in the 
view of major stakeholders? 

Based on responses to Performance Measures, 
stakeholders in the Pilot Project found that the 
Caltrans/EPA/FHWA Partnership met many of its 
stated goals. The Partnership improved coordination 
and understanding among the participating agencies 
and increased their involvement in transportation 
planning processes before the initiation of the NEPA 
process. Stakeholders believed that the Merced PIP 
improved protection of the human and natural 
environments and that its results justified the 
necessary expenditures of human resource and 
processing time.  
 

To what extent were environmental resources 
protected? 

According to responses to Performance Measure #3, 
the Merced PIP was more successful than previous 
transportation planning processes in protecting the 
human and natural environments. The UPLAN GIS 
application used for the PIP was credited with 
providing superior analysis of impacts on endangered 
species and their habitat, wetlands, and important 
farmlands. The application was also useful in 
developing recommendations on the optimum 
locations for development and transportation 
infrastructure.  
 

Was this approach better or worse than 
previous approaches in protecting the 
environment? 
 

The respondent to Performance Measure #3 found that 
the Pilot Project process was more effective in 
protecting the human and natural environments than 
previous transportation planning processes.  
 

Did the Pilot Project result in any 
environmental enhancements? 

With the Merced PIP, land use, transportation, 
ecosystem preservation decisions, and local 
community issues were addressed through the 
planning process. The UPLAN GIS application 
facilitated analysis of impacts on endangered species 
and their habitat, wetlands, and important farmlands, 
and helped develop recommendations on optimum 
locations for development and placement of 
transportation infrastructure.  
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Evaluative Question Responses 
What approaches taken or problems 
encountered in the Pilot Project relate to the 
unique conditions or requirements in the 
particular state? 

The number of entities that Caltrans must deal with to 
conduct business is high. For example, there are 
potentially 43 different State agencies, as well as local 
agencies, that could be involved in Caltrans activities. 
In California, the Regional Transportation Plans 
prepared by the Metropolitan Planning Organizations 
as part of the Federal planning process also must meet 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
requirements. CEQA requires a cumulative impact 
analysis.  
 

Did the Pilot Project result in process or 
quality improvements other than time and cost 
savings? 

The NEPA/404 Integration Process Monitoring 
Workgroup, Merced County PIP Pilot Study, and 
training coordination have improved interagency 
understanding and communication.  
 

To what extent were transportation decisions 
improved by the new approaches taken in the 
Pilot Project?  
 

Pilot Project stakeholders reported in responses to 
Performance Measures and in participant interviews 
that the improved coordination and understanding 
among the partnership agencies would facilitate 
improved transportation decision-making. The extent 
of improvement as demonstrated by the Merced PIP 
and the revised NEPA/404 MOU cannot be 
determined at this time as major projects from the 
Merced County 2030 RTP have not been completed 
under NEPA and the NEPA/404 MOU has not yet 
been implemented. 
 

What lessons or conclusions can be gained 
from the results of the Pilot Project that are 
applicable at the local, state, regional, and 
national levels? 

The Merced PIP developed methods for conducting 
effective multi-party planning processes on a broad 
scale. The project also demonstrated the benefits of 
high-level GIS capabilities. Use of the PIP approach 
to performing cumulative impacts analyses for groups 
of projects may lead to the development of a 
standardized method for such analyses that may be 
able to be implemented across California and in other 
states.  
 
Revising or creating programmatic agreements or 
MOUs are substantial undertakings. Given staff 
shortages at the DOTs and other agencies, the use of 
consultants would facilitate these efforts and prevent 
delays in implementation.  
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EIS Screening Worksheets in Wisconsin 

 

The Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WisDOT) has used 

Screening Worksheets (SWs) for Environmental Assessments (EAs) for more than 20 

years. The SWs describe the proposed action and its direct, indirect, and cumulative 

effect evaluations and mitigation measures in an easy-to-complete question and answer 

format. The worksheets have been an effective tool for determining whether a given 

project will require an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The Pilot Project is to take 

these worksheets to the next level and use them to create an EIS.  

WisDOT developed three types of worksheets for the EIS: Basic, Factor, and EIS. 

The “Basic Sheets” must be completed for all projects and include such sections as 

Executive Summary, Purpose and Need, and Alternatives. The “Factor Sheets” are 

project-specific sheets that focus on a specific resource and are completed only for those 

resources that would be affected. Impacts and mitigation are described on these sheets. 

“EIS Sheets” are required for the information that is specific to the EIS, such as the list of 

agencies and organizations to whom the document was sent. The EIS content generated 

through the SWs satisfies FHWA EIS regulations while taking an innovative approach to 

format and organization.  

WisDOT prepared EISs using SWs for two highway projects as part the 

Pilot Project: State Route 23, a 21-mile (34-kilometer), mostly rural corridor between 

Fond du Lac and Sheboygan; and Verona Road (Route 151)/West Beltline (U.S. 12/14) 

Project in Madison, a much more urban corridor with heavier traffic. For more detailed 
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information about the EIS Screening Worksheets in Wisconsin Pilot Project, please refer 

to the project narrative in Appendix B. 

The EIS Screening Worksheets were evaluated based on three Performance 

Measures: Completeness of Documentation and Reduction of Rework (#1), Time Savings 

(#2), and Reduction in Documentation and Rework (#3). WisDOT submitted the names 

of seven Pilot Project stakeholders to the Pilot Project study to serve as participant-

reporters. Between January 2003 and December 2004, there were six Performance 

Measure responses submitted by three stakeholders from two Federal and State 

environmental agencies, resulting in a response rate of 42 percent. Transportation 

stakeholders did not submit any responses to Performance Measures, but their views were 

registered in Pilot Project progress reports. This information was incorporated as 

applicable in the evaluation of Performance Measures. Performance Measure respondents 

only answered evaluative questions for Performance Measure #1; no responses were 

registered for Performance Measures #2 and #3. However, because of the paucity of 

responses from participant-reporters, it is not possible to draw definitive conclusions on 

the success of the use of EIS SWs in Wisconsin. 

Performance Measure #1: Completeness of Documentation and Reduction of 

Rework. This Performance Measure evaluates the effectiveness of the EIS Screening 

Worksheet in its goal to make EIS adequacy reviews faster and easier. Respondents were 

asked to evaluate the Performance Measure quarterly during the study period. The text of 

the evaluative questions and a summary of responses are presented in Table 24. 
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Table 24.  EIS Screening Worksheets in Wisconsin Performance Measure #1: 
Completeness of Documentation and Reduction of Rework 

Performance Measure Data Points Average Rating 
The format and organization of Screening 
Worksheet EISs make them easier to read and 
understand than those of traditional WisDOT 
EISs. 

5 3 

The standardized approach of the Screening 
Worksheet EISs still provides sufficient 
flexibility to permit EIS preparers to effectively 
address projects with unique characteristics, 
complexities and needs. 

4 2.75 

Screening Worksheet EISs take less time and 
effort to review for adequacy than traditional 
WisDOT EISs. 

4 2.75 

The structure of Screening Worksheet EISs 
produces a more thorough and focused 
document, and reduces the need to request 
WisDOT to provide additional information. 

5 3 

Key to data points: Strongly agree=4, Somewhat agree=3, Somewhat disagree=2, Strongly disagree=1, 
No opinion=0 
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Based on responses to this Performance Measure, stakeholders agreed that the use 

of SWs for EISs improved the readability of the document and produced a more thorough 

and focused document. Respondents “somewhat disagreed” that the standardized 

approach of the SW EISs provided enough flexibility for all projects or took less time and 

effort to review for adequacy. Comments submitted with Performance Measure responses 

supported these views. One commenter noted that the use of SWs to generate and EIS 

improved the coordination of text and graphics, but found the document difficult to 

navigate through despite explanatory text on its organization. There was also 

inappropriate use of a yes/no question format in some sections resulting in inadequate 

evidence of analysis. Another participant commented on the difficulty of standardizing 

EISs with the use of SWs. They observed that the Verona Road Project Draft EIS did not 

resemble the original vision for an EIS generated with SWs because of the level of detail 

needed to present alternatives and impacts. Based on these comments, it appears that the 

success of EIS Screening Worksheets in making adequacy reviews faster and easier was 

limited.  

Performance Measure #2: Time Savings. This Performance Measure was to 

evaluate the effects of the EIS Screening Worksheets on processing time. Evaluative 

questions compared agency review times for Draft EISs and Final EISs that used 

traditional preparation processes versus those that used the SWs. There were no 

responses to this Performance Measure and stakeholders did not substantively comment 

on this issue in interviews. WisDOT reported that the typical EIS process for a new major 

project in Wisconsin takes approximately five years. At present, the Verona Road/West 

Beltline Project and the State Road 23 Project have been in the NEPA review process 
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since 2001 and are scheduled to be completed in 2005. If the review processes for both 

projects are completed on schedule, WisDOT will have realized a time savings of 

approximately one year with the use of Screening Worksheets to generate EISs. 

Performance Measure #3: Reduction in Documentation and Rework. This 

Performance Measure was to evaluate the ability of the EIS Screening Worksheet process 

to reduce the amount of documentation and the instances of rework required for EISs. 

The evaluative questions compare the page length of WisDOT Draft EIS and Final EIS 

documents done without the Worksheet to the page length of such documents done using 

the Worksheet. WisDOT’s stated goal was to reduce the length of EISs to between 150 

and 300 pages through the use of SWs. There were no responses to this Performance 

Measure. In comments submitted with a response to Performance Measure #1, one 

respondent stated that thus far the Draft EISs generated using the SWs were not any 

shorter than traditional EISs (the Verona Road/West Beltline EIS was 438 pages) but 

seemed to include less irrelevant information.. The participant indicated that there were 

still opportunities to make the EIS shorter and more concise, such as eliminating 

redundant figures and text. The State Road 23 Draft EIS, issued after the Draft EIS for 

the Verona Road/West Beltline document, was 142 pages, indicating that the SW format 

can be effective in reducing document length. 

Achievement of Expectations. Using the SWs was expected to result in 

streamlining of the National Environmental Policy review process by standardizing the 

format of EISs and requiring only the information needed to identify, evaluate, and 

mitigate adverse environmental effects. WisDOT hoped to reduce the EIS length to 

approximately 150 to 300 pages (not including technical appendices or comment letters) 
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and to increase the uniformity of the documents. Results on the success in reducing 

document size are mixed. The Verona Road/West Beltline Draft EIS was 438 pages, 

while the State Road 23 Draft EIS was only 142 pages. Comments submitted with 

responses to Performance Measures indicated that WisDOT’s expectations regarding 

uniformity have not been met. The Verona Road/West Beltline EIS did not resemble the 

original standardized WisDOT vision for an EIS generated with SWs because of the level 

of detail needed to present alternatives and impacts. 

A typical EIS process for a new major project in Wisconsin takes approximately 

five years to complete and the EISs are voluminous documents. WisDOT believed the 

EIS SWs would shorten environmental review times by focusing on the issues that were 

of consequence and by making the documents easier to review and, at the same time, 

foster increased public awareness. At this time, the two transportation projects being 

reviewed using the Screening Worksheet EISs have not completed the NEPA process. 

Both the Verona Road/West Beltline and State Road 23 NEPA processes began in 2001 

and are scheduled for completion in 2005. If the Final EISs for the projects are completed 

on schedule, the use of EIS Screening Worksheets may have saved approximately 

one year over the traditional EIS process in Wisconsin. 

WisDOT believed the SWs would foster increased public awareness of projects 

and project impacts by presenting information in a straightforward and accessible manner 

and by focusing only on the issues of greatest consequence. Achievement of this 

expectation cannot be evaluated, as there has been no solicitation of input on these issues 

from the public. 
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Responses to Evaluative Questions. Responses to the evaluative questions for 

the EIS Screening Worksheets in Wisconsin Pilot Project were generated through 

analysis of the responses to Pilot Project Performance Measures, Pilot Project Progress 

Reports, and telephone interviews with participant reporters during the research period. 

The evaluative questions and responses are presented in Table 25. 
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Table 25.  EIS Screening Worksheets in Wisconsin: Responses to Evaluative 
Questions 

Evaluative Question Responses 
How successful was the Pilot Project in 
reducing the time frame of the planning and 
project development process? 
 

Neither of the two transportation projects being 
reviewed with Screening Worksheet EISs has 
completed the NEPA process. If the projects complete 
the NEPA process as presently scheduled, the 
processing time for the Screening Worksheet EISs will 
be less than for traditional EISs.  
 
In responses to Performance Measure #1, stakeholders 
somewhat disagreed that the Screening Worksheet EISs 
took less time to review for adequacy than traditional 
EISs. This was attributed to difficulty in navigating 
through the document and the inappropriate use of a 
yes/no question format for some sections. 
 

How much time was saved or lost in terms of 
initial expectations? 

A typical EIS process for a new major project in 
Wisconsin takes approximately five years to complete. 
The two transportation projects being reviewed with 
the use of Screening Worksheet EISs will each take 
approximately four years if they are completed as 
scheduled.  
 

What problems or delays were encountered 
in achieving the objectives of the Pilot 
Project?  

1) The initial NEPA review schedules for the Verona 
Road/West Beltline and State Road 23 projects needed 
to be lengthened  
 
2) There were problems adapting the Screening 
Worksheets for use on an EIS. 
 
3) Reviewers initially found the Verona Road/West 
Beltline EIS difficult to navigate and unclear. 
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Evaluative Question Responses 
What factors were responsible for these 
delays? 

1) More time than anticipated was spent on public and 
agency involvement to refine the purpose and need, to 
determine the alternatives to be considered, and to 
identify the environmental issues and concerns that will 
be addressed in the EISs. WisDOT’s recent 
implementation of Context Sensitive Design also 
required more meetings to occur than initially 
expected.  
 
2) Because the Verona Road Project had a number of 
alternatives and options, WisDOT was concerned that 
use of the SWs would be confusing.  
 
3) The worksheet format did not present information in 
a sensible way. Worksheet names were used in cross-
references instead of page numbers. 
 

How were problems resolved when they 
occurred? 

1) Additional public and agency meetings were held to 
resolve these issues.  
 
2) WisDOT decided to use Basic Sheets to discuss the 
whole project as well as to use the Basic Sheets for 
each alternative. The Factor Sheets discuss the details 
of the impacts of each of the alternatives.  
 
3) WisDOT revised the Verona Road Draft EIS to 
facilitate easier review of the document and improve 
document clarity. 
 

Did the Pilot Project require increased or 
decreased levels of resources on the part of 
sponsors or other stakeholders?  

Response to this question was mixed. Based on 
responses to Performance Measure #1, participants 
disagreed that the Screening Worksheet EISs took less 
time and effort to review for adequacy than traditional 
EISs. This was attributable to the initial difficulty in 
navigating the documents. Overall, reporters agreed 
that the SW format made the documents more readable 
and easier to understand, and reduced the need to 
request more information. The length of the EISs 
generated with Screening Worksheets was not 
demonstrably smaller than traditional EISs, indicating 
that preparation time may not have been reduced. 
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Evaluative Question Responses 
How successful was the Pilot Project in the 
view of major stakeholders? 

Response on this topic from participant-reporters and 
stakeholder interviews was limited. Based on response 
to Performance Measure #1, the success of the 
Screening Worksheets in creating a thorough, adequate, 
readable, and comprehensible document was mixed. 
The time savings of approximately one year predicted 
for the EIS process for the Verona Road/West Beltline 
and State Road 23 projects is a more substantive 
marker of success.  
 

To what extent were environmental resources 
protected? 

Neither of the two transportation projects being 
reviewed with a Screening Worksheet EIS has 
completed the NEPA review process, preventing 
further analysis of this issue. WisDOT expected that 
the level of environmental analysis and consideration 
of environmental impacts for projects that used SWs 
for EISs would be the same as would occur if the 
projects had traditional EISs. 
 

Was this approach better or worse than 
previous approaches in protecting the 
environment? 

Respondents to Performance Measure #1 indicated that 
the EISs generated with Screening Worksheets were 
more thorough and focused than traditional EISs, 
perhaps indicating that environmental resource 
protection was improved through the more targeted 
approach facilitated by use of the worksheets. Other 
comments indicated that the use of a yes/no question 
format on the worksheets for some impact topics was 
inadequate.  
 

Did the Pilot Project result in any 
environmental enhancements? 

Neither of the two transportation projects being 
reviewed under NEPA with a Screening Worksheet 
EIS has completed the review process, preventing 
further analysis of this issue. The degree of 
environmental review and consideration of 
environmental impacts was the same for projects using 
SWs for EISs as for projects using traditional EISs. The 
use of SWs facilitates a more effective way of 
reporting the same information that has always been 
gathered in the NEPA process.  
 

What approaches taken or problems 
encountered in the Pilot Project relate to the 
unique conditions or requirements in the 
particular state? 
 

WisDOT has been using SWs for Environmental 
Assessments (EAs) for more than 20 years.  
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Evaluative Question Responses 
Did the Pilot Project result in process or 
quality improvements other than time and 
cost savings? 
 

The use of SWs in generating EISs was not designed to 
result in process or quality improvements other than 
time and cost savings. The SWs represent a different 
way of reporting the same information that has always 
been gathered in a more effective manner.  
 

To what extent were transportation decisions 
improved by the new approaches taken in the 
Pilot Project?  

WisDOT expected that the level of environmental 
analysis and the consideration of environmental 
impacts for projects that used SWs for EISs would be 
the same as would occur if the projects had traditional 
EISs. The SWs represent a different way of reporting 
the same information that has always been gathered 
rather than a shift in the decision-making processes. 
 

What lessons or conclusions can be gained 
from the results of the Pilot Project that are 
applicable at the local, state, regional, and 
national levels? 

There is good potential that other EIS projects within 
Wisconsin could use the SWs approach and that other 
states will be able to adopt and modify the worksheets 
for use in their states.  
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Caltrans State and Federal Agency Position Funding Effort 

 

Caltrans’ project development workload had increased substantially in recent 

years, creating a backlog at the resource agencies that affected Caltrans project delivery. 

Caltrans initiated the Position Funding Effort to take advantage of TEA-21’s 

Section 1309(e) provisions that allow State Departments of Transportation to enter into 

cost reimbursement agreements to provide Federal-aid funds to Federal agencies to hire 

additional staff. The goal of the Caltrans Position Funding Effort is to shorten project 

time frames by facilitating early agency participation in project planning and design 

decisions, timely field reviews and negotiations, and faster processing of project and 

emergency permits.  

The mechanics of using Federal funding to support the Caltrans/State and Federal 

Agency Position Funding Effort proved difficult to administer because the Position 

Funding Effort is a program, rather than a project, and there was no Federal category of 

funding that clearly covered the positions. Caltrans also wanted to fund positions at 

State agencies as well as Federal agencies. Caltrans, therefore, decided to use State funds 

for the Position Funding Effort rather than Federal-aid reimbursement. Caltrans fills 

agency positions using Federal and State agency employees; Caltrans employees hired 

for the other agency’s location; and employees on rotation to other agencies. Caltrans has 

funded positions at the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the California Coastal 

Commission (CCC), California Department of Fish and Game, NOAA Fisheries, the 

State Historic Preservation Office, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and the U.S. Fish 
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and Wildlife Service. For more detailed information on the Caltrans/State and Federal 

Agency Position Funding Effort, please refer to the project narrative in Appendix B. 

The Caltrans/State and Federal Agency Position Funding Effort was evaluated 

based on two Performance Measures: Improved Transportation Decision-Making 

(Number of Positions Funded) (#1) and Improved Transportation Decision-Making 

(Effect of Position Funding) (#2). Caltrans submitted the names of twelve Pilot Project 

stakeholders to the Pilot Project study to serve as participant-reporters. Between October 

2003 and December 2004, there were twelve Performance Measure Reports submitted by 

ten stakeholders from five Federal and State transportation and environmental agencies, 

resulting in a response rate of 83 percent. Ten of the reports were submitted by 

environmental stakeholders and one report was submitted by a transportation stakeholder. 

Additional perspective on the Position Funding Effort from transportation stakeholders 

was gathered through participant interviews. Responses to performance measures are 

summarized and evaluated below. 

Performance Measure #1: Improved Transportation Decision-Making 

(Number of Positions Funded). This Performance Measure evaluates the effectiveness 

of the interagency position funding initiative and its goals of creating and sustaining 

additional capacity within agencies reviewing Caltrans projects. The Performance 

Measure compares the number of positions initially funded and occupied with the number 

of positions funded and occupied over the course of the study period. Participants were 

asked to report on this Performance Measure quarterly. There were no responses to this 

Performance Measure, but some of the relevant information could be compiled from 

Pilot Project progress reports. Beginning in July 1999, Caltrans had the capacity to fund 
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21 positions in seven agencies. The initial round of hiring that took place in 2000 filled 

9 positions among the seven agencies. Caltrans has not been successful in funding and 

filling the originally proposed 21 positions during the course of the study period. As of 

August 2004, there were 13 occupied positions (12 agency positions and 1 Caltrans 

position) among five of the seven participating agencies (Table 26.).  

Difficulties in achieving full staffing capacity have been attributed to high 

turnover and subsequent problems filling vacant positions. These problems include 

greatly increased hiring times because of the Federal civil service hiring process, 

difficulty finding experienced staff willing to take a short-term contract position, periodic 

hiring freezes, and disparities in pay between funded positions and comparable positions 

funded by the hosting agency. Caltrans is working to find ways to fill vacancies quickly, 

reallocate funds from agencies that could not fill their positions to agencies that could, 

and reallocate funds within agencies from office locations that could not fill their 

positions to office locations that could. 

Performance Measure #2: Improved Transportation Decision-Making 

(Effect of Position Funding). This Performance Measure evaluates the effectiveness of 

interagency position funding and its goal of creating and sustaining additional capacity 

within agencies reviewing Caltrans projects. The Performance Measure examines 

perceptions of the effect of position funding on the agency review process over time. The 

text of the evaluative questions for the Performance Measure and a summary of responses 

are presented in Table 27. 
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Table 26.  Caltrans Position Funding: Allocation of Caltrans-Funded Positions 
by Agency (As of August 2004) 

Agency Number of Positions Funded by Caltrans 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 2 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
(Santa Rosa Office) 

2 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(Los Angeles District) 

3 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(Sacramento and Carlsbad Offices) 

2 

California Department of Fish & Game 0 
California Coastal Commission 3 
Office of Historic Preservation 0 
Caltrans (Program Coordinator) 1 
Total 13 
Source: Caltrans 
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Table 27.  Caltrans Position Funding Performance Measure #2: Improved 
Transportation Decision-making (Effect of Position Funding) 

Performance Measure Data Points Average Rating 
Applications are processed within the time 
agreed to by Caltrans and the agency. 

12 4.1 

Disagreements on projects and applications are 
resolved in an effective and timely manner. 

12 3.9 

Caltrans establishes and communicates clearly 
its project priorities so that the reviewing 
agency can plan effective work schedules. 

12 3.1 

Work products are consistently of high quality, 
meeting the reviewing agency’s needs. 

12 2.9 

The reviewing agency consistently meets 
expectations for staff availability and 
participation in project reviews and decision-
making. 

11 4.3 

Key to results: Always=5, Usually=4, Frequently=3, Sometimes=2, Rarely or Never=1 
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Based on responses to this Performance Measure, many aspects of the position funding 

effort are functioning well. The funded positions have typically been effective in 

processing applications within agreed upon time frames and the funded staff are available 

for participation in project reviews and decision-making.  

Respondents also reported that disagreements on projects were usually resolved in 

a timely manner. Respondents reported that Caltrans “frequently” made project priorities 

clear for funded position-holders to help them plan effective work schedules. One 

respondent, however, commented that the transportation agencies could be better about 

spacing the time frames for requests to avoid excessive workloads. Participants also 

noted in interviews that prioritization of Caltrans projects has been inconsistent, and cited 

the need for more coordination with Caltrans on this issue. Work product quality emerged 

as a potential area of concern in ratings and comments. Respondents reported that though 

the work products submitted to the reviewing agencies were “frequently” of high quality, 

work submitted by consultants and local transportation agencies working in concert with 

Caltrans typically need multiple iterations before approval. 

Achievement of Expectations. Caltrans expected the Position Funding Effort to 

result in early and constructive agency participation in project planning and design 

decisions; timely field reviews and negotiations; and processing of project and 

emergency permits. Caltrans also expected the funded positions to provide premium 

service levels, thereby allowing environmental studies and coordination with resource 

agencies to be completed in a timely manner and shortening project time frames.  

Based on responses to Performance Measures and interviews with project 

stakeholders, the Position Funding Effort has met many of these expectations. Most 
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respondents to Performance Measures and interview participants reported in that the 

Position Funding Effort has met expectations in regard to time savings. The USFWS and 

CCC found that the Position Funding Effort resulted in more timely reviews and faster 

permit processing. (Please refer to the responses to Evaluative Questions section for 

examples of quantified time savings.) Respondents to Performance Measures reported 

that staff was almost always available to work on Caltrans projects, and that the staff was 

successful in completing project-related work within the agreed upon time frame. The 

experience varies by region on the question whether the project has met expectations for 

improvement in the availability of agencies to participate in field reviews and meetings.  

Responses to Evaluative Questions. Responses to evaluative questions for the 

Caltrans State and Federal Agency Position Funding Effort Pilot Project were generated 

based on participant reporter interviews conducted through site visits and via telephone, 

Performance Measure Reports, and Pilot Project Progress Reports. For the Caltrans 

Partnership, seven participant reporters, representing 58 percent of the reporters identified 

by Caltrans for the Pilot Project, were interviewed in person. The responses to evaluative 

questions are presented in Table 28. 
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Table 28. Caltrans Position Funding: Responses to Evaluative Questions 

Evaluative Question Responses 
How successful was the Pilot Project in 
reducing the time frame of the planning and 
project development process? 

Respondents to Performance Measures and participants 
in stakeholder interviews largely agreed that the 
Position Funding Partnership has been successful in 
reducing the time frame for portions of the planning 
and project development process by allowing 
environmental studies and coordination with resource 
agencies to be completed in a timely manner. 
 

How much time was saved or lost in terms of 
initial expectations? 

Because there is no baseline data for Caltrans permit 
processing or project review times before the start of 
the Position Funding Effort, no definitive conclusions 
can be drawn about the amount of time saved or lost as 
a result of the Pilot Project. However, participating 
agencies cited the following examples of time savings 
experienced as a result of the Pilot Project. 
 
USFWS has been able to complete a Biological 
Opinion and Section 7 consultation in less than 135 
days. This has been reduced to as little as 60 days when 
Caltrans indicated the project had high priority.  
 
The California Coastal Commission estimated that on 
one particular project, they saved a year’s review time.  
 
EPA staff reported that they are able to manage a larger 
volume of Caltrans projects with the added staff, but 
have not quantified whether the review times are 
shorter than before. 
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Evaluative Question Responses 
What problems or delays were encountered 
in achieving the objectives of the Pilot 
Project?  

1) Caltrans had to use State rather than Federal funding 
to initiate the Position Funding Partnership.  
 
2) The Partnership has had difficulty in filling Federal 
and State agency position vacancies and retaining 
employees. 
 
3) The contract renewal process for the funded 
positions has been slow. 
 
4) Performance of the funded positions is difficult to 
measure.  
 
5) Compliance with the reporting requirements in the 
various MOUs has been inconsistent. 
 
6) State funding for the Position Funding Effort is often 
at risk, resulting in less staffing than originally scoped. 
 
7) Prioritization of Caltrans projects for reviewing 
agencies is inconsistent. 
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Evaluative Question Responses 
What factors were responsible for these 
delays? 

1) Caltrans wanted to extend position funding to State 
and Federal agencies and the mechanics of using 
Federal funding to support the effort were difficult to 
administer. 
 
2) Numerous factors have contributed to hiring and 
retention problems. These include the lengthy Federal 
civil service hiring process, Federal agencies’ need to 
adhere to a specific Full Time Equivalent (FTE) 
allocation of positions, the fact that limited-term 
positions are not attractive to experienced applicants, 
the discrepancy in pay grade between funded and 
permanent agency positions, and State and Federal 
government hiring freezes.  
 
3) The State has instituted contract freezes and efforts 
to combine contracts for various hires at a single 
agency into one document have been slow. 
 
4) There is no clear method for handling performance 
issues. Caltrans does not have any input on employee 
performance evaluations for Federal employees. The 
performance measures in the initial agreements with 
the agencies were not useful and were hard to track.  
 
5) The reporting requirements set by Caltrans were 
viewed as onerous by some agencies.  
 
6) State funding for the Position Funding Effort is at 
risk because of the economic downturn in the state and 
California budget policies. 
 
7) Each Caltrans District has its own prioritization list 
and there is little overall guidance from Caltrans on 
overarching priority projects. 
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Evaluative Question Responses 
How were problems resolved when they 
occurred? 

1) Unresolved. 
 
2) Caltrans is working to find ways to fill vacancies 
quickly, reallocate funds from agencies that could not 
fill their positions to agencies that could, and reallocate 
funds within agencies from office locations that could 
not fill their positions to office locations that could. 
Caltrans is also using Caltrans employees on rotation to 
other agencies  
 
3) Unresolved. 
 
4) Caltrans is trying to formalize the performance 
evaluation system so that it fosters more accurate and 
complete feedback (good and bad). 
 
5) Caltrans established a remote-access database to 
facilitate easier and more consistent quarterly tracking 
and reporting. 
 
6) Unresolved. 
 
7) Unresolved. Participants suggested more 
consultation with Caltrans or appointment of a 
statewide liaison. 
 

Did the Pilot Project require increased or 
decreased levels of resources on the part of 
sponsors or other stakeholders?  
 

The Position Funding Partnership was designed to 
increase the capacity of resources available to sponsors 
and stakeholders. The Pilot Project has been successful 
in achieving this objective. 
 

How successful was the Pilot Project in the 
view of major stakeholders? 

Stakeholders submitting responses to Performance 
Measures and participating in interviews found the 
Pilot Project largely successful in reducing review and 
processing times and improving environmental 
protection. (For more information on improvements in 
environmental protection, please refer to the question 
below on whether the Pilot Project approach was better 
than previous approaches in protecting the 
environment.) 
 

To what extent were environmental resources 
protected? 

The Position Funding Partnership was designed to 
improve the timeliness and effectiveness of the 
environmental review process and processing of 
environmental permits for many different projects. The 
Pilot Project does not change the way such resources 
are considered or reviewed. 
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Evaluative Question Responses 
Was this approach better or worse than 
previous approaches in protecting the 
environment? 

The EPA believes that their additional involvement in 
Caltrans projects through the funded positions will 
result in better environmental outcomes than before. 
USFWS also felt the project resulted in better 
protection of environmental resources by allowing 
them to invest the proper amount of time in the 
reviews. The CCC expressed a similar view, stating 
that the Position Funding Effort provides more 
opportunities for environmental protection by 
facilitating greater access to resource protection 
agencies and professionals. 
 

Did the Pilot Project result in any 
environmental enhancements? 

Specific environmental enhancements resulting from 
projects developed utilizing Caltrans-funded staffing 
resources were not reported by process participants. 
 

What approaches taken or problems 
encountered in the Pilot Project relate to the 
unique conditions or requirements in the 
particular state? 

California’s State government hiring freeze prevented 
Caltrans from increasing staff to keep pace with its 
increased workload. The agency had to look for 
creative ways to solve its staffing problems.  
 

Did the Pilot Project result in process or 
quality improvements other than time and 
cost savings? 

Ancillary benefits of the Pilot Project include early 
agency participation in projects and the resulting direct 
communication of concerns between State and Federal 
agencies, local agencies, and the general public The 
State and Federal agencies also benefit by hearing local 
concerns directly.  
 
The EPA reported that the effort has fostered a more 
collaborative and responsive relationship with Caltrans, 
and that the number of project-related conflicts 
between EPA and Caltrans has been reduced because 
of early Federal involvement in projects. This effort 
has also led to a better understanding of Caltrans 
project development and planning practices.  
 
The CCC reported similar benefits, citing a greater 
understanding on both agencies’ parts regarding 
transportation project development and coastal 
regulations. The Position Funding Effort has resulted in 
a reorientation of the CCC’s typical practices; they are 
now involved with projects in the planning process, 
rather than waiting until the permitting stage. The 
Commission has also started to participate in the 
project development process and programmatic 
reviews. 
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Evaluative Question Responses 
To what extent were transportation decisions 
improved by the new approaches taken in the 
Pilot Project?  

There is no demonstrable evidence that the Position 
Funding Partnership project has improved 
transportation decisions. However, many of the 
participating agencies feel that the early involvement in 
transportation planning and project development and 
additional staff availability facilitated by the funded 
positions will result in better environmental outcomes.  
 

What lessons or conclusions can be gained 
from the results of the Pilot Project that are 
applicable at the local, state, regional, and 
national levels? 

Funded agency positions can improve environmental 
review and permit processing times and produce better 
environmental results. Master agreements or 
interagency contracts that delineate roles, 
responsibilities, priorities, dispute resolution, and 
performance measures are imperative. Such agreements 
or contracts can take much time to develop and 
execute. Funding for positions must be stable and 
flexible, and multi-year contracts (three-year 
minimum) are essential to attracting qualified staff. 
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The Loop 12/IH 35E Corridor Major Investment Study and Environmental Assessment 
Project in Texas 

 

The Loop 12/IH 35E Project was a concurrent Major Investment Study (MIS) and 

Environmental Assessment (EA) of a 13.5-mile (21.7-kilometer) corridor. The 

Loop 12/IH 35E Project lies in Dallas County following a primarily north-south route 

that passes through mixed land uses in the cities of Dallas and Irving. With the population 

boom in the area expected to continue, improvements in the corridor were needed to 

reduce traffic congestion. Based on the evaluation of all alternatives and coordination 

with the public and work group, the Recommended Alternative was a combination of 

TDM/TSM, highway construction, passenger rail development, and bicycle and 

pedestrian-oriented improvements. 

Streamlining aspects of this project focused on early coordination with involved 

agencies and the use of a broad stakeholder process. Additional streamlining approaches 

involved the use of “evergreen” (on-call) contracts for consultants, the use of a combined 

MIS-NEPA process and contracts, and reviews of NEPA documents concurrently and at 

interim stages of project development. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 

issued a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for the Loop 12/IH 35E Project on 

December 11, 2002, concluding the Pilot Project. For more detailed information about 

the project, please refer to the Project Narrative in Appendix B. 

The Loop 12/IH 35E Project was evaluated based on three Performance 

Measures: Improved Environmental Protection and Improved Transportation 

Decision-Making (Environmental Protection) (#1), Improved Transportation 

Decision-Making (Project Coordination Work Group) (#2), and Improved Transportation 
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Decision-Making (Time and Cost Savings) (#3). TxDOT submitted the names of eleven 

Pilot Project stakeholders to the Pilot Project study to serve as participant-reporters. 

Between November 2002 and February 2003, there were three Performance Measure 

Reports submitted by three State and local transportation, transportation-related, and 

environmental agencies, resulting in a response rate of 27 percent. Two of the reports 

were from transportation or transportation-related stakeholders and one report was from 

an environmental stakeholder. The low response rate for the Performance Measures was 

likely because the Loop Pilot Project was nearly complete at the time the Performance 

Measure reporting period began. Additional information on the Loop 12/IH 35E Project 

was compiled from study progress reports. Responses to performance measures are 

summarized and evaluated below. 

Performance Measure #1: Improved Environmental Protection and 

Improved Transportation Decision-Making (Environmental Protection). This 

Performance Measure evaluates the Loop 12/IH 35E Project’s Environmental 

Assessment (EA) process and its goal of improving the results of the transportation 

planning and project development process through the use of early interagency 

coordination and public involvement procedures. The evaluative questions for the 

Performance Measure compare perceptions of the results of the Loop 12/IH 35E Project 

EA process to the results of the Texas Department of Transportation’s (TxDOT’s) 

traditional transportation planning and project development process. The text of the 

evaluative questions and a summary of responses are presented in Table 29. 
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Table 29. The Loop 12/IH 35E Corridor: Improved Environmental Protection 
and Improved Transportation Decision making (Environmental 
Protection) 

Performance Measure Data Points Average Rating 
Performance Baseline   
Rate the effectiveness of the “traditional” (pre-
Loop 12/IH Project) TxDOT transportation 
planning and project development process in 
protecting the human environment. 

3 2.6 

Rate the effectiveness of the “traditional” (pre-
Loop 12/IH Project) TxDOT transportation 
planning and project development process in 
protecting the natural environment. 

3 2.6 

Loop Performance   
Rate the effectiveness of the transportation 
planning and project development process used 
for the Loop 12/IH Project in protecting the 
human environment. 

3 4 

Rate the effectiveness of the transportation 
planning and project development process used 
for the Loop 12/IH Project in protecting the 
natural environment. 

3 3.6 

Key to data points: Usually very effective=4, Usually effective=3, Usually somewhat effective=2, 
Usually not effective=1, Not applied=0 
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Based on the responses to this Performance Measure, the previous TxDOT 

transportation planning and project development process was perceived as being between 

“somewhat effective” and “effective” in protecting the human and natural environments. 

The Loop 12/IH 35E Project process in contrast, was more highly rated as 

“very effective” in protecting the human environment and “effective” in protecting the 

natural environment. Comments submitted with Performance Measure responses cited 

early identification of high-profile issues and early consultation with stakeholders on 

avoidance of impacts as keys to the success of the Pilot Project. 

Performance Measure #2: Improved Transportation Decision-Making 

(Project Coordination Work Group). This Performance Measure evaluates the 

effectiveness of the Loop 12/IH 35E Project Coordination Work Group (PCWG) and its 

goals of reducing processing time and costs through earlier identification and resolution 

of issues affecting the project. The evaluative questions for the Performance Measure 

examine perceptions of effectiveness of the PCWG over the course of the study period. 

Participant-reporters were asked to respond to this Performance Measure quarterly. The 

text of the evaluative questions and a summary of responses are presented in Table 30. 

Based on responses to this Performance Measure, the Loop 12/IH 35E Project 

process was extremely successful in identifying major project issues early in the process; 

resolving those issues effectively and efficiently; making effective and timely decisions; 

and preventing unforeseen problems with the potential to cause delays, additional costs, 

or project terminations. 
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Table 30. The Loop 12/IH 35E Corridor: Improved Transportation Decision-
making (Project Coordination Work Group) 

Performance Measure Data Points Average Rating 
The Project Coordination Work Group 
(PCWG) process succeeds in identifying early 
in the project the major issues relating to the 
Loop project. 

3 4 

The PCWG process succeeds in resolving 
efficiently and effectively those major project 
issues that the PCWG identifies. 

3 4 

PCWG participants make decisions in a timely 
and effective manner. 

3 4 

The PCWG process is a highly useful tool for 
avoiding “surprises” and “fatal flaws” that can 
cause delay, extra costs, or project termination. 

1 4 

Key to data points: Strongly agree=4, Somewhat agree=3, Somewhat disagree=2, Strongly disagree=1, 
No opinion=0 
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Performance Measure #3: Improved Transportation Decision-making (Time 

and Cost Savings). This Performance Measure evaluates the Loop 12/IH 35E Project’s 

EA process in terms of improving the environmental review process through increased 

productivity and/or better environmental results. Participant reporters were asked to 

respond to this Performance Measure quarterly to enable examination of perceptions of 

results over the course of the study period. The text of the evaluative questions and a 

summary of responses are presented in Table 31. 

Based on responses to this Performance Measure, the Loop 12/IH 35E Project 

process was extremely successful in reducing staff and consultant labor time and overall 

project processing time compared to the previous TxDOT processes. Much of this 

success was attributed in responder comments to early coordination and the performance 

of concurrent document reviews.  

Comments submitted with Performance Measure Reports and Project Progress 

Reports, however, noted that, although the concurrent document review process reduced 

overall processing time, it required an increased level of effort and resources by State and 

Federal transportation agencies. Some who commented doubted whether concurrent and 

interim reviews could work on a widespread basis because of this staffing impact. 

Participants also reported that the early coordination approach required additional staff 

resources in the early stages of a project. Respondents to this Performance Measure and 

those submitting Project Progress Reports, however, expressed strong support for the 

value of the Loop 12/IH 35E Project process, agreeing that the benefits of the process 

justified its labor and processing time requirements. 
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Table 31. The Loop 12/IH 35E Corridor: Improved Transportation 
Decision-making (Time and Cost Savings) 

Performance Measure Data Points Average Rating 
The overall staff and consultant labor (time) 
requirements of the Loop environmental 
assessment (EA) process, as compared to the 
traditional TxDOT planning and project 
development process, are: 
Key to data points: Significantly greater=3, 
About the same=2, Significantly less=1, No opinion=0 

3 1.6 

The overall processing time requirements of the 
Loop environmental assessment (EA) process, 
as compared to the traditional TxDOT planning 
and project development process, are: 
Key to data points: Significantly greater=3, 
About the same=2, Significantly less=1, No opinion=0 

3 1 

The benefits of the Loop EA process justify its 
labor and processing time requirements. 
Key to data points: Strongly agree=4, Somewhat agree=3, 
Somewhat disagree=2, Strongly disagree=1, No opinion=0 

3 3.3 
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Achievement of Expectations. TxDOT detailed expectations for the performance 

of the Loop 12/IH 35E Pilot Project in Project Progress Reports. The changes that the 

Loop 12/IH 35E Pilot Project made to the TxDOT project development process were 

expected to help avoid or minimize environment impacts. Successful examples of 

avoidance and minimization efforts include avoidance of displacing homes and 

businesses, minimization of Section 4(f) takings, and decreased right-of-way impacts. 

The Pilot Project processes were also expected to reduce time requirements for EAs 

because of the participation of the PCWG and the performance of concurrent reviews. 

Performance Measure Reports and Project Progress Reports indicate that the overall 

processing time for the Loop 12/IH 35E EA was expedited because of these aspects of 

the Pilot Project. The use of MIS/EA Option 2 (i.e., combining the MIS and NEPA 

processes) saved six to twelve months by avoiding the need for negotiations to hire 

another consultant between the time of completion of the MIS and the start date for the 

EA. Although stakeholders perceived that the Pilot Project processes resulted in time 

savings, TxDOT did not provide any baseline data for combined MIS/EA project time 

frames in Texas, and did not specifically quantify overall time savings made possible 

through the Pilot Project. 

TxDOT also estimated the approaches used in the Loop 12/IH 35E Pilot Project 

would reduce the time to complete the environmental review process for future projects 

by approximately 25 percent because of the participation of a PCWG and the 

performance of concurrent reviews. Data to evaluate time and cost savings on future 

projects is not expected to be available before the end of the study period. 
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Responses to Evaluative Questions. Responses to evaluative questions for the 

Loop 12/IH 35E Pilot Project were compiled based on summaries of participant 

responses to Performance Measures, Pilot Project Progress Reports, and telephone 

interviews with Pilot Project stakeholders during the research period. The evaluative 

questions and responses are presented in Table 32. 
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Table 32. The Loop 12/IH 35E Corridor: Responses to Evaluative Questions 

Evaluative Question Response 
How successful was the Pilot Project in 
reducing the time frame of the planning and 
project development process? 

Pilot Project stakeholders reported that the processes 
employed on Loop 12/IH 35E project were successful 
in reducing the time frame of the planning and project 
development process. Specific time savings cannot be 
reported as TxDOT did not provide baseline data for 
combined MIS/EA project time frames in Texas, and 
did not quantify overall time savings made possible 
through the Pilot Project. 
 
Early inclusion of stakeholders and the formation of the 
PCWG were successful in identifying major issues 
early in the process and preventing unforeseen 
problems and delays. The use of MIS/EA Option 2 
streamlined the planning and project development 
process by allowing seamless integration of planning 
and environment processes. Concurrent, rather than 
sequential, EA reviews also resulted in reduced overall 
project review times. 
 
Despite reports of time savings, the Loop 12/IH 35E 
Project ended up eighteen months behind its original 
three-year schedule for completion of the MIS/EA. 
TxDOT believes the original time frame was 
unrealistic in light of the project’s scope and 
complexity.  
 

How much time was saved or lost in terms of 
initial expectations? 

TxDOT did not quantify the total time saved or lost as 
a result of the processes instituted as part of the 
Loop 12/IH 35E Pilot Project, but did detail specific 
instances of time savings and loss over the curse of the 
project. For example, the use of the MIS/EA Option 2 
saved six to twelve months by avoiding the need for 
negotiations to hire another consultant between the 
time of completion of the MIS and the start date for the 
EA. On the minus side, it unexpectedly took 
sixteen months to obtain traffic data and approval of 
that data.  
 
TxDOT estimates the approaches used in the 
Loop 12/IH 35E Pilot Project should reduce the time to 
complete the environmental review process for future 
projects by approximately 25 percent because of the 
participation of a Project Coordination Work Group 
and the performance of concurrent reviews.  
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Evaluative Question Response 
What problems or delays were encountered 
in achieving the objectives of the Pilot 
Project?  

1) It unexpectedly took sixteen months to obtain traffic 
data and approval of that data.  
 
2) Frontage Road Policy Issue delayed the project. 
New frontage road policies issued by the Texas 
Transportation Commission in 2001 also minimally 
delayed the project as TxDOT sought exemptions from 
the policies. 
 

What factors were responsible for these 
delays? 

1) TxDOT Transportation Planning and Programming 
Division was responsible for developing traffic data.  
 
2) In late August 2001, the Texas Transportation 
Commission issued a new policy that stated they will 
no longer build frontage roads on Interstate highways. 
This action delayed the Loop 12/IH-35E Project, as it 
had six-lane frontage roads along some segments.  
 

How were problems resolved when they 
occurred? 

1) To resolve the problem, TxDOT contracted with the 
Texas Transportation Institute (TTI) to provide the 
data.  
 
2) The PCWG worked to resolve conflicts between the 
Loop Pilot Project and the new frontage road policy in 
Texas. Representatives from Dallas and Irving traveled 
to Austin to reach successful closure on this issue with 
very minimal delay. In late January 2002, the Texas 
Transportation Commission approved the use of 
frontage roads on the Loop 12/IH-35E Project.  
 

Did the Pilot Project require increased or 
decreased levels of resources on the part of 
sponsors or other stakeholders?  

The early coordination approach required additional 
staff resources in the early stages of a project, but 
participants appear satisfied that the results justified the 
extra resource expenditure. Concurrent, rather than 
sequential, EA reviews resulted in reduced overall 
project review times. However, it increased the staff 
time required for multiple reviews by the agencies.  
 

How successful was the Pilot Project in the 
view of major stakeholders? 

According to Performance Measure Reports, the Pilot 
Project was successful in producing better 
environmental protection, better interagency and public 
coordination, and lower processing time requirements 
than previous TxDOT processes. Stakeholders also felt 
that the benefits of the Pilot Project process justified its 
labor and processing time requirements.  
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Evaluative Question Response 
To what extent were environmental resources 
protected? 

The Loop 12/IH-35E Pilot Project effectively used 
early agency coordination, a broad stakeholder process, 
and concurrent document review to avoid and 
minimize environmental impacts.  
 
Examples of the avoidance or minimization of 
environmental impacts include avoidance of displacing 
the Tepeyac Apartments (an Environmental Justice 
issue—3 buildings and 24 units saved), avoidance of 
displacing DARR Equipment (the largest sales tax 
generator in the County, with 150 employees), 
minimization of Section 4(f) takings (less than one acre 
of Trinity Park affected), and decreased right-of-way 
impact at the Old Irving Boulevard Bridge.  
 

Was this approach better or worse than 
previous approaches in protecting the 
environment? 

Based on Performance Measure Reports and Project 
Progress Reports, the Loop 12/IH-35E Pilot Project 
was better than previous approaches in protecting the 
environment because of the early identification of 
high-profile issues and early consultation with 
stakeholders to avoid impacts. 
 

Did the Pilot Project result in any 
environmental enhancements? 

Specific environmental enhancements resulting from 
the Pilot Project processes employed on the 
Loop 12/IH-35E project were not reported by project 
stakeholders. 
 

What approaches taken or problems 
encountered in the Pilot Project relate to the 
unique conditions or requirements in the 
particular state? 

The delay caused by the issuance of new frontage road 
policies by the Texas Transportation Commission in 
2001 was an issue unique to this project.  
 

Did the Pilot Project result in process or 
quality improvements other than time and 
cost savings? 

The coordination process proved especially successful 
in building better, on-going coordination between 
TxDOT and the Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(North Central Texas Council of Government).  
 

To what extent were transportation decisions 
improved by the new approaches taken in the 
Pilot Project?  
 

Pilot Project stakeholders reported that transportation 
decisions made in the Loop 12/IH-35E Project were 
more environmentally sound, took less time, and were 
made in a more organized and informed manner than 
under previous TxDOT processes. The better quality 
decisions and decision-making process was made 
possible by early and consistent agency coordination, 
broad stakeholder involvement, and the guidance of the 
PCWG. 
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Evaluative Question Response 
What lessons or conclusions can be gained 
from the results of the Pilot Project that are 
applicable at the local, state, regional, and 
national levels? 

Coordination should occur early and involve pertinent 
agencies, elected officials, and the public. This 
approach saves time by identifying problems and issues 
early, and can help build public support. 
 
Use of the Web as a part of the public participation 
process is an easy and cost-effective way to 
disseminate information to a wide audience and to 
encourage feedback from affected parties. It also helps 
ensure that the public has access to accurate 
information about the project and the sponsors’ 
perspectives on issues. 
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CHAPTER 3: Findings 

 

This chapter presents findings on the environmental streamlining approaches 

employed by Pilot Projects. These findings were gained from the Performance Measure 

results and evaluative questions for each Pilot Project. At the end of the chapter, Table 33 

presents a “Toolbox” of streamlining approaches and techniques used in the Pilot Projects 

and the procedures necessary for optimal streamlining benefits. 

This Research Project presented several challenges in coalescing quantitative 

findings regarding best environmental streamlining practices. The Pilot Project Study is 

unlike a traditional research project which addresses a single topic. Instead, this study 

addresses a multitude of possible approaches to environmental streamlining generated by 

a diverse group of 10 Pilot Projects, each in a different region of the country, with 

different environmental streamlining goals, different sets of political opportunities and 

constraints, a different array of State and local planning and environmental policies and 

laws, and embracing varying levels of complexity in their streamlining approach. The 

diversity of the Pilot Projects included in this study is reflective of the fact that there is no 

single path to streamlining environmental planning and review processes, but rather a set 

of approaches and techniques for streamlining that can be tailored for different needs and 

circumstances.  

As explained at the beginning of Chapter 2, there were limitations to generating 

quantitative measures of time savings and comprehensively assessing the effects of 

process change within the research period. Most of the Performance Measure reports 

dealt with the perceptions of the Pilot Project participants about past and present 
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performance rather than actual time savings. In some cases, the Research Project 

assessment of performance and results could not be definitive since the life of certain 

Pilot Projects exceed the research period or, conversely, were nearly completed before 

the evaluation period began. Direct Pilot Project-to-Pilot Project comparisons of some 

Performance Measures were also problematic because of differences in the nature, 

purpose, and scope of the projects. 

Although the Research Project began in 2001 with ten Pilot Projects, the sponsors 

of two of the Pilot Projects withdrew them from the study. The Portway Project in 

New Jersey evolved into a number of smaller, individual, less noteworthy projects after 

its inclusion in the Research Project. The New Jersey Department of Transportation 

(NJDOT) was concerned that this change in concept reduced the opportunities for 

innovative environmental streamlining measures and requested to withdraw the 

Pilot Project from the Research Project. The Parallel Processing of Section 106 and 

Section 4(f) Requirements in New Jersey Pilot Project was found to be legally sufficient 

in 2000 and was favourably reviewed by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 

in 2001. The NJDOT did not continue with the streamlining effort after that date, 

however, and the Pilot Project was subsequently excluded from analysis for this study. 

The final analysis of the Pilot Projects includes only the eight remaining projects. 

Many findings presented in this chapter have been mentioned and explored in 

other research reports on environmental streamlining. For example, the benefits of early 

coordination, moving environmental considerations into the transportation planning 

process, aggressive public involvement, and position funding have long been 

acknowledged. Tiered NEPA processes have also been used in other streamlining efforts. 
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Many of the techniques used in the Pilot Projects have also been used successfully in 

other states’ streamlining efforts. For example, Arkansas successfully used GIS resource 

mapping to help streamline the Southeast Arkansas Connector project; a tiered NEPA 

process successfully streamlined Missouri’s I-70 Project; and Maine has successfully 

implemented an integrated decision-making process similar to the Florida Efficient 

Transportation Decision-making Process (7).  

These findings are organized into three sections. The first section contains general 

findings on streamlining approaches used by the Pilot Projects. The second section 

addresses the applicability of the Pilot Project streamlining measures beyond the 

Pilot Project settings. The third section has specific findings for individual Pilot Projects. 

A description of the trends that emerged from the analysis of all eight Pilot Projects is 

presented in Chapter 4, Conclusions and Suggested Research. 

 

General Findings on Major Project or Planning Efforts 

This section presents general findings on the Pilot Project streamlining efforts, 

including a summary analysis of the Pilot Projects, general management considerations 

and specific streamlining techniques. 

 

Summary Pilot Project Analysis 

Among the eight Pilot Projects, four were successful in achieving their 

streamlining and project goals. These Pilot Projects include the Florida Efficient 

Transportation Decision Making Process (ETDM), the Caltrans/FHWA/EPA Partnership 

(Caltrans Partnership), Caltrans State and Federal Agency Position Funding 
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(Caltrans Position Funding), and The Loop 12/IH 35E Corridor Major Investment Study 

and Environmental Assessment (The Loop). The remaining four Pilot Projects (The 

Riverside County Integrated Project (RCIP), the Georgia Rail Passenger Program 

(GRPP), Integrating NEPA and Statewide Planning in Oregon, and EIS Screening 

Worksheets in Wisconsin) were mixed successes. Problems in the methodology and 

implementation of these Pilot Projects hampered overall success. 

Although time savings could not be quantified for most of the Pilot Projects, four 

of the eight projects achieved moderate perceived or real time savings as a result of the 

streamlining measures (GRPP, EIS Screening Worksheets in Wisconsin, 

Caltrans Position Funding, and The Loop). The remaining projects had equal project 

processing times or were unable to determine time savings. 

Five of the eight Pilot Projects required the same or increased levels of staffing 

and funding resources on the part of sponsors and stakeholders as compared to previous 

transportation planning and project development processes (EIS Screening Worksheets in 

Wisconsin, The Loop, Integrating NEPA and Statewide Planning in Oregon, RCIP, and 

Caltrans Partnership). Two other Pilot Projects had mixed results, with some parts of the 

process requiring fewer resources, and others requiring more resources (GRPP and 

Florida ETDM). This measure did not apply to the Caltrans Position Funding project. 

When problems or delays arose in the Pilot Projects, the most common causes 

included inadequate communication between stakeholders, a lack of certainty among 

stakeholders as to their roles and responsibilities, insufficient funding or staffing, and 

unrealistic Pilot Project schedules. Disagreement among transportation and 

environmental agencies over the level of environmental data required for 
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decision-making was a problem for two of the largest Pilot Projects: the Riverside 

County Integrated Project (RCIP) and Integrating Statewide Planning and NEPA in 

Oregon.  

Successful techniques used to resolve these issues included the use of facilitators 

and mediators to resolve communication issues and conflicts, engaging more senior staff 

in the process to ensure buy-in and sufficient project momentum, and employing the 

project-specific dispute resolution process. The RCIP and Integrating Statewide Planning 

and NEPA in Oregon Pilot Projects also had to substantially lengthen their schedules.  

Six of the eight Pilot Projects achieved at least a moderate improvement in 

transportation decision-making as a result of the approaches taken in their respective 

streamlining processes. For these projects, the range of transportation decisions involved 

with the transportation planning and project development process were more informed, 

more environmentally sound, and took less time individually. The GRPP Pilot Project 

noted that thus far, the project components reviewed under the GRPP streamlining 

measures were proceeding toward implementation without revisiting environmental 

decisions. Stakeholders in the Caltrans Position Funding Pilot Project felt that having 

sufficient staffing to review projects and foster early agency involvement would result in 

better transportation decisions in the future. This measure was not applicable to the EIS 

Screening Worksheets in Wisconsin project. 

All the Pilot Projects provided, or were strongly anticipated to provide, an 

increased level of environmental resource protection as compared to previous 

transportation planning and project development processes. The Riverside County 

Integrated Project and the Georgia Rail Passenger Program resulted in specific and 
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measurable environmental enhancements. This question was not applicable to the EIS 

Screening Worksheets in Wisconsin Pilot Project. 

Every Pilot Project resulted in improvements to the transportation planning and 

environmental review process other than time and cost savings. The most common 

improvement was in the area of interagency understanding, communication, and 

coordination. The collaborative nature of most of the streamlining Pilot Projects helped 

foster better relationships between project proponents and Federal, state, and local 

transportation and environmental review agencies. 

 

Management Considerations in Streamlining the Transportation Planning and Project 

Development Process 

Partnerships and Collaboration. Successful agency partnering or collaboration 

provides substantial benefits to planning and environmental streamlining efforts. Having 

a collaborative or partnering relationship with Federal and State resource and reviewing 

agencies, elected officials, and the public was essential to gaining support and acceptance 

for major experimental processes and projects, such as the RCIP and the Tiered NEPA 

Decision-Making Process in Oregon. Extensive early coordination with stakeholders 

helps the affected parties understand a project from each others’ perspectives, and helps 

the transportation agency to identify and address project problems, issues, and needs in a 

timely way and early in the process before they become major problems. Early 

coordination with stakeholders can also result in a sense of ownership in a major project 

or process. 
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To be successful, partnering with agency participants (preferably at a high level) 

should occur early to obtain buy-in on a major project or planning effort. “Casting a wide 

net” regarding the stakeholders and decision-makers who should be involved is also 

important. In collaborative decision-making and review processes, it is important to have 

a clear understanding among agencies as to their roles and responsibilities in the process, 

a commitment not to overstep those bounds, and an agreement not to revisit previous 

discussions and decisions. It is also essential to involve all decision-makers in every step 

of the process.  

Communication. Adequate communication, process facilitation, and stakeholder 

education are essential to a successful streamlining effort. There must be sustained 

communication among all levels of transportation and environmental agency staff and 

managers. Keeping senior agency staff informed as to the policies and procedures for a 

streamlining effort prevents delays in implementing and carrying out the process.  

The use of a meeting facilitator, at appropriate points in the process, may be 

helpful to make the participants feel more comfortable and not hold back information or 

decisions. It is also vital to have a conflict resolution process built into a streamlining 

effort, along with guidelines for when and how a decision-making process should be 

elevated to conflict resolution. Having such a system in place is important to keep project 

momentum, ensure efficient decision-making, and equitably address stakeholders’ issues.  

For multi-year, major project or planning efforts, there will likely be a need for a 

continuous educational process for agency participants and stakeholders because of lack 

of knowledge of the project development process, turnover of participants, or complexity 

of the effort. The RCIP, for example, required an educational process because the agency 
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participants had to understand the many pieces of the RCIP and how they related to each 

another. The Florida ETDM also conducted a broad program of education to inform 

non-transportation and transportation participants on the transportation planning and 

project development process. 

Public communication is also important. The use of the Web as a part of the 

public participation process is an easy and cost-effective way to disseminate information 

to a wide audience and to encourage feedback from affected parties. It also helps ensure 

that the public has access to accurate information about the project and the sponsors’ 

perspectives on issues. 

Leadership and Staff Support. Leadership from State DOTs and FHWA is vital 

for complex integrated planning efforts or major project transportation development 

processes. Such leadership, along with sponsorship from elected officials, aids in timely 

responses from the agencies, as well as obtaining public and political support. High-level 

participation is also critical so that policy decisions can be efficiently made at key points 

in the process. These upper level decisions must travel downward to the staff level early 

and must be reinforced as the project progresses. It is important to note, however, that it 

can be challenging to meet an aggressive schedule and to have sustained involvement 

from the resource agencies on a major project or planning effort given the agency 

participants’ myriad of commitments. 

Successful major project or planning efforts can require a high-level project 

champion, State DOT sponsors and agency participants to speak in “one voice,” and a 

large team with the right mix of people. Support from top management of agencies is 

needed for field staff to feel comfortable in taking new approaches and “doing business 
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differently.” Agency champions also ensure that the appropriate agency people attend 

regularly scheduled meetings. Getting experienced and creative environmental 

professionals involved, who are able to think “out of the box” and want to improve the 

process, is exceptionally important. 

Logistical Considerations. It is important to recognize that streamlining efforts 

require a substantial commitment of time and funding, typically in the millions of dollars. 

The RCIP Pilot Project, for example, took 60 months and cost $36 million. The Florida 

ETDM Pilot Project cost an estimated $3 million and five years to develop and 

implement. The Caltrans Agency Position Funding Pilot Project had an annual allocation 

of $2.25 million to fund 21 positions. 

Realistic and thoughtful scheduling of the streamlining process is essential to its 

success in terms of time savings and environmental quality. Successful streamlining 

measures can take years to implement and institutionalize among the participating 

agencies. Several of the Pilot Projects set unrealistic schedules for project development 

and review, with direct consequences to environmental quality. With the RCIP, the 

overly ambitious schedule resulted in agency dissatisfaction with the quality of 

environmental analysis offered as participants struggled to meet unrealistic deadlines. 

In processes that require substantial coordination or education, the ability for 

process participants to travel is an important issue. This problem can be addressed 

through upfront funding for agency positions dedicated to participating in or work or 

development of alternative communication methods rather than just regularly scheduled 

meetings.  
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If a streamlining process involves revising or creating programmatic agreements 

or MOUs, it is important to acknowledge that these are substantial undertakings. Given 

staff shortages at the DOTs and other agencies, the use of consultants can help facilitate 

these efforts and prevent delays in implementation.  

 

Considerations for Specific Streamlining Techniques 

Integrating Planning and Environmental Review Processes. Moving 

environmental considerations into the planning process helps overall project flow and 

time requirements. This technique allows early identification of issues and development 

of a plan to address them. NEPA/404 merger agreements need to be kept current to 

reflect this type of process change and to eliminate future conflicts among other planning 

or project development processes.  

Corridor Preservation. The goal of corridor preservation is laudable and logical, 

but challenging. The process requires substantial funding and a significant time 

investment from all participants. The process takes years to accomplish and it is 

important to be realistic about scheduling. The keys are public involvement, agency 

involvement, and proper coordination among environmental review agencies to ensure 

compliance with Federal, state, and local environmental regulations and planning 

policies. 

Tiered NEPA Processes. Tiered EISs may help to streamline the project 

development process, but their use, such as in the RCIP and in the Integrated NEPA/State 

Planning Pilot Project, present challenges.  
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The use of tiered EISs requires substantial coordination and clear communication 

between project proponents and reviewing agencies. The use of tiered EISs requires 

substantial coordination and clear communication between project proponents and 

reviewing agencies as to the decisions to be made in a Tier 1 versus a Tier 2 document, 

and the goals (i.e. the decisions to be made). For example, Tier 1 evaluations could be 

effectively used to narrow a wide range of alternatives to a few that would likely be less 

environmentally damaging to be evaluated in greater detail in a Tier 2 evaluation. Also, 

there should be firm agreement among the project proponents and reviewing agencies 

regarding the level of information presented in the NEPA documents, and how closely 

the information should be tailored to suit the pending decision at each tier.  

The Federal resource agencies have difficulty applying their current regulations 

and guidelines to a Tier I EIS approach. As there is no uniform interpretation among the 

agencies as to the level of information that is necessary for a Tier I EIS, project 

proponents must clarify with reviewing agencies the level of detail necessary in each 

document. Agencies may need to rethink policy and guidance on how to prepare a Tier 1 

EIS under NEPA that meets the data level requirements of other regulations, such as 

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  

The use of a Tier 1 EIS is also often contrary to public expectations of more 

information and more disclosure.  

Agency Position Funding. FHWA has issued recent guidance about Federal 

funding of agency positions (Interagency Guidance: Transportation Funding for Federal 

Agency Coordination with Environmental Streamlining Activities (33)).  
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If a DOT is going to fund positions in another agency, master agreements or 

interagency contracts that delineate roles, responsibilities, priorities, dispute resolution, 

and performance measures are imperative. Master agreements with the agencies can be 

used to facilitate shifting positions among various geographic agency offices, as required. 

However, these agreements or contracts can take much time to develop and execute. This 

is partly because getting DOT-funded agency positions into place is not highest priority 

in overworked agencies.  

Attracting quality, experienced personnel is essential to achieving the goals of 

position funding efforts. Positions should offer attractive terms for applicants, such as a 

multi-year contract (3-year minimum), pay grades equivalent to those of permanent 

positions, and access to the full range or professional benefits afforded to permanent 

positions within the respective agency. Funding for positions must also be stable in order 

to attract qualified staff. Establishing the minimum professional abilities or experience 

level for the person to be hired to fill the DOT-funded agency position is critical. DOTs 

may wish to reach agreement with the hiring agency on the qualifications of potential 

hires for DOT-funded agency positions.  

It is important to have performance measures (e.g., timeliness of reviews and 

expectations for travel) and a clear understanding among the parties about the 

expectations for performance. Performance measures and expectations should be a part of 

the interagency contracts or work scopes. It may be necessary to prioritize the projects 

that the DOT-funded agency staff will work on to measure success and failure. A system 

of communication, coordination and, ultimately, personnel action, if necessary, to handle 

any DOT-funded agency employee performance issues is very important. 
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When vacancies open, there needs to be a system for filling the agency positions 

to avoid problems of both production and financial accounting. Flexible funding 

mechanisms, such as the ability to reallocate funds within agencies, are one strategy for 

solving this problem. Position funding efforts are also the vulnerable to hiring freezes and 

funding shortages, making them difficult to implement in some states. 

 

Transferability of Pilot Project Streamlining Measures to Other Settings 

Four of the eight Pilot Projects included in the Research Project employed 

streamlining measures that could be successfully transferred to other states or localities: 

The Florida ETDM Process, the RCIP, the Caltrans/FHWA/EPA Partnership Effort, and 

Caltrans Agency Position Funding Effort. The remaining Pilot Projects addressed 

problems or projects specific to the states of origin, or had mixed success. This section 

discusses elements of the four Pilot Projects that could be successfully transferred to 

other settings and the necessary parameters or considerations in replicating the processes. 

 

The Florida ETDM Process 

The Florida ETDM Process successfully used agency agreements, Environmental 

Technical Advisory Teams (ETATs), an interactive database system (the Florida 

Geographic Data Library (FGDL) Environmental Screening Tool), and increased public 

involvement to streamline the Florida Department of Transportation’s (FDOT’s) 

transportation planning and project development process, improve environmental 

protection, and increasing collaboration between process stakeholders.  

 185



The Florida ETDM process could be adapted to work in other states if certain 

parameters were in place or could be developed. From a technical perspective, a 

Geographic Information System (GIS) should be available in the state, and ideally there 

should be a central repository for the GIS data to ensure data consistency. From a 

management perspective, there must be a foundation for agency cooperation and a 

commitment from senior agency officials to participate in and support the project 

development process. Costs and logistics are also major factors in successful adoption of 

the Florida ETDM process elsewhere. FDOT estimated that the agency spent $3 million 

in Federal and State funds over the five-year project development phase, which did not 

include travel and salary expenses. The high number of meetings and related travel and 

time expenditures required to begin a process like ETDM carry significant costs, and 

must be acceptable to all agencies involved to ensure a collaborative environment. Costs 

associated with implementing the ETDM process in other states may be less however, as 

Florida has already developed much of the framework and technology necessary for the 

ETDM process. 

 

Riverside County Integrated Project (RCIP) 

The Riverside County Integrated Project (RCIP) Pilot Project sought to integrate 

four planning efforts in Riverside County, California: the Riverside County General Plan 

guiding public and private development in the County, the Community and 

Environmental Transportation Acceptability Process (CETAP) addressing transportation 

corridor selection and preservation, the Western Riverside County Multi-Species Habitat 
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Conservation Plan (MSHCP), and the Special Area Management Plan (SAMP), a 

regional management plan for aquatic resources.  

The integrated approach to planning for local community development, 

transportation, and habitat conservation could be replicated in other localities. The 

process can be particularly effective in locales similar to Riverside County with strong 

local decision-making power, a large number of agencies with review authority over 

transportation projects, substantial natural resources requiring consideration, and intense 

growth pressures. These elements created a substantial need for such a planning effort in 

Riverside County and enabled the RCIP to attract the funding and interest required for the 

major undertaking. As reflected in Chapter 2, Interpretation of Results, major integrated 

planning efforts require a long period of time to complete adequately and necessitate 

careful consideration of sequencing of component plans and planning activities to ensure 

appropriate levels of information for dependent activities. Major planning processes such 

as the RCIP also require a substantial amount of money to implement ($36 million for the 

RCIP process) and reliable sources of funding to ensure that the component plans can be 

completed on schedule to ensure process continuity. 

 

Caltrans/FHWA/EPA Partnership Effort 

The Caltrans/FHWA/EPA Partnership Effort sought to foster mutual 

understanding of the partnership agencies’ missions, legal mandates, and authorities with 

an aim toward understanding why conflicts in the transportation planning and project 

development process developed and finding potential solutions to these conflicts.  
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The State DOT, FHWA, and EPA partnership model could be easily adopted in 

other states with common, sustained points of conflict on transportation planning 

processes to assist in resolving those conflicts. As shown in Chapter 2, Interpretation of 

Results, partnerships should be initiated with an inter-agency agreement stating the goals 

of the partnership and outlining an implementation policy to achieve those goals. It is 

important that the partnership effort be institutionalized within the participating agencies 

so that in the event of staff turnover, the partnership process continues. In addition, one 

agency should be charged with leading and continuing the partnership steering process to 

ensure that there is continued involvement from the partnering agencies. Partnership 

efforts can often be affected by budget and staffing shortfalls, particularly in 

implementing activities such as inter-agency trainings. 

 

Caltrans Agency Position Funding Effort 

The practice of a State DOT providing funding for positions in other federal and 

state agencies has been adopted in many states. As detailed in the General Findings 

section of this chapter, successful funding of agency positions requires a combination of 

specificity in the agency master agreements regarding performance measures, methods 

for prioritization of projects, and the process for filling agency positions and flexibility in 

the position funding mechanisms. Other considerations include the often substantial 

amount of time required to develop the master agreements for position funding and 

ensuring that funded positions are structured to attract quality applicants. 
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Pilot Project –Specific Findings 

 

There are a number of findings or observations that are unique to each of the 

Pilot Projects or have more limited applicability than the general findings. These findings 

are discussed in the following paragraphs. 

 

Riverside County Integrated Project  

For projects with multiple reliant components like the RCIP, development of 

multiple plans should be started simultaneously in order to avoid delays. Sequencing was 

a major obstacle in the successful completion of the RCIP. Concurrent decision-making 

by different agencies for different types of permits and development of multiple plans are 

challenging. There must be continual changes to the plans to achieve consistency across 

the decisions. For example, in the RCIP, while the selection of the corridors in the 

CETAP process was based upon consideration of the environmentally sensitive areas in 

the MSHCP, all the corridors crossed areas that are proposed to be preserved in the 

MSHCP.  

 

Integrating NEPA and Statewide Planning in Oregon 

In processes combining statewide planning and NEPA, differing standards for the 

level of data required to satisfy each process is a major obstacle, and may make 

integration of the efforts in Oregon infeasible without substantial reorganization of the 

planning process at the state and local levels. 
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The Project Oversight Steering Team (POST) for the Newberg-Dundee 

Transportation Improvement Project was composed of eleven local, State, and Federal 

officials. The CETAS Group consists of the Federal and State environmental resource 

agencies and the State Historic Preservation Officer. Communication on the Newberg-

Dundee Transportation Improvement Project may have been improved, and delays 

avoided or minimized, if Yamhill County was included as a member of the CETAS 

Group for this specific project. 

 

The Caltrans/FHWA/EPA Partnership Effort 

Complex partnerships like the Caltrans/FHWA/EPA Partnership Effort require 

significant coordination efforts and strong management commitments to maintain 

momentum. At the outset, there was no plan for process continuity with the Partnership 

Steering Committee when drafters of the organizational Mare Island Accord changed 

staffing positions, and no single agency was designated to lead the effort. In California, it 

was necessary to get “buy-in” and a desire to participate in the Partnership Effort from 

the highest level of the organization.  

 

Developing an Environmental Streamlining Process for Use in Florida (The ETDM 

Process) 

Major efforts like the ETDM Process require significant preparation. Before 

FDOT began the ETDM Process, they performed a lengthy research of other new 

ventures that they successfully implemented, including “lessons learned” through these 

initiatives, to overcome potential obstacles in developing and implementing the ETDM 
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Process. FDOT also spent significant time educating non-transportation (and 

transportation) ETDM participants on FDOT’s planning and project development process 

and on participating agency programs and processes.  

One of the keys to successfully moving the ETDM discussions forward and 

reaching decisions was having high-level agency champions commit to the process and 

sell it to other key agency participants. Florida’s Governor and its Secretaries of DOT 

and DEP, as well as other State agency heads, were critical in supporting the 

ETDM Process, especially in the areas of funding and management. Another key to 

success has been FDOT’s institutionalization of the ETDM Process by delivering a 

constant and consistent message to their employees, to participating agencies, and to 

consultants. 

The data-intensive nature of the Florida ETDM process required a significant 

investment of time for quality control, data collection, and maintenance. FDOT’s GIS 

Interactive Database System required more planning and upkeep than anticipated, and 

suffered from a lack of universal standards for GIS data accuracy and coverage and data 

input. Despite these challenges, the technology provided significant benefits to reviewers 

and assessment of environmental impacts.  
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Table 33. Environmental Streamlining Toolbox 
 
Management Considerations Best Practices 
Partnerships and Collaboration • Implement early in the project or planning 

timeline 
• Involve high-level staff 
• Cast a wide net 
• Establish guidelines for roles and 

responsibilities 
• Involve all decision-makers in all steps 

Communication • Employ facilitators and mediators 
• Develop a conflict resolution plan and 

procedures 
• Develop educational process 
• Consider use of electronic communications 

Leadership and Staffing • Engage elected officials and key agency 
leaders 

• Engage experienced and creative 
environmental professionals 

Logistics • Be realistic about scheduling 
• Factor issues such as travel into project and 

process budgets 
Technical Approach Requirements 
Integrating Planning and Environmental 
Review • Clear communication and collaboration 

• Realistic schedule 
• Clear expectations on level of data needed 
• Education of the process 
• Clear understanding of agency roles and 

responsibilities 
• Dispute resolution process 

Corridor Preservation • Sufficient funding 
• Realistic schedule 
• Public involvement 

Tiered NEPA Process • Clarify decisions to be made at each tier 
• Clarify level of data needed at each tier 

Agency Position Funding • Master agreement 
• Position or agency-specific multi-year 

contracts 
• Clear minimum professional requirements 
• Performance measures 
• Progress tracking system and procedures 
• Flexible funding 
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CHAPTER 4: Conclusions and Suggested Research  

This section discusses the conclusions and trends that can be gained from the 

performance and results of the Pilot Projects. The conclusions address common 

streamlining practices used in many of the Pilot Projects, issues of time savings versus 

environmental quality, benefits beyond time savings and environmental quality, and the 

use of technology. 

 

Conclusions 

The eight Pilot Projects included in the Research Project used a variety of 

approaches to implement practices essential to a successful streamlining effort. Each of 

the Pilot Projects included techniques designed to: 

• Promote early consultation between Federal, State, and local government entities, 

• Advance concurrent, rather than sequential, review of plans and projects, and 

• Foster stakeholder participation. 

Most of the Pilot Projects also stressed providing adequate levels of information, 

funding, and staff for environmental review. The persistence of these practices across the 

Pilot Projects indicates that they are key components to streamlining the transportation 

planning, project development, and environmental review processes. Analysis of the final 

results or outcomes to date for the eight Pilot Projects also showed that streamlining is 

hard work, time consuming, labor intensive, and expensive. 

Assessment of the eight Pilot Projects also demonstrated that streamlining of the 

planning and environmental review processes does not sacrifice the quality of 

transportation decision-making or environmental protection. In fact, improved 
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environmental protection was a more reliable outcome across the Pilot Projects than time 

savings. Only half of the Pilot Projects could quantify real time savings or report 

perceived time savings within the research period, while all the Pilot Projects that 

restructured the way environmental resources were considered and reviewed showed at 

least modest improvements in protecting the human and natural environments. This trend 

was largely the result of increased coordination between transportation and 

environmental agencies and between those agencies and the public, better awareness of 

the location of environmental resources, and more focused and targeted approaches to 

resource review. 

The key benefits of the environmental streamlining efforts of the 

eight Pilot Projects extended beyond time savings and improved environmental 

protection to improved relationships among Federal and State transportation and 

environmental agencies and between these agencies and the public. Benefits of the 

improved relationships included becoming educated on environmental and planning 

issues beyond agency jurisdictional boundaries and greater responsiveness between 

agencies. These benefits were expected to improve the transportation planning, project 

development, and environmental permitting processes on other projects in the future. 

Analysis of the Pilot Projects also determined that environmental streamlining 

does not necessarily reduce process costs or staff time expenditures. Moving 

environmental considerations into the transportation planning process, for example, 

contributes to better transportation decisions, but also requires intensive time 

commitments from all stakeholders. Regardless of the streamlining approach taken, all 

the Pilot Projects reported equal or greater expenditures of staff time and funding to 
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accommodate the higher level of coordination and data gathering required for the 

streamlining process. These costs were particularly high at the outset of the process when 

the learning curve was the steepest. Despite increased commitments of staff time and 

funding, most stakeholders reported that the benefits of the streamlined transportation 

planning and environmental review processes justified the expenditures. 

Several Pilot Projects relied on the strategic and creative use of technology to aid 

streamlining efforts. The Florida Efficient Transportation Decision Making (ETDM) 

Process, Riverside County Integrated Project, and the Merced County Partnership for 

Integrated Planning (part of the Caltrans/FHWA/EPA Partnership Effort) used GIS 

technology to assess potential impacts, to consider cumulative and indirect effects, and to 

forecast future development trends. The Georgia Rail Passenger Project (GRPP) Pilot 

Project used Web-based applications to aid in the public participation process and the 

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Position Funding Effort both used the 

Web to facilitate easier and more consistent quarterly tracking and reporting on position 

performance. Using these technologies for the “heavy lifting” of the implementation of 

the streamlining processes provided added time savings, improved communication with 

the public, and allowed more comprehensive environmental impact assessment. 

Several of the streamlining measures employed by the Pilot Projects could be 

successfully applied to other locales. These include partnership agreements between State 

DOTs, FHWA, and EPA; position funding agreements between State DOTs and federal 

and state transportation and environmental review agencies; integrating regional 

transportation and environmental planning processes; and centralized, concurrent review 
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practices, such as those used in the Florida Efficient Transportation Decision Making 

Process. 

 

Research Products 

The results of the Research Project include a Research Project Web Site and tools 

that transportation professionals can apply to their work. Each of these is discussed in the 

following paragraphs. 

 

Research Project Web Site 

The NCHRP 25-24 and Pilot Project Web Sites will act as long-term educational 

resources for a broad range of users. Although the primary target audiences for the 

research products were groups comprising the transportation community, the accessibility 

and format of the Web-based materials create a potential for general educational usage. 

The project development process description, Pilot Project case studies, and results 

summaries all can function as a primer on the evolving state of transportation and the 

environment. 

 

Tools for State Transportation Agencies 

The Research Team used the research results to create a toolbox for transportation 

practitioners (presented in Chapter 3, Findings). The toolbox delineates concrete 

recommendations and methods that transportation agencies can use to improve their 

processes and on-the-ground environmental results. The tools are those items that 

Pilot Project evaluations showed to be the most productive and transferable. 
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Suggested Research 

Because the life of some Pilot Projects exceeded the research period, the 

Research Project assessment of performance and results, in some cases, produced 

intermediate, rather than final, results. For example, the Oregon Department of 

Transportation has not completed any transportation planning projects with the Integrated 

NEPA-Statewide Planning Process; FDOT has not completed any projects through the 

ETDM Pilot Project process; and no major projects from Merced County Regional 

Transportation Plan, derived via the Merced County Partnership for Integrated Planning 

as part of the Caltrans/FHWA/EPA Partnership Pilot Project, have completed the NEPA 

review process. Similarly, the Riverside County Integrated Project Community and 

Environmental Transportation Acceptability Process has not been completed. For these 

reasons, NCHRP may wish to consider longer-term monitoring of the Pilot Project efforts 

as a separate research project following its review of the results of this Research Project. 
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APPENDIX A: Project Development Process Description 

Introduction 

This Appendix provides a broad description of the major steps in the 

Project Development Process that are generally common among all states across the 

country. The information is provided here to give readers, who are unfamiliar with these 

processes, a basic understanding of existing procedures so that they can better understand 

why existing time frames for the project development process may be lengthy and how 

the streamlining being undertaken by the ten Pilot Projects may differ from previous 

actions. 

The Project Development Process comprises five major and generally sequential 

steps: 

• Transportation Planning, 

• National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Documentation 

(Categorical Exclusion (CE), Environmental Assessment (EA), and 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)), 

• Design (Preliminary Design; Environmental Permits; and Plans, 

Specifications and Estimate (PS&E)), 

• Right-of-Way (title work, appraisals, ROW plans, acquisitions/relocations), 

and 

• Construction. 

This Appendix focuses on the first two steps because it is those areas where 

streamlining measures are being promoted and undertaken throughout the country. 
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Transportation Planning Process 

Decisions about how state and Federal transportation funds are to be used on a 

variety of proposed rail, roadway, transit and bicycle transportation projects are made 

through a highly structured transportation planning process. This process corresponds to 

the demands of the Federal government, receives input from regional entities and the 

public, and is coordinated and led by State Departments of Transportation. The elements, 

products and public participation components of a planning process that is designed to 

take long-term transportation plans and turn them into specific improvement and 

maintenance projects is described in the following paragraphs. 

Transportation planning is led by Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) in 

metropolitan areas and by regional planning agencies (RPAs) in rural areas. MPOs are 

composed of representatives from local government and transportation agencies 

(e.g., DOTs and transit authorities). The Federal Surface Transportation Assistance Act 

of 1973 required the formation of MPOs for urban areas with a population greater than 

50,000 with the purpose of ensuring that transportation planning is conducted through a 

comprehensive, cooperative, and continuing process. It is through this “3C” process that 

Federal funds for transportation projects and programs are channelled. 

In most metropolitan areas, Federal funding, transferred first to the state to be 

distributed to metropolitan areas, is the primary funding source for plans and projects. 

The financing provisions, introduced in 1991 with the enactment of the 

Intermodal Surface Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (ISTEA) and 

continued in 1998 through the Transportation Equity Act (TEA-21) (33), are obtained 

through the Federal Highway Trust Fund and supplemented by general funds. Most 
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Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) sources of funding are sent to and 

administered by the state DOTs. The state DOT then allocates the money to urban and 

rural areas, based on local priorities and needs. Most transit funds for urban areas are sent 

directly from the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) to the transit operator. 

Transit funds for rural areas are administered by the state DOTs. 

TEA-21 states that project planning should attempt to achieve seven broad, 

important goals: 

• support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area, especially by enabling 

global competitiveness, productivity, and efficiency; 

• increase the safety and security of the transportation system for motorized and 

non-motorized users; 

• increase the accessibility and mobility options available to people and for 

freight; 

• protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, and 

improve quality of life; 

• enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across 

and between modes, for people and freight; 

• promote efficient system management and operation; and 

• emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system. 

TEA-21 also requires that the metropolitan transportation planning process 

include a proactive public involvement process. This process must provide complete 

information, timely public notice, full public access to key decisions, and support early 
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and continuing involvement of the public in developing plans and TIPs. Each MPO has 

developed its own public involvement process consistent with the legislation.  

MPO Planning Documents 

MPOs produce three key documents that guide transportation planning in both the 

long and short terms. These are the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP), the 

Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), and the Unified Planning Work Program 

(UPWP). 

The LRTP is the statement of the way in which the region plans to invest in the 

transportation system. The plan shall "include both long-range and short-range program 

strategies/actions that lead to the development of an integrated intermodal transportation 

system that facilitates the efficient movement of people and goods”. The plan should: 

• Identify policies, strategies, and projects for the future;  

• Determine project demand for transportation services over 20 years;  

• Focus at the systems level, including roadways, transit, non-motorized 

transportation, and intermodal connections;  

• Articulate regional land use, development, housing, and employment goals 

and plans;  

• Estimate costs and identify reasonably available financial sources for 

operation, maintenance, and capital investments; 

• Determine ways to preserve existing roads and facilities and make efficient 

use of the existing system;  

• Be consistent with the statewide transportation plan; and  
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• Be updated every five years or three years in air quality nonattainment and 

maintenance areas.  

In cases where a metropolitan area is designated as a nonattainment or 

maintenance area for air quality by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the plan 

must conform to the State Implementation Plan (SIP) for air quality. 

The TIP is a subset of the long-term plan that specifies the projects that will be 

advanced over a three-year time frame. The TIP is financially constrained and covers the 

most immediate implementation priorities for transportation projects and strategies from 

the metropolitan transportation plan. It is the region’s way of allocating its limited 

transportation resources among the various capital and operating needs of the area, based 

on a clear set of short-term transportation priorities.  

Under TEA-21, the TIP must:  

• Cover a minimum three-year period of investment;  

• Be updated at least every two years;  

• Be realistic in terms of available funding (known as a fiscally constrained 

TIP) and is not just a "wish list" of projects;  

• Conform with the SIP for air quality if the region is designated a 

nonattainment or maintenance area;  

• Be approved by the MPO and the governor for air quality; and  

• Be incorporated into the statewide transportation improvement program 

(STIP).  

The MPOs complete a UPWP every state fiscal year. The UPWP is a statement of 

proposed work and estimated costs that document the eligible activities to be undertaken 
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with FHWA and FTA planning funds. The UPWP discusses the planning priorities facing 

the metropolitan area and describes all metropolitan transportation and transportation-

related air quality planning activities anticipated within the area during the fiscal year. 

The UPWP is developed in coordination with state DOTs, FHWA, and FTA. 

State-Level Planning Documents 

At the state-level, Long Range Transportation Plans developed by the various 

MPOs and RPAs within the states are combined to make a Statewide Transportation Plan. 

The Statewide Transportation Plan sets the long-term, 20-year vision for the 

state’s transportation system. It identifies facilities (highways, transit, intermodal) to be 

improved, is linked to economic and environmental goals, and is fiscally constrained. The 

Statewide Transportation Plan is generally updated every five years. 

Similarly, Transportation Improvement Programs (TIPs) from each MPO are 

combined with rural transportation improvement plans at the state level by the 

state DOTs to form the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). The 

STIP prioritizes projects by year over a three-year period and is updated every two years. 

STIPs must be consistent with the Statewide Transportation Plan and conform to the SIP 

for air quality. STIPs are fiscally constrained and describe projects design and scope. 

Outcome of the Planning Process 

Ideally, the planning process is a collaborative public process that results in a 

proposed program of projects that integrates transportation, land use, and environmental 

objectives. The projects that arise out of the planning process for implementation should 

have an initial Project Purpose and Need statement that the project is meant to address; a 

design concept and scope; as well as a range of alternatives capable of satisfying the 
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stated need. Planning studies, sometimes referred to as Deficiencies/Needs Analyses, are 

often conducted as part of the planning process to develop initial Purpose and Need 

Statements, alternatives, and design concepts. These studies typically have a public 

participation element, and include preliminary coordination with stakeholders. 

 

NEPA Process 

At the completion of the Planning Phase, Federal-aid transportation projects 

progress into what is commonly called the NEPA phase. NEPA stands for the 

National Environmental Policy Act, which was enacted by Congress in 1969. NEPA 

established a national policy to promote the protection of the environment in the actions 

and programs of Federal agencies. For transportation projects, it is generally the FHWA 

and FTA that have the role of lead Federal agency responsible for implementing the 

NEPA process and working with state and local project sponsors during project 

development. Typically, other agencies with jurisdiction or special expertise (e.g., the 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, the Army Corps of 

Engineers (ACOE), the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, or the U.S. Coast 

Guard (USCG)) serve as cooperating agencies that also participate in the NEPA process.  

The FHWA and FTA NEPA processes are intended to lead to project decisions 

that balance engineering and transportation needs with the consideration of social, 

economic and environmental factors. NEPA calls for an examination and consideration of 

impacts of the proposed action on natural and human resources. These impact areas can 

include, but are not limited to, wetlands; waterbodies; floodplains; water quality (surface 

and ground); wildlife and fisheries; rare, threatened and endangered species; historic and 
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archaeological resources; parklands and wildlife refuges; air quality; noise; economic 

impacts; community impacts; and transportation.  

FHWA and FTA’s NEPA Regulations prescribe the procedures for processing of 

highway and transit projects. The regulations allow three types for documents to be used 

to comply with NEPA: Categorical Exclusion Checklists (CEs), Environmental 

Assessments (EAs), and Environmental Impact Statements (EISs). CEs are used for 

minor projects that clearly do not have significant environmental impacts (for example, 

construction of bike lanes, landscaping, installation of fencing, and pavement markings). 

An EIS is prepared for projects that have significant impacts on the human environment 

(for example, a new four-lane highway). EISs lead to the issuance of a Record of 

Decision (ROD) in which the lead Federal agency presents the preferred alternative the 

basis for its selection. EAs are prepared for projects that are not CEs and that do not 

require an EIS, or for which the environmental impacts are not clearly known. The 

Environmental Assessment leads to either a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) 

or, if impacts are significant, to an EIS. 

Regardless of the type of NEPA document prepared, final selection or approval of 

a proposed project alternative by FHWA and FTA allows the project to be eligible for 

Federal funding of subsequent project activities such as final design, right-of-way 

acquisition, and construction. Figure A-1 presents a simplified flowchart of the 

NEPA process. 

The FHWA and FTA NEPA process is used as an "umbrella" for compliance with 

other environmental laws, regulations, and executive orders, including, but not limited to, 

the following: 
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Figure A-1. NEPA Process Flowchart 
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• Sections 401 and 404 of the Clean Water Act, as regulated by the ACOE 

through 33 U.S.C. 1251-1376 

• Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, 49 U.S.C. 303 

and 23 U.S.C. 138 

• Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965, 

16 U.S.C. 460 

• Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 

• Endangered Species Act, as regulated at 50 CFR 17 

• Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands, May 24, 1977 

• Executive Order 11988, Protection of Floodplains, May 24, 1977 

• Farmland Protection Policy Act, 2000 CFR Title 7, Vol. 6, part 658. 

• Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in 

Minority Populations and Low Income Populations, February 11, 1994 

• U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, National Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System  

• Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899, 33 U.S.C. 401 

• Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, 50 CFR 

Part 600 

• Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Act of 1970, 42 U.S.C. 61. 

• Executive Order 13274, Environmental Stewardship and Transportation 

Infrastructure Project Reviews, September 18, 2002 

The Federal agencies, working with state DOTs and/or transit authorities, 

generally try to work with the Federal agencies that administer these laws during the 
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NEPA process, i.e., during the preparation of the EA or Draft EIS, to resolve any issues 

related to these regulatory programs. In addition, there are most often many state laws, 

regulations, and policies that also are addressed during the NEPA process, rather than 

later during the design, permitting, and construction phases. 

How Local and Regional Differences Affect the Project Development Process 

There are many factors that affect the basic project development process, and the 

importance of these factors varies considerably from state to state and project to project. 

These factors include variations in how the planning process is conducted in relation to 

other state and regional planning programs; differences in environmental 

conditions/constraints in the project area; the level of resources available to the project, 

including staffing and funding; public opposition; engineering design reviews; and 

differences in construction practices.  

In many states, transportation planning is closely linked to other statewide 

planning programs, such as land use, environmental, economic, and social planning. 

While these efforts may cause the transportation planning process to take longer, they 

generally are thought to accelerate the overall Project Development Process by resulting 

in better decisions that lead to projects that are advanced to construction faster.  

Many states have laws similar to NEPA at the state level. These laws often 

require the preparation of reports similar in scope to that of an EIS even for projects that 

do not require such documents under NEPA. These reports can be time consuming to 

prepare and process.  

Differences in environmental conditions/constraints in a project’s area can greatly 

affect a project’s overall time frame. At the state level, the amount and type of 
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environmental constraints differs greatly. For example, some states have much more 

wetland than others, while in other states projects will encounter historic or 

Native American issues. Even within the jurisdiction of an MPO or DOT District, some 

projects will affect few to no environmental resources and will move quickly through the 

NEPA, design, and permitting process, while those that have more significant impacts 

move much more slowly. Similarly, whether a project is an attainment area or 

non-attainment area for air quality under the NAAQS can affect its ability to advance. 

Even the weather can affect overall time to construction, with construction seasons being 

much shorter in northern states where construction is often not performed in the winter, 

compared to southern states with warm weather year round. 

Regardless of the magnitude of the project (e.g., length and cost), those with 

significant impacts will generally require an EIS, which can take considerable time to 

prepare. Those with little impacts, may be processed with a CE and move quickly 

through the design process.  

Just as environmental natural conditions vary widely from state to state, so do 

environmental regulations. States’ regulations in the areas of wetland, rare species, 

water quality, air, noise, historic consultation, public participation, and others all vary, 

with some being more stringent than others. For example, in New England, the ACOE 

has suspended the Nationwide Permit Program under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 

and replaced it with State General Permit Programs that are more stringent. 

Finally, perhaps one of the biggest factors affecting construction is the level of 

public support for or opposition against a project. The level of support a project enjoys 

depends on many things, including but not limited to: the perceived level of need for the 
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project, it’s environmental and social impacts, cost, ability of the state DOT or other 

agency to educate the public about its benefits. Many projects have been stalled for years 

or completely dropped because of public opposition. 
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APPENDIX B: Project Narratives  

Introduction 

This section briefly describes the status of each of the ten Pilot Projects and the 

approaches that each of the Pilot Projects take to improve efficiency and reduce the time 

frame of the project development process while ensuring compliance with environmental 

laws, regulations, and guidelines. It also discusses current expectations of the 

Pilot Project participants to improve the project development process. Individual 

Pilot Project profiles are included in Appendix B. The individual Pilot Project profiles 

discuss: 

• The problem that the project was intended to address. 

• Environmental permits and approvals, if any, which are being addressed by the 

project. 

• Unique approaches or processes that are being used to achieve 

environmental streamlining in the transportation planning and project 

development process. 

• The goals or objectives of the sponsor for this project.  

• How the sponsors intend to measure and evaluate success or failure. 

• Agencies or stakeholders that were involved in developing the Pilot Project. 

• Steps being taken to ensure appropriate communication, coordination, and 

cooperation among the stakeholders. 

• The public participation process that was used in the project.  

• The schedule of key activities.  
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• Elements of the planning and project development process that are unique to the 

conditions or requirements in the particular state. 

Pilot Project Approaches, Expectations and Status 

Riverside County Integrated Project 

RCIP Background. Riverside County is one of the largest counties in the nation, 

approximately 7,310 square miles (18,933 square kilometers) in area. The county is 

within the southeastern portion of the Greater Los Angeles metropolitan area and is one 

of the fastest growing counties in California and the United States. The county population 

is projected to double from 1.5 million to 3 million in the next 15 to 20 years. Everyone, 

including developers, is concerned about leapfrog growth effects and dynamics from 

proposed infrastructure improvements. In May 1999, Riverside County embarked on a 

first-of-a-kind parallel, integrated planning effort to address serious transportation 

congestion, habitat conservation, open space, land use, and watershed issues. This 

planning effort was titled The Riverside County Integrated Project (RCIP).  

The RCIP integrates and coordinates the activities of stakeholders involved in 

four previously separate and distinct planning efforts: 

• The preparation of a new Riverside County General Plan 

• The development of a Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) 

• The identification of four new transportation corridors through the 

Community and Environmental Transportation Acceptability Process 

(CETAP) 
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• The development of a watershed plan for the San Jacinto and Santa 

Margarita watersheds (referred to as the Special Area Management Plan 

(SAMP)). 

If undertaken in the traditional approach, these four major planning efforts would 

have been conducted individually and in a manner that, budget permitting, would likely 

be carried out in a linear fashion, perhaps separated by many years. Because of the 

competing interests of land use and conservation, the traditional approach often spawned 

lawsuits between developers and environmentalists. The integrated approach to planning 

for local community development, transportation, and habitat is intended to provide more 

efficient processes and better environmental and transportation results.  

RCIP Approaches. The RCIP’s processes were based on the extensive use of 

stakeholder participation, early coordination, data-sharing, and public involvement. Since 

the vast majority of the County’s current and future population resides in 

western Riverside County, the western county area is the primary focus of the RCIP. The 

following paragraphs discuss the four major elements of the RCIP in more detail. 

Table B-1 summarizes the components of the RCIP and the goals or expected outcomes 

of each component. 

Riverside County General Plan. California law requires each city and county in 

the state to prepare and periodically update a general plan to serve as a guide for public 

and private land development activities within its jurisdiction. Riverside County had 

adopted a countywide general plan in 1984 and had updated it numerous times since then. 

A comprehensive revision of the Riverside County General Plan for the unincorporated 

portion of the county was undertaken to establish future land use and housing needs. The 
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General Plan integrates habitat conservation, transportation corridors, 

watershed protection, affordable housing, recreation, and open space. It places limits on 

growth areas to satisfy sprawl concerns, while providing developers and landowners a  
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predictable level of acceptable development. The General Plan has a 20-year horizon and 

had to be adopted before the other elements of the RCIP. 



Table B-1. Summary of RCIP Components 

RCIP Component Goals or Outcomes 
Riverside County General Plan 
(20-year horizon) 

• Guides public and private land 
development activities within 
Riverside County 

• Integrates habitat conservation, 
transportation corridors, 
watershed protection, affordable 
housing, recreation, and open space 

• Places limits on growth areas  
• Provides a predictable level of 

acceptable development 
Community and Environmental 
Transportation Acceptability Process 
(CETAP) 
(10-year time frame) 

• Locate and preserve rights-of-way for 
four major new multimodal 
transportation facilities in the western 
part of the County 

• Relieve current traffic congestion 
• Provide for the County’s future 

transportation and circulation needs 
• Minimize environmental impacts 

Western Riverside County Multi-Species 
Habitat Conservation Plan  
(MSHCP) 

• Streamline the regulatory review 
related to endangered species  

• Establish significant corridors of 
undisturbed lands for the 
conservation of sensitive habitats 

• Preserve approximately 500,000 acres 
(40%) of the land in western 
Riverside County for habitat, open 
space, and recreational opportunities 

• Issue a 75-year Federal and State 
Umbrella Permit to Riverside County, 
Caltrans, and Metropolitan Water 
District  

Special Area Management Plan  
(SAMP) 

• Regional-level planning tool for 
aquatic resources 

• Develop a map of preservation areas, 
restoration areas, and areas for 
mitigation 

• Establish No Impact Areas, General 
Permit Areas and Individual Permit 
Areas  

• Allow issuance of Regional General 
Permits for projects in the SAMP 
watersheds 
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Community and Environmental Transportation Acceptability Process (CETAP) 

The CETAP is the transportation element of the RCIP. It is a multimodal effort that 

considers highway options, mass transit, other forms of travel demand management, and 

communication. The primary purpose of CETAP is to locate and preserve rights-of-way 

for four major new multimodal transportation facilities in the western part of the County 

to relieve current traffic congestion and provide for the County’s future transportation 

and circulation needs, while minimizing environmental impacts. This effort is paramount 

to shaping sensible growth patterns for Riverside County. If these key corridor locations 

are not defined, it would become more difficult as development continues and as land for 

locating transportation facilities is committed to other uses. In addition, RCTC is 

attempting to shorten the CETAP process from a 30-year time frame to a 10-year time 

frame. 

In November 2002, the CETAP portion of the RCIP was named as one of the 

projects on the initial list of seven high-priority transportation infrastructure projects 

selected by the Secretary of the U.S. Department of Transportation for expedited 

environmental review under Executive Order 13274, Environmental Stewardship and 

Transportation Infrastructure Project Review (issued September 18, 2002) (8). 

Executive Order 13274 requires executives of Federal departments and agencies 

to expedite their reviews for relevant permits or other approvals to the maximum extent 

practicable for these projects selected. 
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Western Riverside County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) 

Riverside County has 29 Federally listed endangered species, the highest of any county in 

California. There are a total of 146 Federal and State endangered and threatened species 

in the County. The MSHCP was performed pursuant to the Endangered Species Act and 

the California Natural Communities Conservation Planning Act. This plan establishes 

significant corridors of undisturbed lands to be set aside for the conservation of sensitive 

habitats while preserving open space and recreational opportunities. The U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the California Department of Fish and Game wanted to 

perform multi-species planning because there are many species/habitat issues, there had 

been too frequent battles between land use and conservation, and there was no gain in a 

permit-by-permit or species-by-species process.  

The MSHCP was developed for the western portion of Riverside County 

(see Figure B-1 (9) for map of western Riverside County). Approximately 

150,000 additional acres (607,030 additional hectares) would need to be acquired under 

the alternative proposed for the MSHCP. In addition to 350,000 additional acres 

(141,640 additional hectares) of existing publicly owned lands, this would result in 

approximately 500,000 acres (202,340 additional hectares) or forty percent of the land in 

western Riverside County being preserved. 

The goal of the MSHCP is to streamline the regulatory review related to 

endangered species. The USFWS and the California Department of Fish and Game issued 

a Federal and State Umbrella Permit to the permit signatories (e.g., Riverside County, the 

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), and the Metropolitan Water District). 

This Umbrella Permit is valid for 75 years and discusses permitted activities design 
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criteria, management commitments, funding, funding priorities, and a process for 

USFWS and the California Department of Fish and Game to review the administration of 

the permit.  

The Western Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG) has agreed to serve as 

the “Regional Conservation Authority” for implementing and administering the 

Umbrella Permit and will grant Individual Project Permits under it. There will be no more 

need for full Section 7 coordination or Individual Permits from the Federal or 

State resource agencies, but some continuing coordination will probably occur. For 

Endangered Species Act issues, the Umbrella Permit could reduce review and 

consultation time by up to three years. The Umbrella Permit is an endangered species 

permit only and does not cover Section 404 Permit activities. Section 404 Permit 

activities would be addressed through the SAMP.  

Special Area Management Plan (SAMP). The SAMP is a state-of-the-art 

regional-level planning tool for aquatic resources being performed pursuant to the 

Coastal Zone Management Act and the Clean Water Act. It covers two of the 

three watersheds in Riverside County (the San Jacinto Watershed and the 

San Margarita Watershed) and part of the third, the Santa Ana Watershed.  

The SAMP will develop a map of preservation areas, restoration areas, and areas 

for mitigation. As a result of the SAMP, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 

will be able to issue Regional General Permits for projects in the watersheds covered by 

the SAMP that meet specific criteria. Developers would also be able to apply for 

Individual Section 404 Permits and, if the specific criteria in the Individual Section 404 

Permit were met, then the USACE would issue the permit. Thus, the SAMP would 
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establish No Impact Areas, General Permit Areas and Individual Permit Areas. In 

addition, a Programmatic 1600 Streambed Alteration Agreement will be developed in 

conjunction with the California Department of Fish and Game.  

As the General Plan and the overall RCIP process evolved, the General Plan 

Advisory Committee plus the MSHCP and CETAP Advisory Committees agreed to form 

a Steering Committee to assist in providing direction and share information to ensure that 

the General Plan, MSHCP, and CETAP plan proceeded in an integrated manner. The 

RCIP Web site also featured an electronic library section housing information on the 

progress and content of each of the four elements of the RCIP. 

Expectations of the RCIP. Caltrans was optimistic that the RCIP would achieve 

the “paradigm leap” from being reactive in coordinating growth and transportation 

planning to being proactive. The long-term results were expected to include a 

consensus-based process that saved time and money. 

The USACE anticipated that the collaborative effort with other local, State, and 

Federal stakeholders would yield a balanced decision-making process that adhered to 

existing laws and also gave full and equal consideration to transportation infrastructure 

improvements, economic growth, aquatic resources protection, and other key 

environmental factors within western Riverside County. 

It was anticipated that the Pilot Project would also produce a much-improved 

county-level GIS system. The goal was to have consistent data sets for all four plans. 

There were over 100 different GIS layers. The GIS system was to be transferred to 

Riverside County at the end of the RCIP and would be available to the public (except for 

certain layers, such as cultural resources, that would maintain confidentiality). 
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RCIP Status. Over 1,400 RCIP-related meetings have been held in 

Riverside County since its inception in August 1999. More than half of the plan 

components have reached completion. The California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA) process for the General Plan was completed in March 2003 and the 

Riverside County Board of Supervisors adopted the plan in October 2003. The MSHCP is 

now in the implementation phase with the NEPA process completed in June 2003 and the 

umbrella permit issued in June 2004. The NEPA process for one of the corridors in the 

CETAP (Winchester to Temecula) has been completed, while a Tier II Environmental 

Impact Statement (EIS) and two Tier I Final Environmental Impact Reports (FEIRs) for 

the final three CETAP corridors are in progress. The SAMP is scheduled for completion 

in 2005  

Given its scope, the RCIP process carried numerous challenges related to 

schedule and sequencing. The RCIP process was originally scoped to take 36 months, but 

was subsequently rescheduled as a 54-month process projected to end in February 2004. 

As noted, this process has now been extended into 2007. The Riverside County 

Transportation Commission (RCTC) initially decided to lengthen the schedule to 

continue the stakeholder process, gain further stakeholder support, and resolve 

Federal resource agency issues with the CETAP corridors. Subsequent delays have been 

the result of a lack of Federal funding and delays in earlier stages of the NEPA process. 

Further details on the status of each of the RCIP components are in the following 

paragraphs. 

General Plan The General Plan Draft Program EIR was made available for public 

review on August 20, 2002 and the General Plan Final Program EIR was issued in 
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March 2003. The Riverside County Planning Commission and Riverside County Board 

of Supervisors conducted public hearings on the new General Plan from September 2002 

through September 2003.  

The Board of Supervisors adopted the General Plan and adopted and certified the 

General Plan Final Program EIR on October 7, 2003, twelve months from the original 

approval date of October 2002. Riverside County Planning Commission needed the 

additional time to work on the land use and substantial policy changes included in the 

Plan. The General Plan was published and distributed to the public in January 2004. 

CETAP The CETAP identified four priority corridors for study: 

• Winchester to Temecula (I-10 to I-15) to accommodate intra-county traffic 

flow along State Route 79, I-215, and I-15 (north-south travel demand) 

• Hemet to Corona/Lake Elsinore Corridor to improve east-west 

intra-county travel in the western part of Riverside County  

• Moreno Valley to San Bernardino County to provide a north-south inter-

county link and address current and future congestion problems on I-215  

• Riverside County to Orange County to address current and future 

congestion problems on State Route 91 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA was the lead agency for the 

NEPA analysis on the Tier 1 EISs in the CETAP. Records of Decision (RODs) for the 

two “interior corridors” (Hemet to Corona/Lake Elsinore and Winchester to Temecula) 

would allow right-of-way acquisition and preservation, although the first phases of 

construction would not occur for at least another five to ten years.   

 B-12



The Tier I Draft EIS/EIRs for the two interior corridors in the CETAP were 

originally scheduled for public review in June 2002, but were actually issued for 

public review on July 19, 2002 (see Figures B-2 (10) and B-3 (11), respectively, for maps 

of these corridors). There was to be a 60-day review period for the two 

Tier I Draft EIS/EIRs, but in September 2002, the comment period was extended another 

60 days in response to public and government agency requests. Five public hearings were 

held between December 2002 and January 2003.  

During the NEPA/404 process, there were challenges in gaining concurrences 

between Federal resource and county agencies. It took a year of discussions to obtain 

concurrences on the Alternatives and Evaluation Criteria. Additional resources and a 

concerted push from FHWA were instrumental in accelerating the review process. The 

USACE and other Federal resource agencies believed that the smaller length of time they 

were given to complete agency reviews caused the overly aggressive original 36-month 

schedule developed and championed by the RCTC. They felt that fieldwork, research, 

analysis, and report preparation were hurried through in order to meet deadlines, and that 

the quality and completeness of the information often suffered. This in turn contributed to 

the difficulty of timely, responsible, and informed decision-making by the 

Federal resource agencies at key milestones in the NEPA/404 integration process. Other 

environmental agency staff agreed that the schedule set by RCTC and the County was 

“oppressive.” They believed the schedule was driven by political deadlines, particularly 

having a preferred alternative completed by a November 2002 election in order to 

propose a 5-cent sales tax increase to fund the measure.
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The USACE and other environmental agency staff also indicated that the 

overall approach to problem solving was never explicitly articulated, nor did it follow the 

consensus-based process envisioned by the RCIP. The process continued without 

resolution when problems and questions arose. USACE felt that having a neutral third 

party to facilitate the meetings might have aided in establishing an interagency team 

mission statement or a common understanding of agencies’ legal responsibilities, 

overall expectations, and ground rules, including a decision-making/dispute resolution 

process.  

Because of the CETAP schedule, the RCTC, FHWA, and Caltrans decided 

against integration of the SAMP with the CETAP environmental evaluation. The USACE 

expected that the CETAP would capitalize on the SAMP’s scientific information to help 

provide the baseline assessment, functional assessment, and impact analysis for the 

Draft EISs/EIRs. Omission of these components generated a great number of formal 

review comments from the Federal resource agencies (USACE, the Environmental 

Protection Agency (EPA), and USFWS) on the Draft EISs/EIRs. EPA gave the two Tier I 

Draft EIS/EIRs a Category 3 rating (Inadequate). EPA contended that the issues they had 

been raising throughout the project development process had not been addressed (they 

referred to numerous previous letters) and therefore, the data provided in the Draft EIS 

was inadequate for Federal decision-making. A Category 3 rating typically requires 

revision and recirculation of the Draft EIS.  
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EPA’s major comments were: 

• Analysis of threats to species and habitat was flawed since maps show 

areas with General Plan land use designations that were also identified 

within the MSHCP criteria area.  

• Discussion of indirect effects and growth inducement was inadequate 

because land use cannot be assumed to be the same with and without the 

CETAP corridors.  

• Cumulative impact analysis was inadequate. 

• Analysis was not sufficient for purposes of reaching concurrence on a 

single Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative in each 

corridor. They requested that the SAMP data be incorporated into the 

analysis. 

• A single revised Draft EIS covering both corridors was needed because 

two EISs examining two corridors separately hindered their analysis. 

• Air quality analysis was inadequate because of concerns on the underlying 

traffic model assumptions, certain standards not being addressed, and 

project-level transportation conformity findings being deferred until the 

Tier II EIS. 

• EPA also believed that the schedule was responsible in part for the large 

number of alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIS, the analyses of 

environmental impacts before obtaining agency consensus on the 

Evaluation Criteria for the alternatives, and the omission of pending, 
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relevant SAMP information about aquatic resources available within a 

month of the release of the Tier I Draft EIS.  

FHWA and RCTC were surprised by the EPA’s rating of the Tier I Draft EISs 

because at each stage in the NEPA/404 process, detailed discussions of data/analysis 

occurred, with agreements reached on what base data/assumptions would be used, the 

scope of the analysis, and how the results/findings would be presented. There was 

prolonged frustration between RCIP proponents and the EPA over levels of 

responsiveness and guidance.  

Federal resource agencies were also surprised because while the publicly 

distributed Tier I Draft EIS/EIRs indicated there was a range of viable alternatives, 

Caltrans concluded in their official comment letters addressing the Winchester to 

Temecula Tier I Draft EIS, that only one alternative out of the seven studied was feasible. 

Caltrans found all other alternatives infeasible because of an interpretation of 

Caltrans’ policy prohibiting future State funding of those alternatives. USACE believed 

that Caltrans should have verbally raised the funding constraints as an issue, or fatal flaw, 

during one of the monthly Small Working Group meetings to alert the team there was a 

substantial issue with the range of alternatives being evaluated. They felt that waiting 

until the end of the process to articulate such an important issue was counterproductive to 

the public disclosure process and overall environmental streamlining.  

The FHWA California Division Office believed that there was far more data and 

analysis provided for CETAP than for any previous route location study decision. On the 

other hand, USACE felt that, while the level of analysis for the Tier I EISs may have 

appeared to have been unusually detailed for a programmatic NEPA document, it was not 
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overly or disproportionately detailed for the type of concurrence being asked of them 

(i.e., agreement with the alternatives analysis and selection of one alternative that would 

be the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA). In their 

opinion, the construction of two regional multi-modal transportation facilities, ranging 

from 7 to 20 miles in length, would affect a substantial amount of sensitive 

environmental resources (e.g., special aquatic sites). They believed that the extent, 

magnitude, and intensity of impacts justified an extensive off-site alternatives analysis to 

help rebut the presumption of a less environmentally damaging alternative. They also felt 

that the level of assuredness sought by the FHWA and RCTC for compliance with 

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (e.g., the alternatives analysis and the LEDPA 

determination) mandated a robust analysis of environmental impacts. Furthermore, EPA 

believed that many of the analyses in the Tier 1 Draft EIS/EIR were not useful, and that, 

because of a lack of synthesis, information was not presented in a way that helped sort 

and prioritize the results for meaningful decision-making. 

In addition to the above issues, there was difficulty in eliminating alternatives. 

Working Paper No. 7b, dated October 2000, stated that one of the primary objectives of 

the CETAP was to “…implement strategies to increase the efficiency of moving people 

and goods throughout the corridor”. The term “corridor” was defined as “a general 

geographic area linking origins and destinations between which people and goods travel 

or are transported.” In essence, this objective was an attempt to improve traffic and goods 

movement from the either the east side of the Riverside County to the west side of the 

Riverside County or from north to south. In light of the geographical extent of the study 

area and the initial project scope, a correspondingly broad Purpose and Need statement 
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for the CETAP corridors was developed. This broad Purpose and Need Statement 

dictated the range of alternatives to be considered and how they would be evaluated. As a 

result, it was extremely difficult to eliminate alternatives early in the process (and to 

reach a LEDPA), even though all the parties wanted to reduce the number of alternatives 

that were examined in the two Tier I EISs (14 Hemet to Corona/Lake Elsinore 

alternatives and 7 Winchester to Temecula alternatives).  

In EPA’s opinion, the main problem with the CETAP effort was that FHWA, 

Caltrans, and RCTC insisted that the Tier I EIS process lead to the selection of a single 

preferred alternative alignment that could be authorized under Section 404 following a 

Tier II EIS evaluation, and that this Tier I selection process serve to permanently 

eliminate the consideration in the Tier II EIS of other alternative alignments. Caltrans and 

RCTC experienced much frustration and trepidation because of the inability to eliminate 

alternatives in Tier I based on “practicability” arguments. Caltrans believed that some 

alternatives should have been eliminated because they were too costly or had too many 

community impacts. The Federal resource agencies did not believe the Tier I EISs could 

address practicability, as defined in the Section 404 (b)(1) Guidelines. They believed that 

practicability determinations would have to occur in the Tier II EISs because there was a 

lack of detailed project-specific information and analysis on which to make accurate 

conclusions. Thus, there was a mismatch of the level of information in Tier I EIS with the 

desired outcome of Tier I. The Tier I process was structured to evaluate the alternatives 

only based on environmental impact factors. 

To address these issues, an initial meeting occurred with EPA in December 2002 

that ended with no definitive outcome. One reason that this occurred was that there was 
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no dispute resolution process established on the RCIP to resolve issues between FHWA 

and the Federal resource agencies. Key to resolving the issues was the active intervention 

by the U.S. DOT “champion” appointed to the CETAP by the Interagency Transportation 

Infrastructure Streamlining Task Force, created by Executive Order 13274. This 

champion has provided the leadership needed to keep the parties moving.  

In January 2003, the U.S. DOT champion arranged to have the FHWA and the 

Federal resource agencies hold meetings to assist in resolving the impasse. At these 

meetings, the resource agencies specified the additional information and analyses needed 

for each agency to be able to identify a preferred alternative in each Tier I EIS, which 

would lead to the LEDPA in the Tier II EIS. As previously stated, the initial SAMP effort 

included the San Jacinto Watershed and San Margarita Watersheds. EPA agreed to fund a 

supplementary field survey of the extent of waters of the United States in the Hemet to 

Corona/Lake Elsinore Corridor in the part of the Santa Ana Watershed that the SAMP did 

not cover. FHWA, Caltrans, and RCTC agreed to incorporate this data into the Hemet to 

Corona/Lake Elsinore Corridor analysis and to perform an impact analysis using its 

functional assessment methodology.  

There was also agreement to provide additional discussion of indirect and 

cumulative effects. There was agreement to disagree on a number of lesser issues. The 

resource agencies agreed to continue to have the two internal CETAP corridors handled 

in separate EISs. If, after the additional information and analyses was provided, the 

resource agencies could not agree to a preferred alternative for each corridor, the decision 

would be elevated to successively higher levels within each organization until consensus 

was reached. The agencies agreed that they would not request additional information 
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other than that which they had already identified. A Memorandum of Understanding 

(MOU) between RCTC, Riverside County, Caltrans, USACE, EPA, USFWS and the 

U.S. DOT that outlined these commitments and that included timelines was agreed to and 

signed on April 2003. EPA and FHWA also agreed to jointly fund a mediator/ facilitator. 

EPA believes this person has already afforded a remarkable change in progress and in the 

way everyone is working together. After the signing of the MOU and the mediation 

process, RCIP proponents reported a successful resolution to the NEPA process with the 

EPA. 

The resource agencies’ issues on the Winchester to Temecula Corridor were 

addressed in the Tier I Final EIS/EIR. The Record of Decision (ROD) for this corridor 

was originally scheduled for March 2003, but this schedule was extended. The 

Tier I Final EIS/EIR was released for public and agency review in mid-August 2003. 

FHWA signed the ROD on September 17, 2003. Caltrans was drafting a Project Study 

Report to continue the corridor process. 

As previously stated, the CETAP portion of the RCIP was named as one of the 

projects on the initial list of seven high-priority transportation infrastructure projects 

selected by the Secretary of the U.S. Department of Transportation for expedited 

environmental review under Executive Order 13274, Environmental Stewardship and 

Transportation Infrastructure Project Review. The U.S. DOT removes priority projects 

that have successfully navigated the environmental review process from the Priority 

Project List and places them on an Interagency Transportation Infrastructure Streamlining 

Task Force "Priority Project Transition List." The "Transition List" is an ongoing 

tracking tool for the Task Force to insure no new issues arise that could be prevented by 
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their intervention. With the signing of the ROD for the Winchester to Temecula Corridor 

Tier I Final EIS/EIR, the U.S. DOT placed the CETAP on the Transition List. 

The ROD for the Hemet to Corona/Lake Elsinore Corridor was also originally 

scheduled for March 2003. Since transportation improvements in this corridor are already 

needed, on June 11, 2003, the RCTC voted to terminate the Tier I EIS for the Hemet to 

Corona/Lake Elsinore corridor and to proceed with a project-specific Tier II EIS process. 

A coalition of cities in the northwest portion Riverside County -- Riverside, Corona and 

Moreno Valley -- convinced the RCTC to select a proposed 40-mile east-west route 

between I-15 and Route 79 linking Hemet and Corona south of Lake Mathews. This 

route, called the Cajalco-Ramona Corridor, would provide better relief of State Route 91  

On October 14, 2003, an “Expectations Summit” was held for the 

CETAP partners who will be involved in the Cajalco-Ramona Corridor Project. The 

USACE, EPA, FHWA, USFWS, California Department of Fish and Game, 

Riverside County, WRCOG, RCTC, a facilitator, and others attended the meeting. The 

participants signed a Partnership Agreement that reaffirmed commitments to the project. 

Work on the Cajalco-Ramona Corridor began in December 2003. A new, more 

focused, Purpose and Need statement was developed and presented to the resource 

agencies for input as the first major milestone in the project development process in 

January 2004. As of June 2004, comments on the Purpose and Need statement had been 

obtained from all appropriate agencies, except the USFWS. Caltrans and the other 

agencies have been meeting monthly to work on developing alternatives and evaluation 

criteria. One environmental agency participant noted that several of the alternatives may 

require an amendment to the recently completed MSHCP, since they would affect 
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proposed care areas outlined by the plan. The Tier II EIS process is scheduled to begin 

with a Notice of Intent/Notice of Preparation (NOP) in fall 2004 and is scheduled to take 

three years. Construction completion is projected to be ten years away. 

The NEPA process for the two external CETAP corridors (Moreno Valley to 

San Bernardino Bi-County Corridor and Riverside County to Orange County Corridor) 

began in May 2003. In accordance with CEQA, an NOP of an EIR was issued for the 

Moreno Valley to San Bernardino Bi-County Corridor (See project description and map 

at www.rcip.org/transportation_riversidesanbernardino.htm). The NOP described the 

probable environmental effects of the project to be evaluated in the EIR. Public scoping 

meetings for the Moreno Valley to San Bernardino County corridor environmental study 

were held in each county on June 4, 2003 and June 5, 2003. The scoping meetings 

allowed interested individuals, organizations, and public agencies to discuss issues or 

questions they may have about the project. A Scoping Summary Report was prepared in 

July 2003 to describe the details of the scoping process and summarize the issues and 

comments raised during the scoping period. The alignment of the core facility was 

reevaluated and refined based on input from the public scoping meetings and requests 

from the City of Loma Linda City Council. In August 2003, the Bi-County Policy 

Committee directed that preparation of draft technical reports continue for the arterial 

improvements only, as defined in the NOP. As of June 2004, the draft technical reports 

on the arterial improvements were complete and additional discussions were underway to 

choose the best proposed alignment for the corridor in San Bernardino County. Public 

review of the Draft EIR and additional public meetings are on hold until 2005. The 

Final EIR will be prepared with responses to comments received during the public review 
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period, followed by certification of the Final EIR by RCTC and the San Bernardino 

Associated Governments (anticipated in fall 2004).  

A Bi-County committee has also been formed for the Riverside County to 

Orange County corridor (See project information at 

www.octa.net/freeway/ocrmis/home.asp). A Draft Request for Proposals was issued in 

early November 2003 to hire a consultant team to perform a Major Investment Study 

(MIS). The MIS was originally scheduled to begin by the end of 2003, but was delayed 

until June 2004. The first meeting with the corridor cities occurred on July 6, 2004, and a 

contract has since been signed with a consultant. The MIS is anticipated to take 

18 months and will focus on development of conceptual alternatives. A policy committee, 

technical advisory committee, and stakeholders’ group have been formed for the MIS. 

Upon completion of the MIS, a project level Tier II EIS will be prepared for that corridor.  

MSHCP The Draft EIS/EIR for the MSHCP was scheduled to be released in 

October 2002, however the MSHCP Draft Plan, Draft Implementation Agreement, and 

Draft EIS/EIR were not made available to the public until November 15, 2002. 

Additional time was needed to resolve policy issues on specific endangered species. 

The comment period was originally scheduled to end on January 15, 2003, but 

was extended for two months until March 14, 2003. Public hearings were held in 

early May 2003. The Riverside County Board of Supervisors also held public hearings in 

the first week of June 2003. Many comments were received on the MSHCP. Although all 

the stakeholders had concerns, they preferred to adopt the MSHCP rather than cause a 

long delay in reworking the document. Developers, wildlife agencies, and environmental 

groups were supportive.  
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The MSHCP Final Plan, Final Implementation Agreement, and Final EIS/EIR 

processes were scheduled to be completed by December 2002. On June 17, 2003, the 

Riverside County Board of Supervisors adopted the MSHCP, certified the Final EIS/EIR 

and signed the Final Implementation Agreement. The next steps in the process involved 

review and approval of the MSHCP by the 14 cities within the MSHCP Plan Area and 

preparation and issuance of permits by the USFWS and the California Department of 

Fish and Game. The USFWS was originally scheduled to issue a Biological Opinion in 

late November 2003, but the opinion was delayed until June 2004. The umbrella permit 

was signed in late June 2004 and expires in 2079.  

As of June 2004, the County’s Regional Conservation Agency has begun 

implementation and is acquiring property to create reserves. As of August 2004, 

$153 million had been designated for habitat acquisition. Four Section 7 consultations 

and permits have been completed under the plan.  

Initial impressions on the degree of success of the MSHCP are mixed. Federal 

environmental agency officials noted that the plan was complex and covered a large 

planning area. In hindsight, preparing a NEPA Tier I analysis for the larger MSHCP area 

and NEPA Tier II analyses for smaller sub-areas may have been more feasible. Because 

certain habitat areas were more desirable than others, trying to develop viable reserve 

designs in conjunction with transportation corridor development and residential and 

commercial development was challenging. The single largest challenge identified by 

local RCIP participants has been a lack of monies to purchase reserve property during the 

recent economic downturn in the state. 
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Environmental agency staff noted that the real measures of success for the plan 

will come in the future. They expect the plan to result in a streamlined Section 7 process, 

more consistent assessment, and less work for Federal agencies, such as USFWS. 

Although the process involved a high initial investment of time, they believe that, in the 

future, time will be saved on individual projects. The participants also largely agreed that 

the plan will result in better environmental protection. 

SAMP The start of the SAMP, an USACE project, was initially delayed until 

2000 because Congressional funding was needed. The SAMP consists of three phases 

estimated to last a total of approximately four years. Phase I includes identification and 

characterization of aquatic resources in the western Riverside County. Phase II involves 

preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement including the Section 404(b)(1) 

alternatives analysis. Phase III of the SAMP involves finalizing the environmental 

documents, completion of an aquatic resource restoration plan and, finally, issuance of 

Programmatic Section 404 permits. A Draft EIS for the SAMP was scheduled to be 

released October 2003. The SAMP was scheduled for a ROD in August 2004 and permit 

issuance in October 2004, but a loss of funding forced USACE to discontinue work. As 

of June 2004, the County and USACE were still in discussions regarding the integration 

of the SAMP with the MSHCP and RCIP. One million dollars has been allocated in the 

Congressional budget to complete the SAMP in 2005. 

RCIP Process. RCIP stakeholders reported several perceived benefits and 

successful practices involved in developing and carrying out the RCIP. Most participants 

agreed that the involvement and support of high-level Federal and State agency officials 

from the outset was vital to the success of the process. Because the most difficult 
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obstacles in the process were rooted in Federal, State, and local politics, the engagement 

of high-level agency staff helped address these issues and bring parties together to the 

complete the plan. Local agency staff reported that one of the major benefits of the 

RCIP process was the improved relationships between local governments brought on by 

the integrated planning approach and stakeholder involvement. Public outreach and 

education were also noted as positive and essential parts of the process.  

Criticisms of the RCIP process are largely related to scheduling, sequencing, 

oversight, and plan integration. One stakeholder reported that the main reason for the 

extension of the RCIP time frame was an unrealistic expectation of the time that would 

be needed to coordinate or integrate the General Plan, MSHCP, CETAP, and SAMP 

planning efforts. As evidenced by agency comments during the CETAP NEPA process, 

some environmental agency staff felt that the process was dictated too closely by the 

proposed schedule, and that the process moved forward regardless of agency comment. 

Ultimately, what was scoped as a 36-month, $13 million effort ended up being a 

60-month, $36 million effort. 

There was also a general feeling that many of the NEPA-related problems 

encountered during the CETAP portion of the plan could have been resolved with more 

involvement and leadership from FHWA and Caltrans earlier in the process. RCTC took 

on many of the NEPA-related responsibilities in the initial stages of the RCIP. 

Several participants had disagreements with the order in which the 

RCIP components were completed, and the degree to which the plans were actually 

integrated. They felt that the SAMP and MSHCP should have been completed before the 

General Plan and CETAP. One environmental agency staff person stated that, although 
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agencies exchanged information on each project component, there could have been more 

of a mandate to integrate the information and use it for decision-making. Similarly, he 

noted that each document could have described or acknowledged the RCIP process and 

outlined how the document incorporated the RCIP principles. 

In reflecting on possible improvements and future steps in the process, RCIP 

proponents noted that they should have put more effort into planning for the post-process, 

particularly in the areas of implementation, staffing, and funding. Some cities in 

Riverside County do not have staff to implement the components of RCIP, which has the 

potential to cause difficulties in the immediate future.  

RCIP participants felt that the chief constraints to replicating the process 

elsewhere would be the high expense associated with the process and sequencing issues. 
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The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)/FHWA/EPA Partnership Effort 

 

Caltrans/FHWA/EPA Partnership Effort Background. EPA, Caltrans, and 

FHWA interact on a variety of issues during the transportation planning, 

project development and permitting processes. While these interactions can run smoothly, 

the agencies occasionally clash on how environmental considerations and legal mandates 

should be considered. In 1997, California Senate Bill 45 changed who controlled 

transportation funds. This law pushes transportation decision making to the local level 

closer to where land use decisions are made. As a result, local governments control 

75 percent of the transportation funding in the state. 

EPA’s comments and questions during the NEPA process often centered on 

land use issues (e.g. “Your interchange will cause cumulative impacts.”). Since these 

land use decisions were reached early in the transportation planning process, 

EPA’s comments caused unacceptable project delays as well as personal conflicts 

between agency personnel. 

The agencies felt that a healthier relationship based on mutual understanding of 

agencies missions, legal mandates, and authorities, and an understanding of why conflicts 

develop would lead to potential solutions to these conflicts. On April 2, 1999, the 

three agencies held a facilitated workshop at the University of California at Davis to 

explore each agency’s legal mandates and to determine the issues and factors that led to 

problems in normal business interactions. EPA was instructed about the land use and 

transportation planning processes (i.e., how land use decisions were made and 

Caltrans’ lack of influence over land use). The results of the workshop were a set of 
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recommendations on “communication”, “policy”, and “knowledge and information” 

issues and the adoption of an implementation plan in March 2000. The 

Caltrans/FHWA/EPA Partnership Effort became official with the signing of a 

Partnership Agreement (also known as the Mare Island Accord) on July 14, 2000 (12). 

Caltrans/FHWA/EPA Partnership Effort Approaches. To accomplish the 

initiatives envisioned in the Mare Island Accord, the agencies established 

three Partnership Working Groups: the Partnership Steering Committee, the 

NEPA/404 Integration Workgroup, and the Partnership for Integrated Planning (PIP) 

Pilot Project in Merced County.  

The Partnership Steering Committee. The Partnership Steering Committee 

comprises senior management and staff of each agency. The committee’s purpose is to 

discuss emerging problems, issues, opportunities, and agency priorities and to report and 

track the status of the Caltrans/FHWA/EPA Partnership Effort initiatives. These 

initiatives are: 

• Training and Outreach Coordination 

• Interagency Rotational Assignments 

• Funding Coordination 

• Joint Guidance Development 

• Merced County Partnership for Integrated Planning 

These initiatives are discussed in the following paragraphs: 

Training and Outreach Coordination The goal is to share internal and external 

training opportunities among agencies and conduct joint transportation workshops.  
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Interagency Rotational Assignments The intent of this initiative is to have 

individuals from one of the partnership agencies spend six months on a “tailored” 

assignment at another of the partnership agencies (FHWA to EPA, Caltrans to EPA, EPA 

to Caltrans, and EPA to FHWA). These assignments would give the assignee an 

on-the-job experience, thereby providing an understanding of that agency’s mission and 

mandate. This ultimately will help attain the agencies’ mutual goals.  

Funding Coordination The Mare Island Accord committed the three agencies to 

coordinate and share funding resources, where possible, “to create synergies that support 

the objective of the partnership”.  

Joint Guidance Development The Mare Island Accord committed the 

three agencies to work together to create guidance that integrates transportation and 

environmental planning. 

The NEPA/404 Integration Process Monitoring Workgroup. The Mare Island 

Accord committed to convening the NEPA/404 Integration Process Monitoring 

Workgroup to evaluate the existing NEPA/404 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 

process established in the Memorandum of Understanding, National Environmental Policy Act 

and Clean Water Act Section 404 Integration Process for Surface Transportation Projects in 

Arizona, California, and Nevada, dated March 1994 (13), and to improve implementation. 

The meeting was precipitated by several events that led to the signatory agencies to revise 

the existing MOU. 

Partnership for Integrated Planning (PIP) Pilot Project. The PIP functioned as a 

broad-based advisory committee established to guide the development of 

Merced County’s 2030 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). Merced County was chosen 

as the subject of the PIP Pilot Project because the county is expected to face significant 
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population growth and development pressures over the next 30 years. Proximity to major 

inter-regional and interstate highways, the construction of a new University of California 

campus outside the City of Merced, the presence of prime productive agricultural land, 

and biodiversity and sensitive habitat characteristic of the state made the county a good 

candidate for integrated planning efforts related to an RTP. The Merced County 

Association of Governments (MCAG) directed the Merced County PIP and FHWA, 

EPA, and Caltrans participated through the Steering Committee and stakeholders’ 

meetings. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. National Marine Fisheries Service, 

California Department of Fish and Game, and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers also 

provided guidance. The PIP was established with five specific goals: 

• Formulate a regional transportation planning approach that may be used as a 

statewide and national model 

• Improve the delivery of transportation projects through early State and Federal 

agency participation in the planning process 

• Use and evaluate GIS tools to model urban development, habitat, and 

agriculture land use with transportation projects in the planning process 

• Evaluate options for addressing project cumulative growth issues in the 

MCAG’s Regional Transportation Plan through the year 2030  

• Develop a progressive public education and involvement process based upon 

an inclusive philosophy using innovative communication formats and media 

At the outset of the development of the MCAG’s RTP update in July 2001, large 

development projects had been proposed that would affect environmentally sensitive 

areas. MCAG decided to use GIS to analyze potential cumulative impacts in 
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Merced County from the RTP. This regional analysis would allow participants to 

evaluate a group of projects and their collective impacts on endangered species and their 

habitat, wetlands, and important farmlands. The participants would develop 

recommendations on the optimum locations for development and transportation 

infrastructure. If significant cumulative impacts were identified, the RTP could be 

modified. In this way, environmental issues are identified before project development 

starts. Project-level analyses would refer back to and build upon the regional analysis.  

Expectations for Caltrans/FHWA/EPA Partnership Effort. Caltrans predicted 

that the NEPA/404 Integration Process Monitoring Workgroup, the Merced County PIP 

Pilot Study, and training coordination would be the most valuable initiatives of the 

Caltrans/FHWA/EPA Partnership Effort. These initiatives began improving interagency 

understanding and communication almost immediately. Caltrans expected to strengthen 

those ties further by increasing the frequency of the Partnership Steering Committee 

meetings, holding an environmental summit, and increasing training and rotational 

assignment opportunities. Caltrans also anticipated that the revised NEPA/404 MOU 

would result in a more efficient process by better defining the projects that would be 

subject to the merger process and by addressing changes in the Section 404 permit 

requirements since the drafting of the original MOU.  

The PIP was expected to result in improved methods for conducting effective 

multi-party planning processes on a broad scale. The project was also expected to 

demonstrate the benefits of high-level GIS capabilities. Caltrans was optimistic that the 

use of the PIP approach to performing cumulative impacts analyses for groups of projects 

would lead to the development of a standardized method for such analyses that could be 
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implemented across California and in other states. Even if this goal was not reached, at 

least there would be better information about cumulative impacts and a better 

understanding of agency goals and concerns.  

Caltrans/FHWA/EPA Partnership Effort Status. The three agencies have 

developed a Guidance Statement stating, “Each agency understands and appreciates the 

importance and need for a safe and efficient intermodal transportation system and the 

protection of the natural and human environment (14).” The level of participation of the 

resource agencies varies with each component of the Pilot Project. 

Management Meetings The Partnership Steering Committee had one meeting in 

October 2000, but the group did not meet quarterly as originally planned because of 

personnel changes, insufficient involvement of top-level management, and lack of agency 

lead in planning the meetings. In 2003, Caltrans worked to enhance the activity level of 

the Partnership Steering Committee. As a result, there were Committee meetings held in 

April 2003 and July 2003, and two additional meetings in late 2003 and early 2004. The 

process has since been rejuvenated and the group is meeting regularly. 

The Partnership Steering Committee did not believe that the Merced County PIP 

provided the level of specificity or the short time frame needed to address Indirect and 

Cumulative Impacts in the context of Land Use and Transportation Planning. It, 

therefore, created a workgroup comprised of representatives from FHWA, EPA, and 

Caltrans to develop methods on how to accomplish this task. A consultant assisted the 

workgroup on literature research and writing. Guidance on specific approaches for 

assessing cumulative impacts and related trainings began in late 2003 and were 

completed by the fall of 2004. Work was underway on approaches for assessing indirect 
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impacts. This portion of the workgroup’s task was expected to be completed in late 2004. 

Some minor disagreements arose between workgroup members in developing the 

assessment guidance, but the members agreed to work out the remaining issues on a 

project-by-project basis. 

Training and Outreach Coordination Training and outreach efforts moved 

forward, although they were affected by budget constraints within Caltrans. EPA and 

Caltrans both offered training to participating agencies. Caltrans developed an 

Environmental Planners Academy for government representatives to learn about 

Caltrans operations. EPA, FHWA, California Department of Fish and Game, NMFS, and 

tribal government representatives attended the Academy. Caltrans worked with the 

California Department of Fish and Game to prepare training on watershed assessments 

and on fish passage. Training sessions began but were suspended because of budget 

constraints at the California Department of Fish and Game. 

Caltrans personnel attended five Air Quality Conformity Workshops and a 

Cumulative Impact Workshop sponsored by EPA. Caltrans also conducted a 

two-week training session for internal and FHWA cultural resources staff on a new 

Programmatic Agreement (PA) for compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic 

Preservation Act. Executed in January 2004, the PA now governs how FHWA, Caltrans, 

and local agencies consider historic and archaeological resources during environmental 

review for State and local road projects receiving FHWA funding or approval. As a 

corollary to the training, Caltrans and FHWA participated in a monthly teleconference on 

cultural resource issues. A NEPA/404 training module is also planned after the 

NEPA/404 Memorandum of Understanding (for California) is signed. 
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The Training and Outreach efforts were more successful than previous efforts, but 

training needs to be more formal, long term, and initiated by all three agencies. 

Interagency Rotation Assignments As their performance measure, FHWA, EPA 

and Caltrans targeted having one assignment per agency per fiscal year in place by 

December 1, 2000. Caltrans assigned and funded positions in FHWA, but staffing 

shortfalls, budget constraints, and location issues limited other job assignments from 

occurring. For example, the EPA Regional Office is in San Francisco, while both the 

FHWA Division Office and Caltrans headquarters are in Sacramento. 

Funding Coordination. FHWA, EPA, Caltrans, and MCAG all funded the 

Merced County PIP Pilot Study. Resource Partnering MOUs are being used to fund 

positions in different agencies so that the agencies have sufficient staff to expedite the 

review of transportation projects (see the section titled Caltrans/State and Federal 

Agency Position Funding Effort in this Appendix). EPA Region IX was a recipient of two 

of these positions. 

Joint Guidance Development In December 1999, Caltrans issued revised Regional 

Transportation Planning (RTP) Guidelines 

(http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/orip/rtp/rtpguidelines/Contents.htm). FHWA, 

Caltrans Division of Environmental Analysis, and Caltrans Division of Local Assistance 

also jointly developed an on-line Caltrans Standard Environmental Reference (SER) 

(http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/). The purpose of the SER is to improve access to 

environmental laws, regulations, and policies and to provide consistent application of 

environmental procedures. 
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The NEPA/404 Integration Process Monitoring Workgroup. The NEPA/404 

Integration Process Monitoring Workgroup convened on August 21, 2000. On 

October 30, 2000, the workgroup established an interim threshold (for California projects 

only) for determining whether a project is subject to the NEPA/404 Integration Process. 

This interim threshold will remain in place until the revised NEPA/404 MOU is 

approved. The interim threshold to invoke the NEPA/404 MOU occurs when a proposed 

Federal-aid transportation project in California is likely to have impacts greater than 

5 acres (2 hectares) to special aquatic sites, or impacts greater than 5 acres (2 hectares) to 

other waters of the United States. If executed, the revised NEPA/404 MOU would apply 

only to Federal-aid transportation projects in California. 

The negotiation process for the revised NEPA/404 MOU was delayed by other 

administrative demands. Caltrans believes that hiring a consultant to facilitate such 

processes in the future would alleviate delays. Caltrans received FHWA’s comments on 

the review draft of the revised NEPA/404 MOU in January 2003 and issued a revised 

review draft of the MOU. Several rounds of discussions followed, with another round of 

comments on the review draft.  

A draft final version of the MOU was completed in early 2004. Caltrans received 

comments from the EPA on the draft final MOU approving execution of the MOU, but 

requesting that the accompanying Guidance Paper be rewritten. Caltrans was awaiting 

comments from the USACE and USFWS. Caltrans had the option to execute the draft 

final MOU or issue minimum guidelines. Caltrans was strategizing with FHWA, EPA, 

and USACE on an approach, but no agreement was reached. Work on revising the 
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NEPA/404 MOU was halted in 2004 with the issuance of guidelines for Purpose and 

Need Statements from the Council on Environmental Quality. 

Merced County Partnership for Integrated Planning (PIP). No significant work 

started on the PIP Pilot Study until funding was approved in May 2001 and the study 

began in July 2001. The parties developed a PIP Agreement (15) that defined the roles 

and responsibilities of the agencies and committed agency staff resources to review and 

comment on study documents, attend quarterly PIP meetings, and participate in public 

outreach sessions. Several agencies ultimately did not sign the agreement, citing conflict 

of interest and lack of staff. Figure B-4 displays the PIP Agreement. 

Work on the UPLAN Urban Growth Model began in 2002. UPLAN is an 

interactive GIS-based model for that overlays geographic data layers to find the most 

attractive areas for growth with the least amount of impact. In this manner, various land 

use scenarios are tested. A Technical Review Board verified the adequacy of the UPLAN 

data layers and resource agencies provided input on the geographical areas to be 

protected. The UPLAN model was used for transportation and urban growth scenario 

analysis, and mapping and graphic presentations at public meetings. The model allowed 

for changes to various environmental and social attractors, assumed growth rates, and 

other basic assumptions. The maps generated through UPLAN proved extremely 

effective in engaging the public in debate on the consequences of land use decisions. The 

program clearly presented benefits and tradeoffs for planning decisions. 

Broad community support was seen as being key to the PIP process. MCAG did 

an outstanding job with public involvement in the PIP process. 
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To ensure that all segments of the community had representation and input into the 

regional transportation plan, MCAG established eight focus groups (some not 

traditionally involved in transportation planning). These focus groups were: Business and 

Education, Southeast Asian Community, Hispanic Community, Environmental and 

Outdoor Recreation, Seniors, Agriculture, Commuters/Professional Drivers, and Youth. 

Two members of each focus group served on a PIP Advisory Committee. A series of 

quarterly community workshops were held between February and March 2003 where the 

focus groups provided input on the vision for Merced County in 2030. The result was 

vision themes, for which MCAG asked citizens to help set transportation goals. MCAG 

approved these transportation goals, which were: 

• Provide a good system of roads that are well-maintained, safe, efficient, 

and meet the transportation demands of people and freight 

• Provide a transit system that is a viable choice 

• Support full-time employment with livable wages 

• Preserve productive agricultural land, maintain a strong agricultural 

economy, and preserve the quality of life that goes with it 

• Support clean air and water and avoid, minimize or mitigate impacts to the 

environment 

• Support orderly and smart growth that enhances the integration and 

connectivity of various modes of transportation 

The transportation goals were used as a foundation on which to build a 

transportation plan through the year 2030. MCAG took the transportation goals and, in a 

second series of quarterly focus groups and workshops, involved over 285 citizens in 
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choosing among potential transportation strategies and solutions to achieve each goal. 

This process was completed in October 2003, and a stakeholders’ meeting with key 

review agencies was held the same month to update them on the progress of the 

environmental study and environmental assumptions. 

Additional quarterly focus group meetings and workshops were used to package 

the solutions into a series of alternative transportation scenarios and funding options and 

to develop a recommended alternative and associated financial plan. The results of the 

public process were released in March 2004.  

In California, RTPs prepared by the MPOs as part of the Federal planning process 

must also meet California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements. The CEQA 

document (an Environmental Impact Report (EIR)) precedes the issuance of the RTP. 

The EIR decides mode choice and examines avoidance and minimization alternatives. 

The RTP EIR was not structured as a joint NEPA/CEQA document. There were 

questions as to how binding the decisions based on this document would be, since the 

Federal review agencies have no legal authority in the process. Nevertheless, Caltrans 

asked FHWA and EPA to review the EIR.  

MCAG was not familiar with preparing EIRs and used Caltrans environmental 

staff to perform the work. Other completed RTP EIRs served as models. Questions that 

needed to be resolved in the process included:  

• How do you prepare a Purpose and Need discussion for a program 

document?  
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• What level of analysis is appropriate for a program document? 

Information needed to obtain project level Section 404 permits was not 

included.  

CEQA requires a cumulative impact analysis to be included in the EIR. A 

Cumulative Impact Advisory Panel was formed with the Federal, State and regional 

agencies (Caltrans, FHWA, EPA, USACE, USFWS, NOAA Fisheries, and MCAG) to 

develop recommendations that MCAG could use to address cumulative impacts. 

MCAG’s PIP Advisory Committee also met to address this issue. Challenges in the 

process included the absence of directly applicable guidance, the difficulty of applying of 

an assessment model to a regional rather than project-level setting, MCAG’s lack of land 

use authority, and recognition that a project-level analysis will still need to be done later.. 

MCAG used the UPLAN model for assessing the cumulative impacts with GIS layers 

from Caltrans and State and Federal resource agencies. 

Transportation scenarios for the RTP Draft EIR were expected to be tested in 

November 2003, but were delayed until January 2004. The Draft EIR on the RTP was 

completed in early 2004. The MCAG Board selected the Preferred RTP Scenario in 

March 2004 and finalized and published the RTP in July 2004. The first individual 

projects from the RTP are likely to go to construction in 2005 or 2006.  

During the development of the RTP and the EIR, agencies expressed concerns 

over biological habitat and animal mitigation corridors between habitats. The MCAG 

proposed a Phase II of the PIP addressing these concerns. The goals of the process would 

be to identify available habitat parcels for purchase and develop funding strategies for 

acquisition. 
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One of the most successful parts of the PIP process was the significant public 

involvement. Participants noted that this was made possible by a large influx of funding, 

and may not be feasible to replicate in other areas. 
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Caltrans State and Federal Agency Position Funding Effort 

 

Caltrans/State and Federal Agency Position Funding Effort Background and 

Expectations. Caltrans and various State and Federal resource and regulatory agencies 

interact on a variety of issues during the project development process. State and Federal 

agencies are required by law to review proposals for new transportation projects to ensure 

compliance with environmental laws. Caltrans’ project development workload had 

increased substantially in recent years, creating a backlog at the resource agencies that 

affected Caltrans project delivery. Caltrans initiated the Position Funding Effort to take 

advantage of TEA-21’s Section 1309(e) provisions that allow State Departments of 

Transportation to enter into cost reimbursement agreements to provide Federal-aid funds 

to Federal agencies to hire additional staff. The Position Funding Effort provides 

additional staffing resources to selected State and Federal resource and regulatory 

agencies to allow early and constructive participation in project planning and design 

decisions, timely field reviews and negotiations, and processing of project and emergency 

permits. The additional staff helps the resource agencies provide premium service levels, 

thereby allowing environmental studies and coordination with resource agencies to be 

completed in a timely manner and shortening project time frames.  

Caltrans/State and Federal Agency Position Funding Effort Approach. 

Before Section 1309 (e) of TEA-21, Caltrans used an alternative approach to position 

funding that was and still is working well. The USACE has a Caltrans person assigned to 

its San Francisco Office as an USACE facilitator. This person makes recommendations 

for USACE action on Caltrans permits and preliminarily reviews Caltrans permit 
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applications. The position also offers training and guidance to Caltrans on what the 

USACE needs. The USACE seems happy with this arrangement. However, a number of 

other agencies did not agree to this approach because of the potential appearance of a 

conflict of interest. 

To initiate the Caltrans/State and Federal Agency Position Funding Effort, 

Caltrans drafted a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) (16) among the FHWA, EPA, 

and Caltrans outlining the overall system. Figure B-5 displays the first page of this MOU. 

The draft stipulated that FHWA was not a signatory to the obligations under the 

agreement, but was signing only as an acknowledgment that the agency had a role in the 

process, would participate in defining working relationships, and would sign subsidiary 

agreements covering the positions funded through Federal reimbursement. FHWA had 

several concerns about being a signatory to the obligations outlined in the MOU. The 

agency was concerned about potential financial liability if the work performed by funded 

position holders was not demonstrably in excess of work already funded under the EPA 

budget. There were also concerns about the relationship between the MOU and 

subsequent agreements establishing the specific positions and performance measures for 

the positions. Also, while FHWA’s focus of concern was the Federal agencies, Caltrans 

wanted to extend the position funding to State agencies as well. The mechanics of using 

Federal funding to support the Caltrans/State and Federal Agency Position Funding 

Effort were also difficult to administer because the Position Funding Effort is a program, 

rather than a project, and there was no Federal category of funding that clearly covered 

the positions. Caltrans, therefore, decided to use State funds for the Position Funding 

Effort rather than Federal-aid reimbursement.
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Caltrans now fills agency positions using three methods: 

1. Using Federal/State agency employees 

2. Using Caltrans employees hired for the other agency’s location 

3. Using Caltrans employees on rotation to other agencies 

Caltrans/State and Federal Agency Position Funding Effort Status.  

The California Legislature approved funding, totaling $2.25 million a year, for 

21 agency positions and one Caltrans position on July 1, 1999. Subsequently, there was 

been a permanent increase in Caltrans’ base budget to fund these Section 1309(e) 

positions.  

It took about one year from the passage of the budget amendment in July 1999 to 

execute contracts with the Federal and State agencies. The various ways in which the 

State and Federal resource and regulatory agencies accommodated these positions reflect 

the diversity of agency administrative structures and attitudes within government. 

Caltrans had to resolve State fiscal year versus Federal fiscal year issues, so the contracts 

had a variety of cycles. Preferred contract language also varied among Federal and State 

agencies, preventing consistency between all agency contracts. 

The initial contracts had average terms of 2 to 3 years. EPA hired people for 

two NEPA review positions beginning in June 2000, during the MOU negotiation period. 

The initial contract for these positions was signed between EPA and Caltrans in 

May 2000. Caltrans also signed contracts with California Coastal Commission (CCC), 

California Department of Fish and Game, NMFS, SHPO, USACE and USFWS. These 

positions were first filled in the summer of 2000. Contracts with the agencies have been 

renegotiated since the initial round, and some with extended terms of 5 years. One 
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Federal environmental agency staff person reported that his contract negotiation has been 

slow, taking in excess of nine months. This is attributable in part to contract freezes 

imposed on some Federal agencies. Efforts to combine contracts for various hires into 

one document have also slowed the renewal process. 

While Caltrans is authorized to fund 21 positions in 7 agencies, because of high 

turnover and the difficulties of filling vacant positions, there are only 13 positions 

(12 agency positions and 1 Caltrans positions) in 5 agencies that are occupied 

(see Table B-2).  

Table B-2. Allocation of Caltrans-Funded Positions by Agency (As of August 
2004) 

Agency Number of Positions Funded by Caltrans

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 2 

National Marine Fisheries Service 

(Santa Rosa Office) 

2 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

(Los Angeles District) 

3  

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

(Sacramento and Carlsbad Offices) 

2  

California Department of Fish & Game 0  

California Coastal Commission 3  

Office of Historic Preservation 0  

Caltrans (Program Coordinator) 1 

Total 13 

Source: Caltrans 
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The Position Funding Effort has presented a number of administrative challenges 

in the areas of hiring, employee retention, performance measures, reporting requirements, 

and funding. Using the Federal civil service hiring process to fill the Caltrans funded 

positions at Federal agencies caused difficulties by greatly increasing hiring times. 

Initially, the hiring process took so long that many qualified candidates had taken other 

jobs by the time an offer could be extended. The Federal agencies’ need to adhere to a 

specific Full Time Equivalent (FTE) allocation of positions was another limitation.  

Another challenge the program faced in the initial hiring phase was how to assure 

that the funding translated into making experienced people available for the 

transportation work. The CCC, for example, found early on that an entry-level staff 

person could not meet their needs and expectations for the review process. A more 

experienced person was necessary to complete the work and to provide training to 

Caltrans staff on topics such as the permit process and coastal design.  

The EPA believes that the challenge in attracting and hiring qualified people has 

been largely related to the way in which the funded positions are structured. First, the 

jobs are classified as “limited-term” positions. Term employees are not permanent 

employees and cannot participate in career rotations, details, or compete for vacancies 

available only within EPA. Term employees need to find and compete for another job 

before maximizing the amount of time they remain in a term position. One participant 

reporter suggested that Caltrans fund these positions for a longer period of time as a 

solution. Second, the positions are slightly lower in pay grade than most of the EPA 

employees with whom they work collaboratively. Third, the positions are not entry level 

and require advanced knowledge of Federal environmental laws, regulations and policies, 
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especially with respect to NEPA and the Clean Water Act, and a complement of other 

skills acquired from experience.  

As a result, applicants for these positions are likely not to have permanent Federal 

status. However, these candidates need to have advanced specialized knowledge and 

skills. Those that are accepted would, understandably, continue seeking more permanent 

and possibly better paying employment opportunities within EPA. Such was the case 

with the first person to fill one of EPA’s Caltrans positions, who left within six months. 

Although EPA promptly advertised, interviewed, and selected a candidate, it took 

six months to refill the position.  

Caltrans would like to be able to reach agreement with the hiring agency on the 

qualifications of potential hires (e.g., number of years of experience and level of 

position). This could be accomplished through a DOT review of the job announcement 

for the funded position. One Federal agency does not believe that Caltrans has legal 

authority to provide this input. 

The experience with the Position Funding effort has been inconsistent because the 

funded positions have been subjected to a high turnover. The Federal FTE allocation, a 

State hiring freeze set to expire in June 2005, and State layoffs (as is occurring in the 

California Department of Fish and Game) are creating difficulties with filling vacancies 

at certain agencies. The position in the Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) was denied 

an exemption from the State hiring freeze, so it remains vacant. However, Caltrans is 

providing staff to OHP to work on non-Caltrans projects, to free OHP staff on rotation to 

review Caltrans projects. The positions at USFWS in Carlsbad were hard to fill because 

of the cost-of-living in that area and because, before May 2002, the positions were not 
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classified at the appropriate grade for the work. To meet their current needs, Caltrans 

wants to find ways to: 

• fill vacancies quickly, 

• reallocate funds from agencies that could not fill their positions to agencies that 

could, 

• reallocate funds within agencies from office locations that could not fill their 

positions to office locations that could. 

Caltrans recently executed a new MOU with USFWS that gives Caltrans the flexibility to 

move funds for use at any of the USFWS offices. Caltrans is working on developing a 

similar MOU with the USACE. 

Performance of the funded positions is difficult to measure since some of these 

positions interact with multiple Caltrans districts. Caltrans would like a better method for 

having input on performance of the funded positions. Currently, there is no clear method 

for handling performance issues. Caltrans asks for the host agency’s input on 

performance evaluations for Caltrans employees but they do not have any input on 

Federal employee performance evaluations. Caltrans is trying to formalize the system so 

that it fosters more accurate and complete feedback (good and bad). Rotational position 

performance evaluations work in the same way as for regular Caltrans employees. 

The performance measures in the initial agreements with the agencies were not 

useful and were hard to track. A better system for communication, coordination and, 

ultimately, personnel action, if necessary, was needed. No one has had to deal with 

termination/transfer issues yet as a result of performance by funded employees. However, 

Caltrans reviewed how to handle performance issues and how that system should work. 
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As Caltrans has been renewing their agreements with the agencies, they have been 

changing the performance measures contained within the agreements. Caltrans is trying 

to make the performance measures agency-specific so they are fair and address issues 

with each agency. Performance measures now address responsiveness and timeliness of 

reviews. They also will establish targets for requests for additional information, so that 

those requests go to Caltrans early rather than at the end of the comment period. Caltrans 

noted that convening Federal and State agencies at the outset of the process to develop 

reasonable performance measures before contracts were signed would have been 

beneficial. 

Compliance with the reporting requirements in the various MOUs has been 

inconsistent. In order to help prioritize the Caltrans projects for review, track turnaround 

times, and track performance by agency personnel filling the funded positions, Caltrans 

established a consistent quarterly tracking and reporting system. In the early phases, the 

system consisted of workload spreadsheets containing information such as 

Project Name/Description, Action Requested, Completion Date for Action Requested, 

Actual Date for Action Requested, Comments/Status, Agency Contact, and 

Caltrans Contact. The system was put online at the end of 2003 and Caltrans is in the 

process of transforming the spreadsheet system into a database with remote access 

capabilities. A preliminary database application is in beta testing in the Caltrans Districts. 

Caltrans has also been holding quarterly meetings with the USACE, California Coastal 

Commission, and USFWS to review commitments, discuss issues, and address 

outstanding concerns.  
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Some problems remain with reporting requirements and prioritization of projects 

from Caltrans. The CCC found the quarterly reporting requirement onerous, and 

negotiated with Caltrans to reduce the reporting frequency. The CCC uses the 

spreadsheet system but also provides a narrative on a variety of topics. Several agencies 

reported that prioritization of Caltrans projects within the review process has been 

inconsistent, as each District has its own list of priority projects for review. USFWS 

noted the need for more consultation sessions with Caltrans to clarify priorities, and one 

State environmental agency staff person suggested that a statewide liaison at Caltrans be 

appointed to assist in prioritization. 

State funding for the Position Funding Effort is often at risk given the economic 

downturn in the state and California budget policies, creating a situation where Caltrans 

has to request funding several times a year. Over the first eight months of the program, 

the funding had to be justified five times. There were concerns at Caltrans about the 

continuance of funding for the 2005 fiscal year. Economic conditions have also interfered 

with the intent of the project in some instances. One Federal environmental agency 

reported that they could no longer provide “premium” service to Caltrans because of the 

funding problems.  

Despite challenges related to administration, most participants report that the 

Position Funding Effort has met expectations in regard to time savings. USFWS staff 

found that the Position Funding Effort results in more timely reviews and faster permit 

processing. The agency pointed to instances where the agency was able to complete a 

Biological Opinion and Section 7 consultation in less than 135 days. This has been 

reduced to as little as 60 days when Caltrans indicated the project had high priority. 
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USFWS attributed the successes to having an experienced person involved in the review 

process, early familiarity with projects, and a good relationship with Caltrans fostered by 

the Position Funding Effort. CCC also found significant time savings in project reviews 

and predicted that they would continue to see time savings in the future. The commission 

estimated that on one particular project, they saved a year’s review time. 

EPA staff reported that they are managing a larger volume of Caltrans projects, 

but have not quantified whether the review times are shorter than before. Based on their 

feedback, the EPA believes that the Position Funding Effort provided benefits in addition 

to timely reviews. The Position Funding Effort allows EPA to have dedicated staff with 

specialized training and experience in transportation issues in general and on the 

NEPA/404 process in particular. EPA is able to handle a greater volume of transportation 

projects overall, enabling them to review, when requested, Environmental Assessments in 

addition to Environmental Impact Statements. The Position Funding Effort is also 

advantageous in that EPA is able to handle incoming NEPA documents more 

comprehensively and consistently than they were able to do before having these funded 

positions.  

The experience varies by region on the question whether the project has met 

expectations for measurable improvement in the availability of agencies to participate in 

field reviews and meetings.  

Participating agencies also report that the Position Funding Effort has resulted in 

improved environmental protection. EPA believes that, through their additional 

involvement, the resulting projects will have better environmental outcomes than before. 

USFWS also felt the project resulted in better protection of environmental resources by 

 B-55



allowing them to invest the proper amount of time in the reviews. The CCC expressed a 

similar view, stating that the Position Funding Effort provides more opportunities for 

environmental protection by facilitating greater access to resource protection agencies 

and professionals. The CCC has quarterly meetings with Caltrans and provides feedback 

on transportation planning. The Position Funding Effort has resulted in a reorientation of 

the CCC’s typical practices; they are now involved with projects in the planning process, 

rather than waiting until the permitting stage. The Commission has also started to 

participate in the project development process and programmatic reviews. 

The Position Funding Effort has produced some ancillary benefits. EPA reported 

that the effort has fostered a more collaborative and responsive relationship with 

Caltrans, and that the number of project-related conflicts between EPA and Caltrans has 

been reduced because of early Federal involvement in projects. This effort has also led to 

a better understanding of Caltrans project development and planning practices. CCC 

reported similar benefits, citing a greater understanding on both agencies’ parts regarding 

transportation project development and coastal regulations.  

The Position Funding Effort has also enabled local agencies and the general 

public to hear concerns and positions directly from the State and Federal agencies 

because of the agencies’ early participation in projects. Caltrans is no longer in the 

position of conveying agency comments to the public second-hand, and the State and 

Federal agencies hear local concerns directly. 

Criticisms of the Position Funding Effort are largely related to programmatic 

inconsistencies, funding and staffing levels, and hiring difficulties. Participants cited 

time-consuming meeting schedules, low budgets set by Caltrans, high staff turnover 
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among the agencies, and funding problems as obstacles to project effectiveness. One 

Federal environmental agency staff person found that position funding worked well in 

certain Caltrans Districts, but that the level of collaboration and adherence to procedures 

varied based on personality.  

USFWS cited an overall need for more funding and more staffing within the 

Position Funding Effort. At current staffing and funding levels, the agency was not 

always able to keep up with the workload. At times, five to six people were using funding 

for two full-time equivalent positions. One environmental agency staff person in a funded 

position noted that a full-time, dedicated hire was needed at his agency to accommodate 

the workload generated by Caltrans projects. CCC cited a greater need for predictability 

in the funding of positions. EPA also noted that internal transaction costs associated with 

term positions are often overlooked in the funding, but are not inconsequential. 

Conversely, EPA did not find funding to be a problem, except for travel funds. 

EPA cited the categorization of the Caltrans funded positions as term positions as the 

biggest challenge, and would prefer to make the funded positions permanent. The agency 

also sees the need for greater FHWA leadership in the NEPA/404 process, more support 

from USACE, and greater understanding of how Federal agencies interact. They 

suggested that an overall discussion among the Federal agencies about the funded 

positions would be helpful. 
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Developing an Environmental Streamlining Process for Use in Florida (The Efficient 

Transportation Decision Making (ETDM) Process) 

 

ETDM Background. In response to the environmental streamlining provisions in 

the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21), the Florida Department of 

Transportation (FDOT) reviewed their transportation planning and project development 

process (see Figure B-6 (17)). Under the process that FDOT reviewed, the 

Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) and FDOT developed a localized 

Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) and a Transportation Improvement Program 

(TIP) based on mobility needs in response to development thresholds allowed under local 

comprehensive plans. During the comprehensive planning process, minimal consideration 

was given to potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of transportation or land 

use decisions on the local community’s social and natural resources. Highest priority 

projects entered the new fifth year of FDOT’s Five-Year Work Program and remained 

there for five years before any substantial environmental analyses were conducted. Lower 

priority projects fell beyond the fifth year of the work program. By the time a project 

entered the project development phase, it had gained so much public momentum that a 

decision not to construct a project because of substantial environmental or social impacts 

was almost never made. Instead, the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process 

(with agency interaction) was initiated and mitigation strategies were identified. 
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The problematic characteristics with the process were: 

• Sequential, Dependent Actions 

• Long Timeline with Gaps 

• Late Agency Involvement 

• Risk of Late Project Changes 

FDOT decided to develop a new innovative process for transportation planning 

and project development, referred to as Efficient Transportation Decision Making 

(ETDM), which brings agency interaction forward into the early stages of transportation 

planning. In this new process, avoidance and minimization strategies are identified much 

earlier and cost impacts for these strategies can be built into the LRTP (see 

Figure B-7 (14)). http://fdotenvironmentalstreamlining.urs-tally.com/Library/ETDMProc-

DisplayRoll%20020503%20v3%20letter%20size.pdf). 

Agency interaction occurs with the FDOT and its consultants earlier, before 

project development. This leads to adjustment in project design concepts to satisfy 

permitting requirements. Construction permits are consequently issued concurrently with 

the NEPA final environmental document at completion of the project development phase. 

Project final design and right-of-way acquisition is then able to proceed with minimized 

risk of future agency delay. 

All participating Federal and State agencies have been very supportive of the 

ETDM process. Reasons for their support include the process’ integrated planning, the 

staffing opportunities, and the potential for reducing transportation impacts on 

Florida’s environmental resources.
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ETDM Approach. There are four main elements of the ETDM process: Agency 

Agreements, Environmental Technical Advisory Teams (ETATs), an 

Interactive Database System, and Public Involvement. 

Agency Agreements. FDOT envisions that one key to ETDM success will be the 

three-party relationships among the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), FDOT, 

and each reviewing agency. The agency agreements are specific to each agency’s 

statutory review requirements. These agreements address funding for any positions, 

performance measures for all parties, and any specific bases for early issuance of permits. 

The agreements also include a standardized base agreement accompanied by an appendix 

containing agency-specific information and address procedural requirements. Where 

applicable, an agency funding agreement is also included. There are provisions to prevent 

returning to issues previously decided. This process is designed to create an electronic 

series of “No Problems” or “Agreement” decisions that parties will be able to point to as 

the documentation trail.  

Participants agreed that project disputes must be resolved before projects were 

eligible for project development by FDOT. A dispute resolution process to support 

implementation of this commitment was designed for informal resolution of disputes as 

early as possible, and at the agency staff level, whenever possible. The process includes 

criteria for red flagging a project for dispute resolution and an elevation path that leads, in 

the case of unresolved disputes, to the Governor and may also involve the 

Federal Dispute Resolution Process.  

ETAT. The ETDM process involves a multi-agency Environmental Technical 

Advisory Team (ETAT) for each of the seven FDOT districts. The ETAT is comprised of 
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12 to 20 members from agencies with statutory responsibility for transportation, land use 

and ecosystem planning, permitting, or consultation on projects and seeks collaborative 

decision-making. Each agency appoints a representative with responsibility to coordinate 

transportation project reviews within their agency. The starting point for the ETDM 

process is the Planning Screen at the LRTP stage. Figure B-8 (14) displays a screen shot 

of the ETDM Planning Screen. The Planning Screen allows agencies’ ETAT members to 

advise and comment on the impacts of projects to the natural and human environment, 

consistent with their agency’s regulatory program, very early in the planning process. 

FDOT reviews the LRTP and uses the results to eventually build the TIP. 

A second screen, referred to as the Programming Screen, occurs before a project 

is put into the FDOT Work Program and initiates the review process for projects not 

categorically excluded from NEPA. The Programming Screen elicits input from ETAT 

members on issues such as the scope of appropriate analysis for the project, technical 

study requirements, and specific agency concerns. Figure B-9 (14) displays a screen shot 

of the ETAT reviewers’ Programming Screen. The Programming Screen reviews 26 

categories of effects. The jurisdictional agencies indicate which categories need work and 

which ones become “Minimal” or “No Further Involvement.” The system helps the 

participants understand each other’s issues and how to work together. Using the 

Programming Screen results, FDOT allocates funds for general engineering consultants 

to do needed technical studies in the first two years of the five-year FDOT programming 

process. Funding for design and consultant engineering work on NEPA is approved under 

more traditional funding programs in the FDOT Work Program. 
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Throughout the project development stage, each ETAT representative coordinates 

transportation reviews for their own agency and, in turn, provides FDOT with those 

results. The objective is to make it possible for agencies to issue the permits needed for 

construction at the same time that the NEPA final environmental document is approved.  

Interactive Database System. Underlying the ETDM process is an electronic 

database system to support decision-making. FDOT, in conjunction with the 

University of Florida GeoPlan Center and others, developed the Florida Geographic Data 

Library (FGDL). The FGDL distributes satellite images, aerial photos, and Geographic 

Information System (GIS) data of the State of Florida. It allows the sharing of data 

between State and Federal agencies and the public and private sectors. Figure B-10 (14) 

displays a screen from the interactive database system. The FGDL Environmental 

Screening Tool is the prototype for the ETAT review application on the GIS system. It is 

an Internet-accessible GIS application that permits ETAT members to input and update 

project data and comments, perform standard GIS analyses, and provide read-only 

information to the public. The system does not require users to have GIS software or 

extensive training. The agency agreements require the participating agencies to review 

their GIS data layers and provide the GeoPlan Center with the most recent information. 

FDOT provides most of the funding for the FGDL. The Florida Department of 

Environmental Protection (DEP) and the Florida Department of Community Affairs 

provide smaller segments of the necessary funding. Partial funding also comes from the 

Coastal Zone Management Office within the DEP.  
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Public Involvement. In addition to the increased early involvement of State and 

Federal agencies, increased coordination with MPOs and local governments is also seen 

as critical to the process. ETDM is designed to create enhanced opportunities for public 

involvement. As part of ETDM, FDOT created a Community Outreach Network for 

MPO and non-MPO areas and has appointed a Community Liaison Coordinator to handle 

coordination between MPO/FDOT and communities affected by transportation projects.  

In the ETDM process, community outreach and public involvement activities 

begin during the planning phase and continue through project development and 

subsequent project phases. The public has read-only access to the technical reports, data, 

and comments through this system. The information that is available to the public 

includes the project description, project impact analyses, and public comments. The 

public is able to submit comments to the project sponsor and those comments are loaded 

into the module. Continuing and effective public involvement and access to project 

information through an interactive database are the foundations for early issuance of 

permits concurrently with the NEPA final environmental document.  

Expectations of the ETDM process. Because of the Planning Screen and the 

Programming Screen, the expected results from the ETDM process are not just better 

transportation decisions, but higher quality land use decisions, local community issues 

addressed, and a higher level of avoidance of environmental impacts. There is a potential 

long-term benefit because of early and more comprehensive planning and coordination 

between agencies (and the public). Performing systems level regional and state-wide 

analyses could enable FDOT to take early avoidance actions, prepare systems level 

regional and state-wide mitigation plans, and obtain better environmental results. More 
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innovative mitigation is expected to be possible. There is a potential for increased 

avoidance of environmental impacts through early indirect and cumulative impact 

assessment in planning, and better distribution of information. This is expected to be the 

biggest potential benefit and ETDM may result in a national model in this area. Better 

documentation of agencies’ planned new resource protection areas is also anticipated. 

Agencies will have a better understanding of their own agency’s processes, the processes 

of other agencies, and a much better appreciation for the transportation planning and 

project development process as a whole.  

The ETDM process is expected to be very effective in decreasing the overall 

NEPA processing time because of the ability to build upon planning efforts and 

incorporate planning choices into the NEPA decisions without rehashing unimportant 

issues or previously dismissed alternatives during NEPA documentation. The overall 

NEPA time frame is expected to be decreased through the use of concurrent interagency 

public notices, public involvement, and public hearings, and through expedited issuances 

of permits and consultation opinions because of interagency coordination beginning in 

transportation, land use and resource protection, and management planning. ETDM may 

not eliminate controversial projects, but the issues would be known up front.  

It is predicted that, with the ETDM process, FDOT would continue preparing 

some Type 2 (mitigated) categorical exclusion (CE) projects under NEPA. Those projects 

have constituted nearly 95 percent of FDOT’s major projects. If a project is not a Type 2 

CE, a determination will be made whether a project requires an EA or an EIS. FDOT 

reported that the average duration (calendar days) of the study phase for a typical Type 2 

Categorical Exclusion project started and completed in the period from 1998 to 2002 
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without using the ETDM process was 1.5 years. Overall time savings by using the ETDM 

process is expected to be significant. 

As a result of the ETDM process, FDOT hopes to be able to execute 

programmatic agreements for certain NEPA procedures and some other environmental 

laws. This would allow moving projects directly to design in cases where there are no 

apparent issues found in early reviews. The process is very useful in that the ETDM 

process is able to generate a summary report of all prior proceedings and issues to be 

used during the Final Design phase. The following key components comprise the 

Project Summary Report: 

• Project description summary 

• Purpose and Need discussion 

• Summary of Public Comments 

• Discussion of Transportation Planning Consistency 

• Supporting Documents 

• Alternatives 

The Summary Report from the process also gives local government and other 

agencies important information. The reports could drive more accountability for all 

public agency decision-makers. The system could also lead to more State and Federal 

agency cooperation. Ultimately, States using this system may be given delegation of 

more responsibilities to the State.  

It was expected that staff and consultant labor time would increase initially 

because of the initial uploading of information at the Planning Screen stage, learning its 

use, and making any needed revisions. Once familiarity with the ETDM occurs, staff time 
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may be about the same as in the traditional transportation planning and project 

development process. Staff time for some resource agencies is anticipated to be higher 

because of the need to learn transportation development. There will be more people 

involved in that MPO staff will contribute to the effort, whereas they did not coordinate 

with Federal and State agencies under the traditional process.  

FDOT expects a decrease in project level processing time since environmental 

scoping and some of the studies would occur during planning. They believe the 

ETDM process justifies any additional labor and time because of the benefits of all 

participants understanding mobility needs and goals and environmental resources and the 

need to protect them. 

ETDM Status. In February 2000, an Executive Summit was held in 

Tallahassee for State and Federal agencies to obtain support and commitment to create 

a new process for ETDM. Since the ETDM’s inception, FDOT has reached agreement 

with a variety of stakeholders on the main elements of the ETDM process, trained 

over 200 review agency staff in ETDM procedures and technology, and implemented 

the ETDM process with an initial group of approximately 150 projects. 

Accomplishments from the first year of process development included the signing of a 

global multi-agency Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) in December 2001; 

definition of ETDM and Environmental Technical Advisory Team (ETAT) 

coordinator roles and responsibilities; development of the process framework for 

ETDM planning, programming, and project development activities; creation of 

continuous public involvement and community outreach processes; and refinement of 

the ETDM implementation strategy and schedule. Because of the strong support for 
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the ETDM process within FDOT, the agency shifted from an implementation plan 

based on individual Pilot Projects to a plan for widespread implementation of the 

ETDM process and the ETAT review system.  

Training of the ETDM process for ETDM participants occurred between February 

and May 2003. Training participants included FDOT District personnel, MPO, and 

agency representatives. A two-day Mock ETAT session also was held with Federal and 

State agencies to test the effectiveness of the Environmental Screening Tool. In 

November 2003, the ETDM Interim Environmental Screening Tool User Guide was 

modified based on comments received and issues raised during the training sessions. 

Additional training sessions were held at a later date for consultants and 

ETDM participants who missed the first round. More training sessions on public 

involvement, cultural resources, indirect and cumulative, and socio-cultural effects were 

held in September and October 2004. Ongoing training sessions are held as needed, and 

an online tutorial has been developed for the FGDL Environmental Screening Tool. Most 

ETDM training participants found the trainings accessible and useful. Some participants 

thought that more training sessions in the FDOT Districts, rather than a central location, 

would have allowed greater attendance, while one environmental agency official 

expressed that separate training sessions for Federal and State agency users would have 

been beneficial. One environmental agency participant also felt that the time frame 

between training in the ETDM process and beginning the process was too long. 

FDOT completed and provided a draft of the ETDM Interim Guidelines 

(12 chapters) to ETDM training participants for review and comments. There were major 

comments on the guidelines as a result of the ETDM participant training sessions. FDOT 
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began revising and updating the ETDM Interim Guidelines in the summer of 2003 to 

address these comments and to develop the Guidelines as an ETDM Manual. The 

Draft ETDM Manual was completed in June 2004. The ETDM Manual now has 

six chapters which precede Part I of FDOT’s Project Development and Environmental 

Manual. Part I deals with project development and environmental process and 

administration.  

FDOT’s original goal was to have all agency agreements developed and approved 

by June 30, 2003. Twelve agency agreements were signed in the first year of the project. 

This success was attributed to the involvement of the reviewing agencies and MPOs in 

the development of the ETDM process from the outset. As of July 2004, FDOT has 

completed or is near completion on two-year agency agreements with 13 Federal, State, 

and local entities. Currently, agency agreements (Master Agreement, Agency Operating 

Agreement, and Funding Agreement, where applicable) have been completed with the 

following agencies: 

• U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency 

• Natural Resources Conservation 

Service 

• National Marine Fisheries 

Service 

• Federal Highway Administration 

/Federal Transit Administration 

• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

• Florida Fish and Wildlife 

Conservation Commission 

• Florida State Historic 

Preservation Officer/Advisory 

Council on Historic Preservation 

• Northwest Florida Water 

Management District 

• Florida Department of 

Community Affairs 

• U.S. Coast Guard 

• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

• Florida Department of 

Agriculture and Consumer 

Services 
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• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

 
FDOT is continuing to develop and complete agreements with the National Park 

Service, the Florida Department of Environmental Protection, and the Florida Water 

Management Districts. These agencies are at varying stages of development on 

agreements, ranging from reviews ongoing to near completion for agency signatures. In 

some cases, the delay in signing the agreements was caused by concerns about agency 

staffing, unwillingness to sign the agreement without funding in place, and concerns 

about the effect of the conflict resolution process on the permitting processes. The delay 

was also caused by several of the agreements being slow in getting started, and the need 

to update and inform senior administrative staff on the ETDM process. 

Eighteen positions have been funded through agency Funding Agreements.  

The ETDM project used the Internet to successfully manage the mutual 

development of agency agreements. FDOT used the ETDM website as a communication 

tool during agreement negotiations, greatly reducing the amount of paper and individual 

communication needed to update and refine the agreement text. 

FDOT began the implementation of the ETDM process in the 

seven FDOT Districts on July 1, 2003. Between July 1, 2003 and February 1, 2004, the 

MPOs (in the MPO areas) and the FDOT Districts (in the counties) uploaded information 

on more than 150 projects into the initial Planning Screen. Major projects in the 

“pipeline” (i.e., those with Environmental Assessments or Environmental Impact 

Statements) were not included. Each FDOT District was instructed to organize their 

ETATs to begin reviewing projects in the Planning Screen Phase beginning on 
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January 1, 2004. Agencies not under agreement still have the option to review the 

150 projects involved in the ETDM process.  

The ETAT GIS review application is active and currently holds 350 data layers. 

Project Summary Reports for the approximately 150 projects were generated in the 

Spring of 2004 and were uploaded to the Programming Screen in preparation for the 

Fiscal Year 2005 FDOT Work Program (begins July 2005) in April 2004. 

The FGDL Environmental Screening Tool has proved to be a successful review 

tool for the approximately 200 agency reviewers participating in the ETDM process, and 

has been cited for improving process efficiency and making reviewers’ jobs easier. The 

most beneficial aspects of the screening tool are that all reviewers can view the same 

project data, the agencies can view each other’s comments, the project comments are kept 

in one location for the duration of the project, and the single repository for project 

information helps ensure that issues are not overlooked. Using the FGDL Environmental 

Screening Tool is also helpful in allowing agencies to view all projects in the planning 

phase at once, giving better sense of potential cumulative impacts. The screening tool has 

also been used for more functions than originally anticipated. Agencies have been using 

the application to review projects not involved in the ETDM process, and the program 

has been a catalyst for updating GIS layers. 

Because the FGDL Environmental Screening Tool was developed collaboratively 

among ETDM, built in small modules, and extensively tested for functionality, there have 

been few criticisms of the system design. Problems and obstacles encountered with the 

FGDL Environmental Screening Tool have been principally related to system 

management and the quality of input data and GIS data. Problems reported included 
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projects being removed before the 45-day agency comment period had ended, no 

universal reminder system for project commenting deadlines, and no mechanism for 

requesting an extension of the comment period. Inadequate project descriptions in the 

Screening Tool presented problems for some users in that it prevented them from 

eliminating unnecessary reviews for projects that had no potential to affect certain 

resources types. Inadequate project descriptions also presented barriers for agencies that 

could not send staff to all project-related meetings. Difficulties with GIS data were 

largely related to the variability in the quality and coverage of GIS data among resource 

areas and regions in Florida. Some agencies reported using only their own GIS data in 

project review rather than using the breadth of the 350-layer library available through the 

FGDL Environmental Screening Tool.  

Progress Report 3, which is to document the further progress of the development 

of the ETDM process, was scheduled to be issued in May 2004, but was put on hold until 

because of the emphasis on revising and updating the ETDM Interim Guidelines to 

transform them into an ETDM Manual. As of February 2005, Progress Report 3 has yet 

to be issued. 

The success of the ETDM process in reducing the time frame for planning and 

project development has not yet been quantified. A task team of representatives from 

six agencies, including the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), U.S. Army Corps 

of Engineers (USACE), FDOT Districts, MPOs, and the FHWA are in the process of 

developing performance measures to assess time and cost savings. Some agency staff 

reported that the ETDM process took longer than earlier processes and required equal or 

increased levels of staffing resources. Increased workloads and timelines were attributed 
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to the addition of planning tasks into the overall screening process, consideration of 

MPO-sponsored projects as well as state-sponsored projects, and the task of entering 

large amounts of project information into the Screening Tool. Greater agency 

involvement in the planning stages of proposed projects has also increased staff workload 

before the permitting phase begins. At the MPO level, a shortage of staff at some MPOs 

has led to delays in processing socio-cultural effect reviews. Factors that may affect time 

efficiency and cost savings in the ETDM process in the future include projects that bog 

down in review without a mechanism for addressing problems, and training new staff in 

the ETDM process.  

Based on the experiences described above, FDOT predicts that the transportation 

planning and project development processes will take less time in the future. FDOT 

believes that it will see positive results on time and cost savings within the next one to 

two years for Type 2 CEs and within five years for EISs. The anticipated savings are 

attributable to the electronic review process, greater understanding of the key 

environmental issues for each project, and early acquisition of necessary permits. 

Additional time saving benefits include the possibility of using the Project Summary 

Reports as environmental information in Type 2 CEs for FHWA. FDOT also expects that 

the typical 10- to 15-year planning period for transportation projects should be reduced 

through the ETDM process.  

The perceived benefits of using the ETDM process in protecting the environment 

have met project expectations. The involvement of each review agency in the planning 

process assists in environmental protection and mitigation in that each agency is aware of 

expected project impacts. Accelerated mitigation performed earlier in the project timeline 
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also makes projects easier to implement. The ETDM process particularly benefits 

environmental resource protection in broadening awareness of environmental issues 

among participating MPOs. Before the implementation of ETDM, the MPOs did not 

receive agency input in considering environmental protection in project planning.  

Some concern was expressed among participants about the degree to which 

FDOT considered agency comments in the planning and project development phase. 

There is no direct response mechanism built into the screening process for FDOT to 

respond to comments. Some participants cited no consistent correlation between the 

recommendations made during the planning phase and the permitting process. Other 

participants wondered how the ETDM process would work for larger, more complex 

projects with more substantial impacts. As of July 2004, no controversial projects, 

defined as projects with substantial “red” comments, have gone through the ETDM 

process. One environmental agency participant reported political pressure to give 

favorable or neutral comments on projects sponsored by MPOs. 

Perceived benefits were also found in transportation decision making using the 

ETDM process. ETDM helped participants understand the proposed projects better and 

helped MPOs make more informed decisions about project implementation. Earlier 

involvement between agencies in the project development process also helped avoid 

surprise delays. 

ETDM process participants regularly cited increased collaboration and education 

as some of the most successful aspects of the pilot project. During the nearly 

five-year ETDM development phase, FDOT built relationships and obtained input from 

agencies and MPOs to create a system in which each participant was a stakeholder. The 
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project received support from the highest levels of the reviewing agencies, who 

participated in a summit meeting of regional Federal agency administrators and heads of 

State agencies. Participation in the ETDM process resulted in various agencies learning 

more about the overall transportation and environmental planning process, which has lead 

to better communication between the agencies. The collaborative process is being 

continued through periodic ETDM coordinators meetings for coordinators at all the 

FDOT Districts and at the Florida Turnpike. Community Liaison Coordinators also attend 

the meetings to review obstacles, successes, and related issues. FDOT also held a 

statewide ETAT meeting in early October 2004 to discuss issues, such as indirect and 

cumulative effects. Project participants recommended several methods for improving 

collaboration in the ETDM process, including inviting military landowners to be 

members of ETAT and using conflict resolution or outside coordination when 

disagreements arose. 

The Florida ETDM process could be adapted to work in other states if certain 

parameters were in place or could be developed. There must be a foundation for agency 

cooperation, a commitment from senior agency officials to participate in and support the 

project development process, a combined planning and project development process, and 

a central repository for GIS data. FDOT estimates that the agency spent $3 million in 

Federal and State funds over the five year project development phase, which did not 

include travel and salary expenses. The high number of meetings and related travel and 

time expenditures required to begin a process like ETDM must be acceptable to all 

agencies involved in order to ensure a collaborative environment. Costs associated with 

implementing the ETDM process in other states may be less however, as Florida has 
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already developed much of the framework and technology necessary for the ETDM 

process. 

Details on the ETDM project, including full descriptions of each element and the 

Pilot Project’s achievements to date are available at 

http://fdotenvironmentalstreamlining.urs-tally.com/. 
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Environmental Streamlining for the Georgia Rail Passenger Program (GRPP) 

 

GRPP Background. Georgia has a network of over 5,000 miles 

(8,047 kilometers) of railroad lines, many of which could have capacity added to handle 

passenger traffic. In response to Georgia's extraordinary rate of growth, 

traffic congestion, and air quality problems, in January 2000, the State of Georgia 

developed a comprehensive program to implement rail passenger services along 

seven existing railroad corridors. The Georgia Rail Passenger Program (GRPP) includes 

both commuter rail trains in the Atlanta area to help cope with growing peak-hour traffic, 

and intra-state/intercity trains to provide a multimodal alternative in the state’s largest 

travel markets. The Georgia Rail Passenger Program (GRPP) contains seven commuter 

rail services, six intercity rail services, and the Multi-Modal Passenger Terminal 

(MMPT). Figure B-11 (18) displays a map of the GRPP. The Multi-Modal Passenger 

Terminal in downtown Atlanta will serve the initial commuter rail service from Macon 

and Athens and new regional bus services, and will provide links to Metropolitan Atlanta 

Rapid Transit Authority (MARTA). 

The GRPP requires coordination among a number of State and Federal agencies. 

The three principal State agencies involved in the project are the Georgia Department of 

Transportation (GDOT), Georgia Rail Passenger Authority (GRPA) and the 

Georgia Regional Transportation Authority (GRTA). Figure B-12 (19) displays an 

organizational chart for the GRPP. GDOT is the infrastructure provider and also 

coordinates with the Federal agencies. GRPA is the operator and handles station and 

facilities location and design. 
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GRTA is the transit and land use coordinator and provides local planning help and 

funding for transit-oriented development. The main Federal agencies active on the project 

are the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), the Federal Transit Administration 

(FTA), the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and the U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency (EPA).  

The original intent of the GRPP Pilot Project was to define a single programmatic 

process for the environmental review and permit approvals that would have satisfied 

multiple agency requirements and promoted timely decision-making. The streamlined 

process would have defined roles, environmental review processes, levels of required 

analysis, commitment to cooperation, measures for early public involvement, and an 

efficient and effective conflict and dispute resolution process. There was to have been a 

single Memorandum of Understanding or a Programmatic Agreement among the 

State sponsors and Federal partners. The project sponsors/partners included the 

U.S. DOT agencies, the State transportation agencies, and Federal and 

State environmental resource agencies. GDOT and the other agencies reconsidered this 

approach and decided to proceed with the remainder of the GRPP using the informal 

processes, elaborated on in the following section, that were used effectively for the 

first elements of the project.  

GRPP Approach. The approach that is being used for the GRPP involves 

multi-agency coordination, a concurrent document review process, and early and 

continuous public involvement.  
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Multi-Agency Coordination. As previously stated, GDOT decided to use informal 

processes on the remainder of the GRPP. The smooth working of the informal processes 

to date is attributable to a number of factors: 

1. Rapid selection of FTA as the lead agency in Winter 1999 and its assumption 

of an active leadership role;  

2. High likelihood that existing freight rail corridors (owned by CSX and 

Norfolk Southern Railroads), rather than corridors on new location, would be 

the preferred alternatives for nearly all parts of the project; and 

3. Transit nature of the program, which is perceived as environmentally-friendly 

and tends to generate support more easily than major highway construction 

projects; 

4. Early involvement of the necessary agencies and the public. 

GRPP did develop a multi-agency agreement at the State level that creates an 

innovative relationship among the GDOT, GRTA, and GRPA (20). The agreement 

defined shared decision-making and production responsibilities among those agencies. 

The objectives of the agreement included helping the three agencies quickly reach 

program decisions, fostering a unified front when dealing with third parties, and avoiding 

the time-consuming traditional joint decision-making process. Under the agreement, the 

three agencies established a Program Management Team comprised of members from 

each of the three agencies. That team holds responsibility for joint decision-making and 

program coordination. The Project Management Team appointed a Georgia Rail 

Passenger Coordinating Committee (GRPCC) to serve in an advisory capacity to the 

Team. Implementation of the program is the responsibility of the Rail Program Managers 
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Committee, composed of staff from each of the three agencies. One participant reporter 

felt that the Committee has not proved to be a forum to settle fundamentally different 

perspectives between the GDOT and GRTA on the project. This participant reporter 

believed it would be more effective to dismantle the committee structure and have 

one agency in the lead, either GDOT or GRTA, especially during implementation.  

Document Reviews. The seven rail corridors of the GRPP all require 

Environmental Assessments (EAs) under NEPA, plus an EA for the Atlanta multimodal 

station. Resource agencies are satisfied with the use of separate EAs for the program 

components as long as the projects are in existing transportation corridors. 

From the selection of FTA as lead agency onward, the preparation and review of 

the documents have moved forward efficiently and cooperatively. GDOT credits the 

expeditious preparation of the environmental documents to the cooperation of the 

principal players in the program: GDOT, GRTA, GRPA, FTA, FHWA, and EPA.  

The favorable relationship among the agencies also is illustrated by the ability of 

GDOT, GRTA, GRPA, FTA, FHWA and FRA to use a concurrent review process for 

environmental documents. This approach eliminated the pre-release internal review step 

in the typical sequential review process. Review time was cut substantially through this 

method.  

Public Involvement. The GRPP public involvement process was comprehensive, 

identified issues early, and contributed to solutions. For example, the GRPP team held a 

meeting with the NAACP to discuss potential Environmental Justice issues in the Macon 

to Atlanta corridor. As a result, the GRPP team addressed the issue of gentrification as a 

side effect of the GRPP.  
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Public involvement was a key part of the GRPP Public Scoping process. The 

GRPP originally considered four alternatives but three alternatives were added through 

the substantial public input during the GRPP Scoping process. New techniques for public 

involvement on the GRPP include a Web-based system for public comment. While the 

GRPP team did not measure Web use, as compared to other comment methods, a project 

mailing list was generated with over 950 names. 

Early Agency Involvement GDOT provided funds for positions in the 

Georgia Historic Preservation Division (GHPD) to allow them to commit the resources 

required for the GRPP. According to the GHPD, early coordination in the planning and 

project development phases, while requiring more upfront work and meetings, 

expeditiously resolved issues and streamlined the review of the Section 106 

documentation. Early coordination allowed agreement on the Area of Potential Effects to 

historic resources and level of effort necessary to identify these resources. This 

coordination also included extensive technical assistance by the GHPD to ensure 

identification and resolution of issues thereby minimizing harm to historic resources and 

reducing delays in the review process. The GHPD believes that the procedures developed 

for streamlining the environmental review could establish a model for future projects in 

the state.  

Expectations for the GRPP Pilot Project. The benefits of the GRPP are 

expected to carry over to other GDOT efforts. Possible favorable streamlining results 

include: 

1. Identification of Streamlining Needs and Constraints – GDOT surveyed the 

agencies on receptiveness, obstacles, advantages, review time frames and 
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resource constraints to advance a formal interagency agreement. All 

responding agencies were receptive to a streamlining initiative and 75 percent 

of the responding agencies favored a programmatic agreement. Staff 

constraints were the primary obstacle, followed by time and budget. There 

was consensus on a four-week review time of submittals. As previously 

stated, GDOT and the other agencies reconsidered the necessity of a formal 

agreement because of the success of the informal processes that had been 

used. Nevertheless, the survey may be helpful in other studies. 

2. Public Involvement Process – The public involvement process used by GRPP 

has been very comprehensive and the experiences can be applied to other 

GDOT efforts. 

3. State Multi-Agency MOU and Program Management Team Process – This 

cooperative agreement demonstrates how agencies can work together 

successfully. 

4. Web-Based Public Comment System – GDOT expects to use this tool on 

other projects. 

5. Concurrent Document Review Cycles – By using concurrent reviews by 

GDOT and the Federal transportation agencies (FTA, FHWA, and FRA), a 

step was removed and this speeded the review. It is not yet clear whether this 

can be applied to other GDOT projects, but it is worthy of consideration. 

GRPP Status. The GRPP will be phased in during the next 14 years. The 

Multi-Modal Passenger Terminal (MMPT) and rail services along the Macon to Atlanta 

rail corridor and the Athens to Atlanta rail corridor are the active projects in the first 
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phase of the program. GRPP milestones include development of an extensive early public 

involvement process (public meetings in April/May 2000 and October/November 2000) 

and publication of a report on rail alternatives (Summer 2000). 

A study of the impact that passenger service will have on existing freight 

operations was scheduled to be completed in 2003. As of late 2004, a consultant had been 

selected for the capacity study, but work had not been started. The study is expected to 

take 12 months to complete. The Macon to Atlanta rail corridor will not affect through 

freight operations since no through freight trains are carried along that corridor. 

Agreements with the CSX and Norfolk Southern Railroads will have to be reached and 

Federal clearances obtained before rail passenger service can be initiated.  

A Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) was issued on the MMPT in 1995 

and reevaluated and determined still to be valid in December 2000. On 

December 7, 2001, a new conceptual design of the MMPT was reviewed and generally 

agreed to by the potential users, the City, major adjacent owners of land and air rights, 

and the State agencies. Phase 1 of the MMPT will accommodate initial commuter rail 

service from Macon and Athens, and initial regional bus services, and will provide links 

to MARTA and the surrounding employment centers. Its capital cost (not including land 

acquisition costs) is estimated at $50 million, and work could be completed within 

two years of funding being available. As of summer 2004, the right-of-way for the station 

was being finalized. Some controversy remains over the demolition of the 

Constitution Building to accommodate the MMPT. 

For Fiscal Year 2003, there was a total of approximately $26 million for the 

MMPT. The funds were used to begin acquiring and consolidating land and development 
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rights for the MMPT, its approaches and associated storage facilities, identifying 

public/private partnership opportunities, conducting engineering and architectural 

schematic and preliminary design, and preparing the site for construction. 

In November 2001, FTA issued a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for 

the Macon to Atlanta corridor. A kick-off meeting for the Macon Corridor Local 

Advisory Committee (MACLAC) members along the corridor was held in 

mid-October 2002 to brief them on the status of the commuter rail implementation for 

corridor and also to answer questions related to the timeline and funding aspects of the 

program. The MACLAC has been a good tool to communicate with interested parties and 

decision makers on rail crossing safety issues. GDOT is continuing to work with local 

communities to protect station sites along the Macon to Atlanta rail corridor. 

A grant application for the Macon to Atlanta Corridor implementation was 

submitted through GDOT. This application was for money earmarked in TEA-21 for the 

corridor. FHWA approved the grant and forwarded the application material to FTA for 

final review and approval. This process was originally expected to be complete by 

May 2003, but FTA still had not approved the grant application as of July 2004.  

Service along the Macon to Atlanta corridor had been anticipated to begin in 

late 2004 from Griffin and from Macon in 2005, but there were delays in the 

State funding being supplied as requested. State funding of GRPP operating expenses is 

the key issue. Provided that State funding continues, late 2005 is now the earliest date 

that service from Griffin to Atlanta would occur. Service from Macon and Griffin would 

not occur until 2006. 
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The early coordination and concurrent review process worked well for the Athens 

to Atlanta corridor EA preparation. The agency review process with USFWS, GHPD, 

USACE, and GDOT was very effective since the streamlining process for the Macon to 

Atlanta corridor EA was followed. The EA for the Athens to Atlanta corridor was issued 

for public review in June 2003. Additional time was needed because FTA wanted a 

concurrence letter from the Georgia Historic Preservation Division on the Determination 

of Effect to be included in the EA. The process was also subject to a four- to six-month 

delay and a one- to two-month delay as a result of requests for additional funding for 

completion. 

Public hearings were held in mid-July 2003 along the Athens to Atlanta corridor 

at three locations to obtain public input and comments on the EA. GDOT submitted the 

document, with agency and public comments and responses, to FTA in fall 2003. FTA 

issued a FONSI in February 2004. Since the FONSI, some difficulties have arisen with 

funding and agreements with CSX and Norfolk Southern Rail for the Athens to Atlanta 

corridor project. The current level of funding will not provide enough service to 

accommodate the projected ridership. GRPP participants also expect that, to institute 

passenger rail service, the rail companies will want to add a third track to the rail 

corridor. This is not feasible given the current level of environmental review. Funding 

cannot be allocated until an agreement is reached with the rail companies. Service could 

start in the Athens to Atlanta corridor as early as 2008 and is estimated to cost 

$380 million to implement.  

Feedback on the GRPP streamlining effort was largely positive and most 

participants felt that the effort was successful. State transportation agencies attributed the 
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success of the process to bringing resource agencies into the process early, getting 

commitments from the agencies to expedite environmental review for the GRPP, and 

combining planning and alternatives analysis. Early coordination and concurrent review 

were seen as the key factors in the program’s success, as was the higher level of 

environmental data brought into the process. For example, NEPA scoping meetings were 

held for the project components, even though the components only required EAs. The 

EAs also included the same level of environmental analysis as for an EIS. State 

environmental agency participants, however, noted that coordination between the 

agencies could be improved and that more effort could have been made to give each 

agency a better overall understanding of the GRPP. Quarterly meetings or formation of a 

committee to share information were suggested as potential solutions. One environmental 

agency also noted that it would have liked feedback on its comments on the EAs. 

Time savings from the GRPP streamlining measures have not been specifically 

quantified. State environmental agency participants reported higher than average staff 

time spent on GRPP because of additional meetings and increased technical assistance. 

Although some participants reported expedited consultations under the streamlining 

procedures for the GRPP, they said there was little change in coordination methods. 

Participants also noted that the GRPP had few significant impacts, and therefore did not 

carry many of the complex and time consuming negotiations or avoidance and mitigation 

strategies necessary in other projects. Participants cited identification of environmental 

resources before the start of the NEPA process as being one of the positive changes in the 

process. Although there were differences of opinion as to whether this practice expedited 
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environmental review in the case of GRPP, they agreed that the practice would save time 

on projects with more extensive and significant impacts. 

The lack of significant impacts associated with the GRPP project made it difficult 

for participants to assess whether the project improved environmental protection. Noise 

control measures and wetland mitigation were cited as two of the environmental 

successes for the GRPP. Noise control measures included developing quieter grade 

crossings on the Macon to Atlanta corridor and grade separation and prohibition of horns 

on the Athens to Atlanta line. Criticisms included a lack of flexibility on station locations 

because of funding for acquisition of right-of-way, a lack of feedback on agency 

comments on the reviewed documents, and lack of input among the environmental 

agencies on the corridor design. 
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The Portway Program in New Jersey 

 

Portway Program Background. The Portway Project was conceived as a 

roadway/intermodal connector facility that would improve highway and inter-facility 

access between the Newark/Elizabeth Seaport and Airport Complex and major 

intermodal rail and trucking distribution facilities in the region. The Portway “Corridor” 

extended from the Seaport northward to the rail facilities in Essex, Hudson, and 

Bergen Counties and eastward to port facilities on the Bayonne Peninsula. These 

facilities and access routes are the front door to global and domestic commerce for 

New Jersey and greater metropolitan New York. Initially, the Portway Project was 

envisioned as a single project with multiple segments that would have been processed 

with one major EIS addressing the overall corridor. Subsequently, the Portway Project 

evolved into a number of smaller, individual, and less noteworthy projects having the 

common purpose of improving truck access to and from major ports in the Newark area. 

The project is now referred to as the Portway Program.  

The Portway Program is comprised of thirteen distinct projects: two by the 

N.J. Port Authority and the remaining eleven by NJDOT. Some of these projects qualify 

to be processed as Categorical Exclusions under NEPA. The change in approach did not 

caused segmentation issues under NEPA. Project elements had independent utility, 

logical termini, and did not restrict consideration of alternatives for other reasonably 

foreseeable transportation improvements. However, the New Jersey Department of 

Transportation (NJDOT) was concerned that this change in project concept reduced 
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opportunities for innovative environmental streamlining measures and, therefore wished 

to withdraw this Pilot Project from the Research Project. 

Portway Program Approach. The streamlining efforts for the original 

Portway Project included coordination with other projects in the corridor, finding 

opportunities to enhance the environment and the quality of life for local community 

residents, and effective participation of multiple stakeholders. Context Sensitive Design 

techniques were to be used to ensure that the final project reflected, to the extent possible, 

local community goals. 

If NJDOT did not wish to withdraw this Pilot Project from the Research Project, a 

measurable streamlining effort may have been the early environmental coordination with 

resource agencies. NJDOT partnered with the N.J. Institute of Technology (NJIT) for this 

effort. As part of TEA-21, the NJIT received approximately $2 million to fund the 

Intermodal International Transportation Center (IITC). The IITC developed a forum for 

stakeholders in the Portway Program. Stakeholders included N.J. Port Authority, 

N.J. Turnpike, port operators, truckers, municipalities, railroads (Conrail, 

Norfolk Southern, and Amtrak), Federal agencies (EPA, USACE), State agencies (DEP) 

and local utilities. The IITC stakeholder committee was a separate entity from 

NJDOT’s project-specific official stakeholder lists. Project stakeholder interests were 

coordinated between the different groups by people who serve on both groups. 

Several forum meetings were held. The goal of the meetings was to identify and 

address issues and concerns of stakeholders about the Portway Program. For example, 

stakeholders might have identified economic development initiatives as a key issue, but 
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this issue might not have been within the scope of a project. By having issues identified 

early, NJDOT could have chosen to act early to address these issues. 

Another streamlining possibility for the Portway Program would have been to 

have the NJ SHPO review the effects from the different projects of the Portway Program 

concurrently. For example, the SHPO would coordinate their Section 106 review so that 

different projects that affect the same historic districts were reviewed concurrently 

without duplication of submittals. 

Expectations for the Portway Program. The original intent of the 

Portway Project was to provide a format for the required environmental process on a 

project with multiple segments, multiple partners, varying degrees of complexity, and 

varying time frames for implementation. The idea was that, through early and continuous 

participation of stakeholders; simultaneous pursuit of transportation, environmental, and 

quality of life goals; and use of the principles of Context Sensitive Design, the 

environmental process would move faster and with greater predictability and the project 

itself would enhance transportation and the region’s environment. 

Because of the shift to smaller individual projects, the Portway Program may only 

have modest streamlining results. The early coordination with stakeholders should help 

identify and resolve issues earlier, although with multiple projects this would be difficult 

to verify. The possible concurrent reviews of projects on the same geographic location 

should also save time and reduce documentation requirements. 

Portway Program Status. NJDOT hoped to advance one or two of the 

component projects to the Final Design or Scope Development stage, where the 
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NEPA documentation is prepared and where environmental permits are obtained, by 

2003, and the rest by 2004.  

As of late 2004, one project (the Doremus Avenue Project, from south of 

Port Street to north of Wilson Avenue in Newark) was completed in December 2003. 

Four projects are under construction or in the final design stages, and six are in the 

Feasibility Assessment Stage. The feasibility stage ends with the identification of the 

Initially Preferred Alternative (IPA). The six projects in the Feasibility Assessment stage 

are: 

• New NJ Turnpike Interchange (Interchange 15E), Newark; 

• Central Avenue Improvements to I-9, Kearny; 

• Route 1-9 Truck Improvements (Bridge Replacement), Kearny and 

Newark; 

• Possible new bridge across the Passaic River from Central Avenue to 

Doremus Avenue, Kearny and Newark; 

• The rehabilitation of Pennsylvania Avenue and Fish House Road, Kearny; 

and 

• The extension of the Portway to Conrail’s Croxton Terminal. 

In July 2002, the NJDOT began the Portway Extensions Concept Development 

Study. The Study identified container/goods movement issues in addition to those 

addressed by the original Portway Program. The Study also recommended extensions that 

facilitate goods/container movements from northern New Jersey’s ports to their next 

destination and prioritized implementation. The study was completed in September 2003. 
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More information on the Portway Extensions Study is available at 

http://www.state.nj.us/transportation/works/portway/extstudy.shtm. 
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Parallel Processing of Section 106 and Section 4(f) Requirements in New Jersey 

 

Parallel Processing of Section 106 and Section 4(f) Requirements 

Background. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) regulations (23 CFR 771) 

(21), in compliance with Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 

1966 (Section 4(f)), require that a Section 4(f) Evaluation be prepared for any 

Federally funded project that uses property from either a significant historic property 

considered eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places or from a 

significant publicly owned park, recreational area or wildlife and waterfowl refuge. To 

reduce the number of Section 4(f) Evaluations, FHWA has prepared four Nationwide 

Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluations. When a project qualifies for a Programmatic 

Section 4(f) Evaluation, an individual Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation and an individual 

Final Section 4(f) Evaluation are not required. Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluations 

allow the FHWA Division Offices to make key determinations on projects that do not 

require an Environmental Impact Statement and that have only minor impacts on areas 

protected by Section 4(f). The four Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluations are: 

1. Independent Walkway and Bikeways Construction Projects  

2. Historic Bridges 

3. Minor Involvements with Historic Sites  

4. Minor Involvements with Parks, Recreation Areas and Waterfowl and 

Wildlife Refuges 

The Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation for Historic Bridges (22) covers 

projects that have an adverse effect on a historic bridge (and do not have an adverse 
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effect on any other historic property or parkland). The Programmatic Section 4(f) 

Evaluation for Minor Involvements with Historic Sites was prepared for projects that 

improve existing highways and that use only minor amounts of land (including 

non-historic improvements thereon) from historic sites that are adjacent to the highways. 

The impact on the Section 4(f) site from the use of the land must be considered minor. 

The word minor is narrowly defined as having either a No Effect or No Adverse Effect 

on the qualities that qualified the site for listing or eligibility on the National Register of 

Historic Places. The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) must not object 

to the determination of No Adverse Effect. 

Based on the above discussion about the current Section 4(f) process, if a 

Federal-aid project has an adverse effect on a historic district or a historic site (except 

bridges), it does not qualify for a Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation. These projects 

must go through separate and sequential processes to comply with Section 106 of the 

National Historic Preservation Act (Section 106) and to comply with Section 4(f). The 

traditional, sequenced processing follows the steps below: 

Section 106 

• Determination of Eligibility 

• Determination of Effect 

• Alternatives/Mitigation 

• Consultation with SHPO/ACHP 

• Public Participation 

• Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 
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Section 4(f) 

• Demonstration of No Prudent and Feasible Alternative 

• Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation and Final Section 4(f) Evaluation sent to 

SHPO, Department of Interior, and the public 

For a typical Section 106 process, Section 106 documentation must be prepared in 

accordance with 36 CFR Part 63 (for Determinations of Eligibility) (23) and 

36 CFR Part 800.11 (e) (Documentation Standards for Finding of No Adverse Effect or 

Adverse Effect) (24). Ultimately, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation signs a 

Memorandum of Agreement (MOA). Subsequent to the Section 106 process, an 

individual Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation and an individual Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 

are prepared, signed by FHWA, and circulated.  

NJDOT begins the Section 106 process very early in the project development 

process. For projects that have adverse effects on historic districts and historic sites 

(except bridges) and that are classified as categorical exclusions, the typical Section 106 

process, from determination of historic eligibility to MOA, takes three to nine months to 

complete. After the Section 106 process is completed, the Section 4(f) process 

(Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation and Final Section 4(f) Evaluation) takes another six to 

nine months to complete. The total time frame for a project in New Jersey that has an 

adverse effect on a historic property (except bridges) and that is classified as a 

categorical exclusion is, therefore, 9 to 18 months. 

The Section 4(f) process and the Section 106 process are similar in that they 

require resource identification, impact considerations, alternatives analyses, coordination, 

and mitigation. Both the Section 4(f) and Section 106 processes require a rigorous 
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analysis of alternatives to avoid or lessen adverse effects and both the processes analyze 

the same alternatives, namely: 

• Do Nothing 

• Improve the Facility Without Using/Affecting Section 4(f)/Historic Resources 

• Build a New Facility On New Location Without Affecting the 

Section 4(f)/Historic Resources  

As a result, on projects that have adverse effects on historic districts and 

historic sites (except bridges) and that are classified as categorical exclusions, NJDOT is 

required to address essentially the same issues in three different documents (the 

Section 106 documentation, the Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation, and Final Section 4(f) 

Evaluation) reviewed by essentially the same entities. 

Approach for Parallel Processing of Section 106 and Section 4(f) 

Requirements. The Pilot Project involves merging the Section 106 process with the 

Section 4(f) process to eliminate duplication and redundant coordination. The 

Pilot Project is designed to expedite the process for projects that have adverse effects on 

historic districts and historic sites (except bridges) and that are classified as 

categorical exclusions, since most of the coordination needed to comply with 

Section 4(f) Evaluations is applicable to the Section 106 process. The Pilot Project 

Process does not apply to projects that qualify for a Programmatic Section 4(f) 

Evaluation or require an Environmental Assessment or an Environmental Impact 

Statement because there would not be a substantial time savings in those cases. 

The Pilot Project Process, developed by the New Jersey SHPO, FHWA, and 

NJDOT, makes several of the steps concurrent. The Pilot Project procedure, detailed in a 
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flow chart, outlines each step of the Pilot Project Process (see Figure B-13 (25)). The 

flow chart structures the documents, reviews, and approvals to carefully address 

requirements of Section 106 and Section 4(f) in parallel.  

This streamlined process follows the following major steps: 

• Determination of Eligibility and Determination of Effect 

• Consultation with SHPO/ACHP/Public/Local Government 

• Selection of Prudent/Feasible Alternative 

• Preparation of Draft Section 106 MOA 

• Circulation of Draft Section 4(f)/Section 106 Summary Documentation and 

Draft Section 106 MOA 

• Response to Comments 

• Execution of Section 106 MOA 

• Approval of Final Section 4(f) 

For a project that has an adverse effect on a historic property (except bridges) and 

that is classified as a categorical exclusion, the Pilot Project would produce one document 

designed to serve both the Section 4(f) and Section 106 processes rather than requiring 

three documents.  

At times, there are changes in a project design or changes in determinations of 

eligibility that occur after the Section 106 process is completed or during or after the 

Section 4(f) process. If this situation occurred under the current Section 4(f) and 

Section 106 processes, both processes would have to be reopened and there would have 

to be additional consultation. The Pilot Project Process flow chart does not specifically 

indicate how to handle such a situation. 
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However, the idea is that this additional consultation would also be able to be 

handled in parallel and that it would take less time than under the current Section 4(f) and 

Section 106 processes. Another advantage is that it is more likely that the same reviewer 

would be involved. NJDOT may revise the flow chart to address this situation. Another 

FHWA Legal Sufficiency review may not be necessary for this revision. 

For the Pilot Project, NJDOT looked for test case projects that: 

• Had adverse effects on historic properties that were not historic bridges.  

• Were not extremely controversial 

• Would qualify for a Categorical Exclusion 

• Did not qualify for a Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation  

The Route 57 Bridge Replacement over Merrill Creek Project in 

Greenwich Township in Warren County was a project that fit the above criteria, and 

NJDOT chose it as the first test case for this Pilot Project. The Route 57 Bridge lies 

within the boundaries of the National Register-listed Morris Canal Historic District and 

the National Register-eligible Stewartsville Historic District. The Route 57 Bridge itself 

was found to be not eligible for the National Register of Historic Places and also is not a 

contributing element to either of the historic districts. The Section 106 process resulted in 

concurrence that the project would have an adverse effect on both the Morris Canal and 

Stewartville Village Historic Districts because it would mean acquiring a minor amount 

of right-of-way from both historic districts. The right-of-way is required for the widening 

of the bridge and for adding a center lane within the vicinity of the bridge. 

Expectations for the Parallel Processing of Section 106 and Section 4(f) 

Requirements Pilot Project. Under the new process, the time frame to complete both 
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the Section 106 process and the Section 4(f) process was expected to be reduced by 

6 months to a total of 3 to 12 months. Annually, there are three to four projects in 

New Jersey that have an adverse effect on historic districts, are classified as 

categorical exclusions, and that are processed in sequence. The Pilot Project was 

expected, therefore, to result in an aggregate savings per year of two project-years in 

New Jersey. These savings would include: 

• Costs and staff-hour savings (because there is less time needed for preparation 

of the document and less time needed to review it) 

• No duplicate review by public/stakeholders and regulators 

The Pilot Project could be applied as a model nationwide. FHWA has several 

options on how to implement this Pilot Project. It could: 

• Issue the Parallel Processing of Section 106 and Section 4(f) flow chart 

• Amend the Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation for Minor Involvements 

with Historic Sites 

• Issue a new Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation in the Federal Register  

Status of the Parallel Processing of Section 106 and Section 4(f) 

Requirements Pilot Project. FHWA found the Pilot Project Process to be legally 

sufficient and approved the procedure in November 2000. In December 2001, NJDOT 

prepared and submitted a document titled Draft Self-Standing Section 4(f)/Section 106 

Documentation for Historic District Impacts (26) for this project to FHWA for review. 

FHWA approved and issued the document in October 2002. Few agency comments were 

received on the "new" process and FHWA was pleased with the results. The Pilot Project 

then became inactive. 
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The Senate and House of Representatives have since proposed measures to 

streamline the processing of Section 4(f) evaluations and better integrate them with 

Section 106 determinations. The measures were put forth in Congressional legislation 

reauthorizing Federal surface transportation programs for Federal Fiscal Years 

2004-2009. The Senate bill, known as the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, and Efficient 

Transportation Equity Act (SAFETEA), proposed to amend Section 4(f) to allow use of 

Section 4(f) resources for transportation projects if the use would have “de minimus” 

impacts to the resource. The degree of impact found by the Secretary of Transportation to 

public, recreational, and natural resources would require concurrence from the 

corresponding jurisdictional agency. The degree of impact to historic resources would be 

determined based upon the standards of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 

Act, and would require concurrence from the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

or State or Tribal Historic Preservation Officers. The bill also called upon the Secretary 

to clarify standards used to determine the prudence and feasibility of a project’s 

alternatives. The Senate passed SAFETEA in February 2004. 

The House bill, known as the Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users 

(TEA-LU), proposed similar amendments to Section 4(f) pertaining only to historic sites. 

The House bill would allow the use of an historic site if the use is determined to have 

No Adverse Effect on the property under Section 106 of the National Historic 

Preservation Act. The House passed TEA-LU April 2004. 

Conference agreement on the Federal highway and transit program 

reauthorization must still occur. 
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Integrating the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Statewide Planning in 

Oregon 

 

Background for Integrating Statewide Planning in Oregon. Oregon has an 

extensive and detailed mandatory statewide planning process. The State’s planning 

program focuses on Local Comprehensive Plans, which are developed by local 

governments with citizen input and set forth the long-range policies on how a 

community's future development should occur.  

The Oregon Transportation Planning Rule requires the creation of a 

Transportation System Plan for communities of 10,000 or more; much in the same way 

that the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) requires plans for 

Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs). A Transportation System Plan must be 

compatible with the Land Use Plan Element of a Local Comprehensive Plan. 

Oregon’s requirements for comprehensive land use planning to be harmonious with 

transportation planning compel the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) to 

engage early in transportation decision-making.  

Five years ago, corridor planning (or “Refinement Planning” as it is called in 

Oregon) resulted in decisions on projects that were advanced in the absence of NEPA, 

with a definitive location and with no environmental work performed on them. This was 

because an environmental analysis of planning decisions was thought to require extensive 

design detail and investment of funds in such an analysis on projects that were years 

away from construction was not considered prudent.  
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Once the projects were funded, resource agencies raised questions that should 

have been addressed in the planning phase. The location and land use decisions, which 

both local government and the public felt were already made, had to be revisited because 

of these environmental concerns. Moreover, ODOT developed two to five projects as 

Major Investment Studies (MISs), then found FHWA would not accept the MIS as the 

NEPA decision when ODOT tried to advance the project. Consequently, ODOT began to 

consider earlier implementation of the NEPA process and a NEPA-Statewide Planning 

merger. The goals of the Pilot Project to integrate the NEPA and Statewide Planning 

processes are to: 

• Reduce public frustration with redundant processes by combining the 

alternative analysis and selection process required by both the 

Refinement Planning and NEPA documentation into one process, rather 

than consecutive processes. 

• Reduce resource agency frustration by incorporating their concerns early 

in the process of planning and alternative consideration. 

• Improve decision-making during Refinement Planning by having the 

appropriate information available at the point of decision. 

• Improve ability to preserve corridors for future transportation 

development. 

• Shorten overall time required to advance from planning product to 

completed transportation facility.  

Approach to Integrating Statewide Planning in Oregon. ODOT developed 

two new approaches to integrate the NEPA and Statewide Planning processes: an early 
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coordination process, dubbed the Collaborative Environmental and Transportation 

Agreement on Streamlining (CETAS), and a Tiered NEPA Decision-Making Approach. 

The ODOT system for integrating NEPA into planning is very close to the 

Mid-Atlantic Region’s (Region III) integrated transportation and environmental process, 

except that ODOT uses a Two-Tiered Environmental Impact Statement process. The 

CETAS process and Tiered NEPA Decision-Making Approach are in their infancy and 

are evolving.  

CETAS. The CETAS process was developed to revise and replace the 

Oregon NEPA/404 Merger Agreement (27), signed in 1996 by ten Federal and 

State agencies. These agencies included FHWA, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

(USACE), the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the National Marine Fisheries 

Service (NMFS, now the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

(NOAA Fisheries), the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), ODOT, the 

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), the Oregon Department of Land 

Conservation and Development (DCLD), the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, 

and the Oregon Division of State Lands. The Oregon NEPA/404 Merger Agreement 

contained specific concurrence points in the NEPA process, such as Purpose and Need, 

Range of Alternatives, Selection Criteria, and Preferred Alternative. The objective was to 

engage the resource agencies earlier in the NEPA process and to merge the reviews 

needed for compliance with NEPA and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 

The problem was that land use planning, transportation systems planning, and 

Refinement Planning, in which modal and location decisions were made, all occurred 

before any resource agency involvement. The resource agency involvement under the 
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Oregon NEPA/404 Merger Agreement did not occur until the project development phase, 

which was too late in the process to affect land use and transportation planning 

decision-making.  

The CETAS process streamlines the environmental process by expanding the 

original 1996 agreement to include a broader definition than integration of NEPA and the 

Clean Water Act Section 404 Procedures. The result of the CETAS process was a new 

charter, a new process agreement, and a vision that fully integrates land use planning, 

transportation planning, environmental review, and project development.  

The ten Federal and State agencies signed the new Collaborative Environmental 

Group Charter on February 6, 2001 (28), and the State Historic Preservation Officer was 

added on December 6, 2001. The Collaborative Environmental Group Charter is an 

umbrella agreement among the agencies that sets the stage for further collaborative work 

to achieve their collective vision. The Vision Statement contains partnering elements and 

a work plan to identify and implement collaborative opportunities (e.g., programmatic 

agreements, environmental management system, and mitigation banking) that help meet 

the mission of environmental stewardship, while providing for a safe and efficient 

transportation system. 

The newly chartered group is called the Collaborative Environmental and 

Transportation Agreement for Streamlining (CETAS) and the new process agreement is 

referred to as the Major Transportation Projects Agreement (MTPA) (29), usually 

referred to as the “CETAS process”. The objectives of the MTPA are to ensure full 

communication, participation, and early involvement in ODOT major transportation 

projects. The MTPA applies to projects that are included in the State Transportation 
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Improvement Plan (STIP) either as planning project or as a development project, and are 

likely to have an impact on cultural or natural resources. 

The CETAS process is structured to make reviews of ODOT transportation 

projects easier for the resource agencies and the State Historic Preservation Officer. At 

each concurrence point (Purpose and Need, Range of Alternatives, Selection Criteria, and 

Preferred Alternative), the agencies receive a presentation and each agency is then asked 

to document to ODOT their concurrence. The attendees are usually agency supervisors or 

senior staff with the authority to make decisions. 

The CETAS Group reviews a roster of projects and decides the projects they want 

to examine so they can allocate their time appropriately. If only one or two agencies are 

interested in a project, then those agencies may choose to deal with it outside the 

CETAS process. FHWA has agreed not to advance a project if a CETAS agency has not 

signed off on a concurrence point.  

Tiered NEPA Decision-Making Process. The CETAS MTPA is an implementing 

tool for the Tiered NEPA Decision-Making Process. The process outlined in the MTPA 

covers both projects in the Refinement Planning stage, which is equivalent to a NEPA 

Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) process and projects in the 

Project Development Stage, which is equivalent to a NEPA Tier 2 EIS process. 

Figure B-14 displays the process of integrating the Statewide Planning and the NEPA 

process. Refinement plans are typically used for very large, long-term projects that have 

major location decisions and land use issues, with no immediate expectation of 

implementation. The Tier 1 EISs are called Location EISs and the Tier 2 EISs are 

referred to as Design EISs (see Figure B-15). 
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NEPA studies are being funded through several approaches, including the use of 

Refinement Planning funds, congressionally earmarked funds, local funding, and private 

funding. 

Location EISs are completed on projects that have not been identified for funding 

for the next 10 to 20 years. ODOT developed a method for preparing a Location EIS at 

the planning stage to support decision-making on purpose and need, type of facility, 

corridor location, and transportation modal choice. Location EISs use a 10 percent level 

of engineering design (as compared to a 30 percent level of engineering design in the 

traditional NEPA process), 100-meter corridors, and coarse-level impact data (using 

Geographic Information System (GIS) data, where available, aerial photography, 

National Wetland Inventory (NWI) maps, and site visits). A 10 percent design consists of 

centerline and basic preliminary engineering work. A Design EIS, prepared when the 

project is later funded for construction, addresses design alternatives that are within the 

selected corridor alternative (derived from the Location EIS) and develops environmental 

data and analysis sufficient to gain the construction permits. There is agency concurrence 

at key decision points (Purpose and Need, Range of Alternatives, Selection Criteria, and 

Preferred Alternative) during both the Location EIS and the Design EIS processes, except 

that Purpose and Need concurrence occurs only if the project did not go through 

Refinement Planning (i.e., did not have a Location EIS). The Federal and State resource 

agencies support the Tiered NEPA Decision-Making Process and are generally satisfied 

with analyzing corridors with broad-brush information in the Location EIS. 

At the same time that ODOT developed the new Tiered NEPA Decision-Making 

Process, the ODOT Planning Section was developing new Transportation System Plan 
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(TSP) Guidelines (30) to implement the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule. The 

MTPA and the Tiered NEPA Decision-Making Approach were incorporated into the new 

TSP Guidelines, issued in 2001.  

State planning law mandates that ODOT projects be consistent with 

Local Comprehensive Plans and statewide planning goals. Local governments must 

concur with a project and adopt comprehensive plan amendments and goal exceptions to 

authorize a facility within a proposed corridor. For example, if there is a 

preferred alternative outside the urban growth boundaries or in protected resource lands, 

Oregon requires a goal exception to the statewide land use goals based on demonstration 

that there is no other location for the highway. The TSP Guidelines require these 

comprehensive plan amendments and goal exceptions to be passed between the time of 

the Location Draft EIS and publishing of the Location Final EIS.  

ODOT expects that local governments will act to preserve a selected corridor 

derived from the Location EIS process by designating it for transportation development 

in their comprehensive plans and local ordinances. ODOT’s expectations of local 

government actions are conveyed through intergovernmental agreements (IGAs). It is 

preferable for funds to be available to strategically purchase right-of-way to preserve the 

corridor; however, even if there were no funds to purchase right-of-way immediately, 

businesses and local governments would follow the comprehensive plan. The plan 

should, therefore, help to preserve the corridor designation.  

The process to amend the Local Comprehensive Plan can take a year or more, 

even under favorable circumstances. As part of the process to amend the 

Local Comprehensive Plan, a local government approving a proposed exception to the 
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statewide goals must prepare findings of fact and a statement of reasons that demonstrate 

that the standards for an exception have been met. These standards are (1) Reasons justify 

why the State policy embodied in the applicable goals cannot or should not apply to a 

particular area or situation; (2) Areas that do not require a new exception cannot 

reasonably accommodate the use; (3) The long-term environmental, economic, social, 

and energy consequences from the use of the proposed site with measures designed to 

reduce adverse impacts are not significantly more adverse than would typically result 

from the same proposal being in areas requiring a goal exception other than the proposed 

site; and (4) The proposed uses are compatible with other adjacent uses or will be so 

rendered through measures designed to reduce adverse impacts. 

The Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) is responsible for 

reviewing all amendments to Local Comprehensive Plans to determine whether or not 

they satisfy the Oregon’s Statewide Planning Goals. When a local government proposes 

to make major changes to a Local Comprehensive Plan, it must submit a copy of the 

proposal to the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) 45 days 

before the final adoption hearing. The DLCD is the administrative arm of the LCDC. 

Twice a month, DLCD circulates notices of proposed plan amendments to interested 

agencies, groups, and other persons. The notice includes a brief description of the 

pending amendment allowing reviewers to decide whether or not they are interested in or 

affected by the proposed amendment. 

DLCD reviews all amendments to determine whether or not they comply with the 

goals, other plan provisions, and statutory requirements. When DLCD believes a 

proposed amendment would not comply with the goals or wishes to provide technical 

 
B-119



 

assistance or advice, it participates in the local proceeding. DLCD provides the local 

government with a statement of its position on the amendment and recommends changes 

that would make the amendment comply with the goals or any other relevant 

requirement. DLCD or any other interested person or agency may appeal an adopted 

amendment to the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) if the person participated in the 

local consideration of the amendment. LUBA may reverse or remand an amendment that 

does not comply with the goals, another plan provision, or a statutory or constitutional 

requirement (31). 

ODOT has also found through application of the Tiered NEPA Decision-Making 

Process that there are several parts of Oregon’s existing administrative rules about the 

State land use process that are unclear. One issue is the appropriate (and effective) land 

use actions to take at the Location EIS level versus the Design EIS level, the timing of 

these actions, and how to manage the interface with local government to accomplish 

them. Oregon’s statewide planning agency, the Department of Land Conservation and 

Development (DLCD) wants ODOT to influence local governments to apply certain land 

use measures before there is a specific design for the project. Then, when the design is 

known, DLCD wants the local governments to apply more specific measures before the 

facility is actually constructed. Once it is constructed, land use measures would continue 

so that the facility function is not degraded by inappropriate access and usage patterns. 

ODOT’s position is that it cannot force the local agencies to “lock down” land use at this 

point in the process. ODOT believes that an appropriate action on their part, at this point 

in the process, may be to purchase critical parcels of land along the preferred alternative 

 
B-120



 

corridor. ODOT and the DLCD have had many meetings to discuss this issue and are 

converging toward mutually acceptable processes and agreements. 

Once a corridor is chosen, it goes into the Transportation System Plan and is 

eligible for further development consideration. Once the project is funded for 

development, ODOT uses the Location EIS as the basis for proceeding to consideration 

of alternatives within the selected corridor (Design EIS). 

Expectations for Integrating Statewide Planning in Oregon. Expectations of 

using a Location EIS during the transportation planning stage were that 1) the planning 

decision will be sustainable and will not have to be revisited later when the facility is 

funded, 2) land use decisions can safely be made based on the first assumptions, 3) when 

the funding is secured and the Design EIS is prepared, that the decision in the 

Location EIS can be assumed, and that the design can focus on design alternatives and 

issues within the selected location alternative, and 4) right-of-way can be purchased or 

otherwise preserved to protect the corridor decision based on the Location EIS. 

ODOT believes that the time savings generated by the Tiered NEPA 

Decision-Making Process will occur at the Design EIS stage. That process will avoid the 

dynamic of trying to solve both the “big picture” and “small picture” issues at the same 

time. Also, ODOT believes that money is saved by not preparing 30 percent design on 

multiple corridors (typically four) in the Location EIS, as might occur in a regular EIS. In 

addition, by focusing on the general issues at first, ODOT can get local community 

buy-in before having to address the very localized issues of individual property owners. 

These are addressed later, and at the necessary detail level once the corridor alternative is 

selected.  
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ODOT expects the early coordination process to continue strengthening its 

relationships with regulatory agencies and local communities, and to develop increased 

understanding of each other’s interests and needs. The quality of those relationships is 

crucial to efficient decision-making on transportation projects. 

Status of Integrating NEPA and Statewide Planning in Oregon. An early 

version of the Tiered NEPA Decision-Making Process was used on the Mount Hood 

Corridor Study Project. ODOT ended up with a mix of roadway improvement and transit 

options. The study gave the previously opposed environmental and economic 

development forces a forum to start talking to each other and now these stakeholders 

come to ODOT together with common solutions. The Draft Corridor Location EIS for the 

Mount Hood project was finished in 1996 and categorical exclusion projects have been 

completed to implement the plan. ODOT applied the lessons learned from the 

Mount Hood Corridor Study to refine the new integrated NEPA-Statewide Planning 

process.  

ODOT has not had any new projects that have completed the Tiered NEPA 

Decision-Making Process, and the CETAS process is still evolving. A current large 

bypass project using the new process, the Newberg-Dundee Transportation Improvement 

Project, involves eight corridors.  

Preparation and Review of the Location Draft EIS. ODOT drafted a satisfactory 

Purpose and Need statement for the project and gained concurrence from reviewing 

agencies on the range of alternatives and the criteria (e.g., categories and measures) for 

selection of the preferred alternative. Through the Major Transportation Projects 

Agreement, the resource agencies were given an opportunity to review the text of the 
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Location Draft EIS before its release. In October 2002, the Location Draft EIS was 

formally issued to the public and agencies for review and comment. Four public hearings 

for the project were held in the last weeks of October 2002. The comment period for the 

Location Draft EIS was to have closed on November 15, 2002, but was extended 

thirty days to December 16, 2002 to give the public time to review a Supplemental Land 

Use Technical Memorandum. The supplemental study examined how well each 

alternative was likely to fare in the land use exception process.   

Review of the Preferred Alternative for the Location Final EIS. In January 2003, 

the project team forwarded a recommendation that a hybrid of two alternatives in the 

Location Draft EIS be advanced to the Location Final EIS as the preferred alternative 

corridor. The Project Oversight Steering Team (POST) agreed with the recommendation. 

The POST is composed of eleven local, State, and Federal officials who make key 

decisions on the Newberg-Dundee Transportation Improvement Project. Resource 

agencies were not included on the POST. 

In May 2003, the recommended alternative was presented to CETAS agencies at 

the Preferred Alternative Concurrence Point. In July 2003, ODOT received 

non-concurrence letters from six agencies. The lack of concurrence among the agencies 

highlighted broader problematic issues with the Tiered NEPA process that needed to be 

addressed. The process caused conflict between the agencies’ needs for upfront 

specificity and for commitment to the implementation of mitigation measures and the 

inability of ODOT to provide that level of specificity during the location phase of a 

project. 
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One agency (DLCD) withheld concurrence pending review of the material 

supporting the required land use actions, but ultimately did not concur with the 

recommended alternative. DLCD’s objections were primarily centered on the proposed 

bypass interchanges, one of which would be outside an urban growth boundary. The 

agency wanted more analysis of reasonable alternatives that would not require a 

goal exception.  

Five other agencies (USFWS, EPA, NOAA Fisheries, DEQ and 

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW)) did not concur with the 

Preferred Alternative. According to Pilot Project Progress Reports and telephone 

interviews with ODOT staff, the agencies did not concur primarily because they 

disagreed with the criteria developed to assess impacts, wanted more discussion of 

mitigation measures, were concerned about cumulative and indirect impacts, and 

preferred a different alternative. Specifically, they were uncomfortable with how fish 

habitat was identified, with induced growth impacts from ODOT’s preferred alternative, 

and with how mitigation for the alternative that they preferred was assessed. NOAA 

Fisheries conducted its own analysis of induced growth. There was also a perception 

among some agencies that the preferred alternative had been chosen before the 

environmental review process was completed based on local political pressure. As 

evidence of their perception, participating environmental agencies cited issues such as 

ODOT negotiating land use agreements when alternatives were still being analyzed, and 

not offering field walks for all proposed alternatives. 

ODOT's position was that the non-concurrence by the five agencies was based on 

factors other than those agreed upon in their concurrence, nearly two years previous, with 
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the Criteria for Selection of the Preferred Alternative. For example, induced growth was 

not one of the criteria. Furthermore, none of these issues were raised by the agencies 

during review of the preliminary Location Draft EIS. Therefore, ODOT believed the 

agencies were changing the ground rules and not complying with the CETAS agreement. 

Resolution of Non-Concurrence on Preferred Alternative for Location Final EIS. 

Subsequently, ODOT met with the non-concurring agencies but we were not able to 

resolve the issue at the technical team level. In September 2003, the agencies requested 

elevation to higher levels in their respective organizations. Elevation is part of the 

CETAS protocol. On November 6, 2003, ODOT met with four of the non-concurring 

agencies (NOAA Fisheries, ODFW, EPA, and USFWS) to develop an approach that 

would allow for concurrence with the preferred alternative. The meeting goals included 

developing a way to resolve the conflict between the agencies’ need for early specificity 

and the inability of ODOT to provide that information in the location phase of a project, 

and determination of an approach for identification and implementation of measures to 

avoid or mitigate potential impacts from the preferred alternative. The solution was to 

draft a document in which ODOT would commit to avoidance and mitigation measures 

during the design phase of the project. The measures would be broadly outlined in the 

document, with specificity only as necessary to establish expectations for measuring 

future consistency with the agreement. ODOT drafted a Record of Agreement/Consensus 

to this effect, which was signed by all CETAS participants in January 2004. 

With the concurrence issues resolved, the subsequent goals for the 

Newberg-Dundee Transportation Improvement Project, originally scheduled to occur 

between July 2003 and early 2004, were: 
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• to decide which various actions and tools available for interchange and 

intersection access control and for trip generation control are appropriate. 

These actions should preserve the corridor until the time that ODOT has 

money to purchase right-of-way.  

• to obtain the required exceptions to certain State land use planning goals 

to allow the facility to be constructed partially outside the urban growth 

boundary,  

• to obtain the required land use and transportation amendments to the 

Local Comprehensive Plan from the appropriate approval bodies in order 

to support the bypass location recommendation, and 

• to prepare and release the Location Final EIS. 

Drafting and Passage of Goal Exceptions to the Statewide Land Use Goals and 

Proposed Local Comprehensive Plan Amendments. ODOT worked with focus groups 

comprised of Newberg, Dundee, and Yamhill County officials and planning staffs on 

how to achieve land use compatibility around future interchange sites before the design 

and construction of the facility. Materials were developed in support of the required land 

use actions and intergovernmental agreements with local jurisdictions. ODOT drafted 

three goal exceptions to the statewide land use goals and proposed Local Comprehensive 

Plan amendments for the Newberg-Dundee Transportation Improvement Project and 

submitted them in March 2004. Public hearings were held in Yamhill, Newberg, and 

Dundee in June and July 2004. Adoption of the exceptions and amendments were 

expected in August 2004, however, it was not September 30, 2004 that the 
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Yamhill County Commissioners voted to approve an exception to the Statewide Planning 

Goals and to amend the County’s land use plans and ordinances.  

Location Final EIS Preparation and Preparation for Preliminary Planning for the 

Design EIS. The Location Final EIS for the Newberg-Dundee Transportation 

Improvement Project is scheduled for early 2005, one year after it was initially projected 

to be completed. In the meantime, to keep project momentum, ODOT has worked on 

context-sensitive design concepts for the corridor and has solicited public input pending 

the Record of Decision (ROD). The Design EIS will probably begin immediately after 

the ROD. Since the Scoping Process for the Design EIS will not begin until after the 

research period ends, the Research Team will not be able to see whether the decisions 

that were made in the Location EIS will hold and do not need to be revisited. Completion 

of the preliminary design and the Design EIS is expected to be completed in spring 2007. 

CETAS conducted a retrospective study on the tiered NEPA process to date for 

the Newberg-Dundee Transportation Improvement Project and identified several factors 

that contributed to the delay of the project. One factor was the large number of selection 

criteria involved in choosing the preferred alternative. Many factors were too vague or 

were not strong indicators of environmental quality. The elevation process beyond the 

technical team level was also slow, taking six months from non-concurrence to the 

official request for elevation. Environmental and planning agencies independently cited 

communication problems as being a major factor in delaying the project. Specifically, 

there was no communication between the POST and CETAS Group regarding the 

analysis prepared during the Draft EIS phase until receipt of the document. There was 
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similarly no opportunity for the resource agencies to coordinate with environmental 

consultants on the project.  

While perhaps not applicable to the Newberg-Dundee Transportation 

Improvement Project, there are a variety of regulatory techniques that local governments 

can use to control development attributable to transportation improvements (32). Not all 

regulatory techniques are available for use in all jurisdictions because of local land use 

laws and State statutes. These techniques include:  

Land Acquisition/Conservation Easements In this technique, government 

agencies, non-profit groups, or other private initiatives purchase or accept donations of 

land and pledge to keep the land permanently undeveloped.  

Access Controls Development and regional development shifts can be controlled 

to some extent through modifications to the access plan for the facility. For highway 

facilities, aspects of the project that can be modified include traffic patterns on 

connecting roadways, and curb cut regulations on connecting roadways.  

Zoning The action involves the regulation of both the density and use to which 

land may be put.  

Transfer of Development Rights This regulatory scheme allows property owners 

in areas where development has been restricted to sell a portion of the unusable 

development potential of their land (e.g., such as units per acre or floor area ratio) to 

properties in areas where the government would like to encourage more intensive 

development.  

Growth Management Regulation Examples of growth management techniques 

include: 
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Adequate Public Facilities Ordinances This type of growth management strategy 

links approval for certain types of projects to a review of the capacity of infrastructure to 

serve those projects. Projects exceeding the capacity of infrastructure before 

improvements will be in place do not receive approval. 

Development Moratoria. Moratoria give local jurisdictions the authority to halt 

new development projects until public facilities are improved to an appropriate level.  

Extraterritorial Zoning/Annexation In some fast growing metropolitan regions, 

cities are given special authority over zoning issues and development applications in 

unincorporated areas outside city limits. Policies meant to ease the process of annexation 

of incorporated or unincorporated suburban or fringe lands into a city’s jurisdiction can 

mitigate against the induced growth impacts of transportation improvements by allowing 

planning, zoning, and growth management strategies to be implemented on a regional 

basis. 

Resource Management and Preservation Regulations Examples of resource 

regulations include: 

• Coastal zone management areas where development is permitted only 

under special circumstances in critical areas. 

• Watershed management areas where development is regulated to protect 

the quality and quantity of water resources, prevent flooding, and promote 

water-related tourism and recreation. 

• Agricultural districts where incentives such as lower property tax 

assessment levels are combined with low-density zoning and use 

regulation to promote the continuation of agricultural uses. 
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• Special architectural districts where development is permitted as long as 

strict standards designed to preserve existing aesthetic and cultural 

resources are followed. 

Incentives for Brownfield/Infill Development Tax abatements, low-interest loans, 

density bonuses, and relaxation of site cleanup requirements are strategies employed to 

make former industrial sites (brownfields) or other infill locations more competitive with 

greenfield sites in the vicinity of transportation improvements, thus reducing the 

likelihood of growth in outlying areas.  

Dealing with the Newberg-Dundee Transportation Improvement Project and the 

Tiered NEPA Decision-Making Process has spurred ODOT to make several permanent 

and positive process changes. The primary issue in the process was how to assure that the 

environmental data and engineering design evaluation would be accepted by regulatory 

agencies and the public as valid and sufficient for the level of decision being made. Since 

the Newberg-Dundee Transportation Improvement Project was the first very large project 

that has been engaged in the Tiered NEPA Decision-Making process, ODOT found that 

the concurrence points in the Major Transportation Projects Agreement and in the 

Standard Operating Procedures that supplement the Agreement required much more 

definition and process development than anticipated. A team of ODOT planning and 

project development members, along with CETAS Group members, developed 

Guidance Papers on the approach to use on each concurrence point (Purpose and Need, 

Range of Alternatives, Selection Criteria, and Preferred Alternative). ODOT will issue 

notices to adopt the Guidance Papers and to incorporate them into operational manuals 
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and approved operating procedures to institutionalize the Tiered NEPA Decision-Making 

Process into the project development process.  

The timing of passage of statewide planning goal exceptions and amendments of 

local comprehensive plans in conjunction with the Tiered NEPA Decision-Making 

Process continues to be a challenge. It is difficult to address the goal exception standards 

with the level of information generated for a Location EIS, however TSP Guidelines 

require passage of the exceptions and local comprehensive plan amendments at this stage 

of the process. Oregon is considering shifting the responsibility of preparing goal 

exception findings to towns and counties, allowing local entities to complete the process 

before ODOT becomes involved in the transportation planning process.  

ODOT is developing a selection process for the next candidate projects for the 

Tiered NEPA Decision-Making Process approach. ODOT noted that the agency may not 

consider another large corridor project for the tiered NEPA process in the near future, as 

the time and cost savings have not been realized thus far. The focus for future tiered 

NEPA projects is on projects with location issues. Another type of project that may be a 

good candidate for tiering is where the project area has a significant interface with 

Federal lands, involving either the U.S. Forest Service or the Bureau of Land 

Management (BLM). An example would be were a new facility or realignment would 

cross Federal land. BLM rules require a management plan and it has a NEPA process that 

is different than FHWA’s. ODOT could partner with BLM to include the Tier 1 analysis 

in the BLM management plan, with a design level document to follow once the project 

was better defined.  
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ODOT is also discussing other aspects of early planning and project development 

such as how the State Transportation Improvement Plan (STIP) is developed; what 

should be required of a project before it is allowed on the STIP (e.g., a Purpose and Need 

Review); the organization of the STIP (having a Planning Program, a Development STIP 

(D-STIP), and a Construction STIP (C-STIP), and how a project qualifies for each; and 

integration of its management systems so that projects of different types 

(e.g., modernization or preservation) can be appropriately prioritized for development or 

construction. 

Views among participating agencies on the overall success of the integrated 

NEPA-Statewide Planning process in Oregon are mixed. The perception among many 

State and Federal agency participants is that the integrated process has the potential to 

streamline the environmental process and improve environmental protection, but that 

these goals have not yet been achieved due to coordination problems with CETAS and 

the use of the Tiered NEPA Decision-Making Process. Because ODOT has not had any 

projects completed through the Integration process, the agency’s expectations for the 

process cannot be evaluated. Portland State University is conducting a study funded by 

FHWA to determine if the CETAS process is shortening project time frames. Informally 

reported changes in staff time spent on the process ranged from negligible to substantial.  

Positive outcomes of the integration process identified by participants include 

greater consideration of environmental quality on the part of ODOT, bringing 

environmental issues into focus early in the review process, and providing more 

opportunity to identify mitigation opportunities.   
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Criticisms of the integration process ranged from fundamental disagreement with 

the concept of environmental streamlining to dissatisfaction with how various agencies 

conducted the CETAS and Tiered NEPA processes. At the most basic level, some 

participants saw a conflict between the holistic planning processes envisioned in State 

policies and the environmental streamlining process. They felt that the real need in 

Oregon was to integrate NEPA and land use planning, rather than to determine ways to 

save time during the review process. Planning and environmental agency participants 

consistently noted the need for better, more collaborative, rather than faster solutions to 

transportation problems. 

Lack of collaboration was a key criticism of the CETAS component of the Pilot 

Project, particularly regarding the levels of communication and coordination between 

ODOT, CETAS participants, and local entities. As shown by the Newberg-Dundee 

Transportation Improvement Project, when projects in the CETAS “pipeline” do not 

come to CETAS for review until the location phase, there can be delays, and potentially 

elevation, if agencies disagree with ODOT and POST decisions. POSTs do not include 

environmental professionals, and there is no interaction between the POST and the 

CETAS Group during any phase of the project. State and Federal regulatory and 

resource agencies believe that having more involvement in the decision making and 

integrated planning for complex transportation projects through the POSTs could resolve 

many of the non-concurrence issues encountered on the Newberg-Dundee Transportation 

Improvement Project. In addition, some regulatory agencies felt that ODOT should be 

more assertive in communicating environmental concerns and constraints to the public 

and be more willing to disagree with local planning efforts if they are at odds with 
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environmental policy. Given the strong local planning model developed in Oregon, 

ODOT is reluctant to go against local preferences. Because of this impasse, 

regulatory agencies believe that more involvement from local transportation agencies in 

the CETAS process would be beneficial.  

Elevation procedures and CETAS coordination at ODOT were also identified as 

areas for improvement. CETAS participants found that when problems arose with the 

Newberg-Dundee Transportation Improvement Project, the ODOT staff coordinating the 

CETAS process for the project had no power to make project changes in response to 

CETAS concerns. Many felt elevation should have happened much sooner in the process, 

and that higher levels of management should have been involved as soon as disputes 

arose. This may have saved approximately six months over the course of the process. 

Several flaws in the CETAS Charter were also noted. Given the experience with 

the Newberg-Dundee Transportation Improvement Project, some participants identified 

the need for a clear understanding among agencies as to their roles and responsibilities in 

the CETAS process, a commitment not to overstep those bounds, and an agreement not to 

revisit previous discussions and decisions. Federal environmental review agencies noted 

that greater involvement by FHWA in the process would also help facilitate the CETAS 

process. An additional weakness of the CETAS Charter is that it does not outline 

quantifiable performance measures to assess the effectiveness of the streamlining effort. 

Some participants saw a need to develop specific, measurable objectives linked to 

success criteria and an implementation plan directly linked to the objectives. 

The use of Location EISs as part of the Integrated NEPA-Statewide Planning 

Process has been problematic. The largest obstacle to the success of the Tiered NEPA 

 
B-134



 

process has been resource agencies’ discomfort with the low level of detail presented in 

environmental analysis during the location phase. Though an agreement was reached on 

the necessary level of detail for the Newberg-Dundee Transportation Improvement 

Project, the issue has yet to be completely resolved. ODOT has also encountered 

confusion from the public on the mechanics of the tiered NEPA process and the need for 

two levels of environmental analysis for a corridor project.  
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The Loop 12/IH 35E Corridor Major Investment Study and Environmental Assessment 

Project in Texas 

 

Loop 12/IH 35E Corridor Pilot Project Background. The Loop 12/IH 35E 

Project was a concurrent Major Investment Study (MIS) and Environmental Assessment 

(EA) of a 13.5-mile (21.7-kilometer) corridor. The Loop 12/IH 35E Project lies entirely 

within Dallas County following a primarily north-south route that passes through mixed 

land uses in the cities of Dallas and Irving. The corridor's southern limit is at the Loop 12 

(Walton Walker Freeway) and Spur 408 split, while its northern limit is at IH 35E 

(Stemmons Freeway) and IH 635 (LBJ Freeway) Interchange (see Figure B-16 (33)).  

With the population boom in the area expected to continue, improvements in the 

corridor were needed to reduce traffic congestion. Based on the evaluation of all 

alternatives and coordination with the public and work group, the 

Recommended Alternative was a combination of: 

• TDM/TSM (Alternative B) – 13 intersection improvements; 204 signal 

improvements; 1 Park-n-Ride facility; and Employee Trip Reduction programs.  

• Highway (Alternative D) 

o Segment I (Loop 12 from Spur 408 to IH 30): eight mainline lanes, 

six frontage road lanes, and a two-lane reversible managed HOV system.
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o Segment II (Loop 12 from IH 30 to SH 183): for the portion from IH 30 

north to Shady Grove: eight mainline lanes, six frontage road lanes, and a 

two-lane at-grade reversible managed HOV system; for the portion from 

Shady Grove north to SH 183: the managed HOV system is elevated to 

minimize right-of-way impacts. 

o Segment III (Loop 12 from SH 183 to IH 35E): eight mainline lanes, 

six frontage road lanes, and a two-lane reversible managed HOV system. 

o Segment IV (IH 35E from Loop 12 to IH 635): eight mainline lanes, 

six frontage road lanes, elevated three-lane direct connectors, 

two at-grade concurrent managed HOV lanes on each side, and one 

elevated reversible managed HOV lane.  

• Rail (Alternative E) – The rail alternative consists of the recommendations from the 

Northwest Corridor MIS. As of October 2003, the Dallas Area Rapid Transit 

issued the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Northwest Corridor LRT 

line to Farmers Branch and Carrollton.  

• Bicycle/Pedestrian (Alternative F) – improved sidewalks in the Las Colinas and 

Stemmons/ Harry Hines areas and parallel routes; improved bicycle on-street 

facilities along corridor, Regional VELOWEB (interregional routes primarily for 

fast-moving bicyclists), and Bicycle Transportation Districts. 

The preliminary cost estimate for the Recommended Alternative using 2002 cost 

data was $1.6 billion. This cost did not include the rail improvement costs. According to 
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DART, the estimated cost for the LRT line to Farmers Branch and Carrollton was $160 

million. 

Approaches Used in the Loop 12/IH 35E Corridor Pilot Project. Streamlining 

aspects of this project focused on early coordination with involved agencies and the use 

of a broad stakeholder process. The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) 

established a Loop 12/IH 35E Project Coordination Work Group (PCWG), which 

included Federal and State transportation and resource agencies, city officials, the county, 

and the public. TxDOT involved these entities in the project development process, and 

the public was involved in finding solutions and contributing to the project’s direction.  

TxDOT held early quarterly public meetings to identify potential stumbling 

blocks (e.g., elevated sections and access issues). All citizens living within 200 feet 

(61 meters) of the corridor were invited to these quarterly public meetings (over 

800 invitations). They also tried more flexible methods, such as meeting with the 

stakeholders at a location, time, and date of the stakeholders’ choosing. In addition, 

TxDOT developed a Loop 12/IH 35E Web Site to keep the involved agencies informed. 

When issues were raised, TxDOT and the PCWG confronted them and resolved 

them early in the review process. Local and State officials were kept well informed of the 

process. This approach gave TxDOT the ability to respond to concerns because the 

project’s design was still in its early stages. Early inclusion of stakeholders also helped to 

avoid the problem of “late-comers” raising unexpected issues at the later phases of 

project development.  

The coordination process proved especially successful in building better, on-going 

coordination with the Metropolitan Planning Organization (North Central Texas Council 
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of Governments). This early coordination approach required additional staff resources in 

the early stages of a project, but participants appear satisfied that the results justified the 

extra resource expenditure.  

Additional streamlining approaches involved the use of “evergreen” (on-call) 

contracts for consultants, the use of a combined MIS-NEPA process and contracts, and 

reviews of NEPA documents concurrently and at interim stages of project development. 

TxDOT developed the evergreen contracts because traffic information was not available 

when needed from the TxDOT Transportation Planning and Programming Division. To 

resolve the problem, TxDOT contracted with the Texas Transportation Institute (TTI) to 

provide the data. Using TTI had good results and led to TxDOT having more tools to 

obtain traffic data. TxDOT now uses two-year evergreen contracts with selected traffic 

consultants. This makes it much easier to generate traffic data when needed. 

The use of MIS/EA Option 2 (i.e., combining the MIS and NEPA processes) also 

provided streamlining benefits. Stakeholders believed that Option 2 allowed seamless 

integration of the planning and environment processes. This option saved six to 

twelve months by avoiding the need for negotiations to hire another consultant between 

the time of completion of the MIS and the start date for the EA. This approach had the 

added benefit of maintaining “public momentum,” by keeping the project in front of the 

public. 

On a typical TxDOT project involving the preparation of an EA, the 

TxDOT District would prepare the EA and send it to the TxDOT Environmental Affairs 

Division for review. After any necessary revisions are made to the document as a result 

of this review, the Environmental Affairs Division would send the EA to the resource 

 
B-140



 

agencies for review and coordination. After any necessary revisions were made to the 

document as a result of the resource agency review, the Environmental Affairs Division 

would send the EA to FHWA for review. After any necessary revisions were made to the 

document as a result of the FHWA review, FHWA would approve the document as 

"satisfactory for further processing”. 

For the Loop 12/IH 35E Corridor Pilot Project, FHWA and the TxDOT 

Environmental Affairs Division performed concurrent, rather than sequential, EA reviews 

and they performed these reviews at the both the 60% and 90% Design Schematic stages. 

(A Design Schematic is Preliminary Engineering plan that shows the project "footprint".) 

The 60% stage EA also was sent to resource agencies for review. This resulted in reduced 

overall project review times. However, it raised concerns because it increased the staff 

time required for multiple reviews by the agencies. Some expressed doubts whether 

concurrent and interim reviews could work on a widespread basis because of this staffing 

impact. 

Expectations for the Loop 12/IH 35E Corridor Pilot Project. TxDOT 

estimated the approaches used in the Loop 12/IH 35E Pilot Project would reduce the time 

to complete the environmental review process for future projects by approximately 

25 percent because of the participation of a PCWG and the performance of concurrent 

reviews. These processes required an increased level of effort, but this increase was 

considered appropriate. There was no anticipated decline in document quality by not 

having TxDOT Environmental Affairs Division review documents in advance of FHWA 

review. 
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Generally, the changes that the Loop 12/IH 35E Project made to the project 

development process helped to avoid or minimize environment impacts. Examples 

include avoidance of displacing the Tepeyac Apartments (an Environmental Justice 

issue—3 buildings and 24 units saved), avoidance of displacing DARR Equipment (one 

of the largest sales tax generators in the City of Irving, with 150 employees. 

HOLT Caterpillar has since purchased DARR Equipment), minimization of Section 4(f) 

takings (less than one acre of Trinity Park affected), and decreased right-of-way impact at 

the Old Irving Boulevard Bridge. The Loop 12/IH 35E Project itself was expected to 

improve air quality and transportation safety. 

Being a designated Pilot Project resulted in good response levels from the 

participants and gave the project a greater sense of urgency. TxDOT planned to use the 

successful practices of the Loop 12/I-35E Pilot Project on future projects. 

Status of the Loop 12/IH 35E Corridor Pilot Project. The Loop 12/IH 35E 

Project ended up eighteen months behind its original three-year schedule for completion 

of the MIS/EA, but TxDOT believed the original time frame was unrealistic in light of 

the project’s scope and complexity (TxDOT believed four years would have been a more 

appropriate schedule). There were two issues that slowed the project substantially. First, 

it unexpectedly took sixteen months to obtain traffic data and approval of that data. 

Second, the Frontage Road Policy Issue also delayed the project. In late August 2001, the 

Texas Transportation Commission issued a new policy that stated they would no longer 

build frontage roads on Interstate highways. This action delayed the Loop 12/IH-35E 

Project, as it had six-lane frontage roads along some segments. The issue of the frontage 

roads was another good example of the usefulness of the PCWG. Representatives from 
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both Dallas and Irving traveled to Austin to reach successful closure on this issue with 

very minimal delay. In late January 2002, the Commission approved the use of 

frontage roads on the Loop 12/IH-35E Project.  

On July 3, 2002, FHWA approved the Design Schematic and the EA for the 

Loop 12/IH-35E Project. Public Hearings were held on August 19 and 20, 2002. 

Public hearing comments suggested overall support for construction of the recommended 

alternative and desire for the project to proceed immediately. Also, in August 2002, the 

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials presented the 

Environmental Streamlining Partnering Award to TxDOT for its outreach and partnership 

building work associated with the Loop 12/IH 35E Project. Based on the Final EA, 

FHWA determined that this project will not have any significant impact on the human 

environment and, on December 11, 2002, the FHWA issued a Finding of No Significant 

Impact (FONSI). The last Project Coordination Work Group meeting was held on 

November 14, 2002. The Public Hearing summary and analysis and responses to the 

public comments were presented to the project work group members. 

By receiving the FONSI, the Loop 12/IH 35E Corridor Major Investment Study 

and Environmental Assessment Project was completed. To move the project forward to 

construction, TxDOT held a project streamlining coordination meeting on 

November 6, 2002 to find the ways to streamline the funding, preparation of right-of-way 

map/acquisition, PS&E, and construction phasing areas. Several construction options and 

ways that the local governments can work with TxDOT in the right-of-way acquisitions 

and preparation of detail construction plans were discussed. TxDOT proposed to the local 

governments that a Loop 12/IH 35E Task Force Group (similar to Project Coordination 
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Work Group) be created to keep the project active in the post-MIS/EA stage and to keep 

all parties informed and coordinated. The City of Irving offered to host future 

coordination meetings for the Loop 12/IH 35E project. As of August 2003, TxDOT was 

well underway with the right-of-way mapping, and the City of Irving was seeking to 

complete some right-of-way purchases also. The Loop 12/IH 35E Task Force Group was 

also pursuing the possibility of constructing interim projects. Originally scheduled for 

advertising in Fiscal Year 2009, the Loop 12/IH 35E Project should now move up to 

letting in Fiscal Year 2005 or 2006. 
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EIS Screening Worksheets in Wisconsin 

 

EIS Screening Worksheets Background. WisDOT has used 

Screening Worksheets (SWs) (34) for Environmental Assessments (EAs) for more than 

20 years. The SWs describe the proposed action and document all the direct, indirect, and 

cumulative effect evaluations and mitigation measures in an easy-to-complete question 

and answer format. The worksheets have been an effective tool for determining whether a 

given project will require an EIS. The Pilot Project is to take these worksheets to the next 

level and use them to create an EIS.  

EIS Screening Worksheets Approach. There are three types of worksheets for 

the EIS: Basic, Factor, and EIS. The “Basic Sheets”, which must be completed for all 

projects, include such sections as Executive Summary, Purpose and Need, and 

Alternatives. The “Factor Sheets” are project-specific sheets that focus on a specific 

resource and are completed only for those resources that would be affected. Impacts and 

mitigation are described on these sheets. Lastly, “EIS Sheets” are required for the 

information that is specific to the EIS, such as the list of agencies and organizations to 

whom the document was sent. Figure B-17 at the end of this narrative displays a set of 

EIS Screening Worksheets. Comment letters are appended to the forms. The EIS content 

generated through the SWs will satisfy FHWA EIS regulations while taking an 

innovative approach to format and organization. 

The SWs can be easily modified in response to comments from agencies to add 

new issues. WisDOT was open to feedback from the agencies. WisDOT is preparing 

Environmental Impact Statements (EISs) using SWs for two highway projects as part the 
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Pilot Project. The first project is State Route 23, a 21-mile (34-kilometer), mostly rural 

corridor between Fond du Lac and Sheboygan. The corridor has an Average Daily Traffic 

of approximately 8,000 to 9,000 vehicles.  

The second project is the Verona Road (Route 151)/West Beltline (U.S. 12/14) 

Project in Madison, a much more urban corridor with heavier traffic. This project will 

widen the Beltline and eliminate four signals.  

Expectations for EIS Screening Worksheet Pilot Project. Using the EIS SWs 

was expected to result in streamlining of the National Environmental Policy review 

process by standardizing the format of EISs and requiring only the information needed to 

identify, evaluate, and mitigate adverse environmental effects. WisDOT hoped to reduce 

the EIS length to approximately 150 to 300 pages (not including technical appendices or 

comment letters) and to increase the uniformity of the documents.  

A typical EIS process for a new major project in Wisconsin takes 

approximately five years to complete and the EISs are voluminous documents. WisDOT 

believed the EIS SWs would shorten environmental review times by focusing on the 

issues that were of consequence and by making the documents easier to review and, at the 

same time, foster increased public awareness. WisDOT expected that the level of 

environmental impacts on projects that used SWs for EISs would be the same as would 

occur if the projects had traditional EISs. The SWs simply represent a different way of 

reporting the same information that has always been gathered.  

Status of EIS Screening Worksheet Pilot Project. There have been delays in 

completing Screening Worksheet EISs for the State Route 23 Project and for the 

Verona Road (Route 151)/West Beltline (U.S. 12/14) Project. Some of these delays were 
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unrelated to the EIS SW Pilot Project. Public and agency involvement refined the purpose 

and need, focused on the alternatives to be considered, and identified the environmental 

issues and concerns that were addressed in the EISs. WisDOT’s implementation of 

Context Sensitive Design also required more meetings to occur than initially expected 

and there was some delay in waiting for the City of Sheboygan’s plans for an area 

affected by the State Route 23 Project. 

The Verona Road (Route 151)/West Beltline (U.S.12/14) Project began in 

February 2001. At the outset of the project, there were a number of issues to be 

considered in adapting the SWs for use on an EIS. The Verona Road Project had a 

number of alternatives and options, while the EA SWs were designed to present only 

one alternative. WisDOT was concerned that use of the SWs with multiple alternatives 

would be confusing, and had to develop a methodology to present the information in a 

clear manner on the forms. There was also a question about how to differentiate the 

impacts from the interchanges from the impacts from the roadway. WisDOT ultimately 

decided to use a Basic Sheet to summarize the whole project and additional Basic Sheets 

for each alternative. The Factor Sheets discussed the details of the impacts of each of the 

alternatives. WisDOT tried to combine Factor Sheets for alternatives when feasible.  

The Draft EIS for the project was originally scheduled to be issued in 

October 2002, and the Final EIS in April 2003. In mid-May 2003, WisDOT issued a 

review draft of the Draft EIS using the SWs to the EPA and Wisconsin Department of 

Natural Resources. They asked the participant reviewers for their input on the 

organization of the document. 
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One of the participant reviewers reported on the Research Project Website that the 

readability of the EIS using the SWs was improved because the SW format seemed to 

encourage the authors to place a graphic on the same page as the text explaining it. This 

reviewer did not believe that the Draft EIS using the SWs was any shorter than 

traditional EISs (in fact, it was 438 pages), but it seemed to have less irrelevant 

information in it. WisDOT, however, believes that this document would be three times 

longer if it were written as a traditional EIS. 

This participant reviewer indicated that there were opportunities to make the EIS 

shorter and more concise. The reviewer thought that the concept of having Basic Sheets 

to discuss the whole project and then separate sections devoted to the alternatives was 

good, but felt that many of the figures and text were redundant, resulting in a Summary 

and Overview that was too long. 

The same participant reviewer found it difficult to navigate through the document. 

The terminology used in the worksheets (Summary Sheets, Basic Sheets, Project 

Summary Sheets, etc.) was confusing. This reviewer suggested just using page numbers 

when cross referencing from one sheet to another.  

This participant reviewer indicated that WisDOT should identify those areas (such 

as Environmental Justice or Land Use impacts) that cannot easily use a Yes/No format 

and consider modifying the questions, if needed. The reviewer suggested that it might be 

better to phrase some questions in an open ended way rather than as a Yes/No question 

and then direct the reader to the analysis that was conducted. 

Another participant reviewer observed that the Verona Road Project Draft EIS did 

not resemble the original vision for an EIS generated with SWs because of the level of 
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detail needed to present alternatives and impacts. This participant found the document 

hard to navigate and experienced difficulty in presenting data in a sensible way within the 

format.  

An agency respondent later noted that their staff did not see the SWs until the 

final document stage on the project, and believed the worksheets would have been more 

useful if they were shared with the agencies as the document was being developed. 

Upon receipt of agency and internal comments, WisDOT revised the 

Verona Road Draft EIS to better accommodate review of the document and to improve its 

clarity. Minor reorganization, additional tabs, and color coding of section’s table of 

contents were included to improve navigation within the EIS. One respondent noted that 

WisDOT’s effort to accommodate reviewers’ concerns was one of the keys to the 

successful use of the forms.  

WisDOT submitted the Draft EIS for the Verona Road Project to FHWA in 

early 2004, and FHWA approved the document on March 5, 2004. Public hearings were 

held on the Draft EIS in May 2004 and the comment period ended June 8, 2004. EPA 

reviewed the document in June 2004 and had no objections to the preferred alternative. 

WisDOT expected the Final EIS for the Verona Road Project to be completed in 

early fall 2004, but the document is not yet complete. Construction is scheduled for 2009 

or later. 

The State Route 23 Project is still ongoing. WisDOT identified five project 

alternatives in coordination with local focus groups and recorded the results of the 

environmental analysis on the SWs. In response to their experience on the 

Verona Road Project, WisDOT made changes to the SWs’ matrices to better illustrate the 
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differences and similarities between alternatives. The State Route 23 Project Draft EIS 

used the same EIS SW review approach as was used for the Verona Road Project 

(i.e., agency review of format first, then content).  

The original schedule for the State Route 23 Project was completion of the 

Draft EIS in late 2002, and completion of the Final EIS in mid-2003, a total of 

15 months. WisDOT prepared an internal draft of the Draft EIS for internal review in 

November 2003. Meetings were held in March 2004 to present the information in the 

Draft EIS to the public and the document was approved in December 2004. 

Public hearings are scheduled for January 5, 2005, with the comment period closing 

January 21, 2005. The Final EIS for the State Route 23 Project is scheduled to be 

completed in 2005, with construction slated for 2009 to 2011. 
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APPENDIX C: Pilot Project Profiles 

Riverside County Integrated Project (RCIP) Profile 
 
Descriptor  

Problem that the project was 
intended to address. 

The RCIP integrated four major planning efforts in Riverside County 
with the goal of providing more efficient processes and better 
environmental and transportation results. Traditionally, the four 
planning efforts integrated into the RCIP (local community 
development, transportation, and habitat) would be conducted 
individually, in a linear fashion, perhaps separated by many years, and 
often spawning lawsuits between developers and environmentalists.  
 
The species habitat plan integrated into the RCIP addressed multiple 
species. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the 
California Department of Fish and Game wanted to perform 
multi-species planning in the region because there were many 
species/habitat issues, there had been too frequent battles between 
land use and conservation, and there was no gain in a permit-by-
permit or species-by-species process.  
 

Environmental permits and 
approvals, if any, which are 
being addressed by the project. 

The Community and Environmental Transportation Acceptability 
Process (CETAP) is intended to accomplish National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) compliance. The Multi-Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan (MSCHP) allowed issuance of one Federal and 
State endangered species Umbrella Permit valid for 75 years. There is 
no more need for full Section 7 coordination or Individual Permits 
from the USFWS and the California Department of Fish and Game, 
but some continuing coordination will occur. The Special Area 
Management Plan (SAMP) will allow issuance of Regional General 
Section 404 Permits for projects in the watersheds covered by the 
SAMP that meet specific criteria.  
 

Unique approaches or processes 
that are being used to achieve 
environmental streamlining in 
the transportation planning and 
project development process. 

The RCIP is integrating and coordinating the activities of stakeholders 
involved in four previously separate and distinct planning efforts: 
 

1. The preparation of a new Riverside County General Plan 
2. The development of a Multi-Species Habitat Conservation 

Plan (MSHCP), 
3. The identification of four new transportation corridors 

through the Community and Environmental Transportation 
Acceptability Process (CETAP) and 

4. The development of a watershed plan for the San Jacinto and 
Santa Margarita watersheds (referred to as the Special Area 
Management Plan (SAMP)). 

 
Goals or objectives of the 
sponsor for this project. 

The aim of the RCIP is to be proactive in coordinating growth and 
transportation planning. The long-term results should include a 
consensus-based process that saves time and money. 
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Riverside County Integrated Project (RCIP) Profile 
 
Descriptor  

How the sponsors intend to 
measure and evaluate success or 
failure. 

Locate and preserve rights-of-way for four major new multimodal 
transportation facilities 
 
Reduce impacts of transportation on the environment. 
 
Limit growth areas to prevent sprawl. 
 
Obtain broader (streamlined) endangered species permitting 
 
Secure Regional General Permit from the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) for projects in the watersheds covered by the 
SAMP. 
 
Maintain public and stakeholder involvement and support.  
 

Agencies or stakeholders that 
were involved in developing the 
pilot project. 

Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC), California 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans), County of Riverside, 
Western Riverside Council of Governments, Riverside Transit 
Agency, California Office of Land Conservation, California 
Department of Fish and Game, Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA), Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), USFWS, 
USACE, and Sierra Club. 
 

Steps being taken to ensure 
appropriate communication, 
coordination, and cooperation 
among the stakeholders. 

Over 1,400 RCIP-related meetings were held between 1999 and 2003. 
There were monthly Working Group meetings with the Federal 
agencies. Also, the Interagency Transportation Infrastructure 
Streamlining Task Force, created by Executive Order 13274, 
appointed a U.S. Department of Transportation (U.S. DOT) 
“champion” for the CETAP. This champion provided leadership in 
arranging to have FHWA and the Federal resource agencies hold 
meetings to assist in resolving an impasse on the CETAP. 
Subsequently, EPA and FHWA have agreed to jointly fund a 
mediator/ facilitator. 
 
On October 14, 2003, an “Expectations Summit” was held for the 
CETAP partners who are involved in the Cajalco-Ramona Corridor 
Project. The participants signed a Partnership Agreement that 
reaffirmed commitments to the project. 
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Riverside County Integrated Project (RCIP) Profile 
 
Descriptor  

Public participation process that 
was used in the project. 

The General Plan Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
was made available for public review on August 20, 2002. The 
Riverside County Planning Commission and Riverside County Board 
of Supervisors also conducted public hearings on the new General 
Plan from September 2002 through September 2003.  
 
The Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental 
Impact Reports (EIS/EIRs) on the two interior CETAP corridors were 
issued for public review on July 19, 2002. Five public hearings were 
held between December 2002 and January 2003. 
 
Public scoping meetings for the Moreno Valley to 
San Bernardino County corridor environmental study were held in 
each county on June 4, 2003 and June 5, 2003. A Bi-County 
committee has also been formed for the Riverside County to 
Orange County corridor. The first meeting with the corridor cities 
occurred on July 6, 2004. 
 
The MSHCP Draft Plan, Draft Implementation Agreement, and Draft 
EIS/EIR were made available to the public on November 15, 2002.  
Public hearings were held in early May 2003 and in the first week of 
June 2003. 
 

Schedule of key activities. The Board of Supervisors adopted and certified the General Plan Final 
Program EIR on October 7, 2003. The General Plan was published 
and distributed to the public in January 2004. 
 
FHWA signed the Record of Decision (ROD) for the Winchester to 
Temecula Corridor on September 17, 2003.  
 
On June 11, 2003, the RCTC voted to terminate the Tier 1 EIS for the 
Hemet to Corona/Lake Elsinore corridor and to proceed with a 
project-specific Tier 2 EIS process. The Tier 2 EIS process is 
scheduled to take three years to complete.  
 
The NEPA process for the two external CETAP corridors 
(Moreno Valley to San Bernardino Bi-County Corridor and Riverside 
County to Orange County Corridor) began in May 2003. Public 
review of the Draft EIR for the Moreno Valley to San Bernardino Bi-
County Corridor and additional public meetings are on hold until 
2005. The Major Investment Study for the Riverside County to 
Orange County Corridor began in June 2004 and is anticipated to take 
18 months. 
 
On June 17, 2003, the Riverside County Board of Supervisors adopted 
the MSHCP and signed the Final Implementation Agreement. The 
USFWS issued a Biological Opinion in June 2004 and the Umbrella 
Permit was signed the same month.  
 
As of June 2004, the County and USACE were still in discussions 
regarding the integration of the SAMP with the MSHCP and RCIP. 
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Riverside County Integrated Project (RCIP) Profile 
 
Descriptor  

Elements of the planning and 
project development process that 
are unique to the conditions or 
requirements in the particular 
state. 

There are three separate environmental documents prepared for the 
General Plan, CETAP, and MSHCP. The reason for the separate 
environmental documents is that the General Plan is subject to the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) only. CETAP and 
MSHCP involve Federal actions so they are subject to both CEQA 
and NEPA. As many as 43 State agencies are potentially involved in 
the transportation-land use decisions.  
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The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)/Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA)/U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
Partnership Effort 
 
Descriptor  
Problem that the project was 
intended to address. 

Caltrans, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) felt that a healthier 
relationship based on mutual understanding of agencies missions, 
legal mandates and authorities, and an understanding of why conflicts 
develop would lead to potential solutions to these conflicts.  
 

Environmental permits and 
approvals, if any, which are 
being addressed by the project. 

The issuance of a revised NEPA/404 Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) was expected to result in a more efficient process by better 
defining the projects that would be subject to the merger process and 
by addressing changes in the Section 404 permit requirements since 
the drafting of the original MOU. A revised MOU was put on hold as 
a result of guidelines, issued in 2003, from the Council on 
Environmental Quality about Purpose and Need Statements. 
 

Unique approaches or processes 
that are being used to achieve 
environmental streamlining in 
the transportation planning and 
project development process. 

Training and Outreach Coordination, Interagency Rotational 
Assignments, Funding Coordination, Joint Guidance Development, 
and Merced County Partnership for Integrated Planning (PIP). The 
Merced County PIP is expected to improve the delivery of 
transportation projects through early State and Federal agency 
participation in the planning process. 
 
UPLAN, an interactive GIS-based model, was developed to assess 
cumulative impacts for the Merced County 2030 Regional 
Transportation Plan, as required by the California Environmental 
Quality Act. UPLAN overlays geographic data layers to find the most 
attractive areas for growth with the least amount of impact. In this 
manner, various land use scenarios are tested. 
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The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)/Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA)/U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
Partnership Effort 
 
Descriptor  
Goals or objectives of the 
sponsor for this project. 

The goal of Training and Outreach Coordination is to share internal 
and external training opportunities among agencies and conduct joint 
transportation workshops.  
 
The intent of the Interagency Rotational Assignments is to have 
individuals from one of the partnership agencies spend six months on 
a “tailored” assignment at another of the partnership agencies.  
 
The three agencies are also committed to coordinate and share 
funding, where possible, and to work together to create guidance that 
integrates transportation and environmental planning.  
 
Merced PIP had five specific goals:  
 

1) Formulate a regional transportation planning approach that 
may be used as a statewide and national model,  

2) Improve delivery of transportation projects through early 
State and Federal agency participation in the planning 
process 

3) Use and evaluate GIS tools to model urban development, 
habitat, and agriculture land use with transportation projects 
in the planning process, 

4) Evaluate options for addressing project cumulative growth 
issues in the Merced County Association of Governments’ 
(MCAGs’) 20-year Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), and  

5) Develop a progressive and inclusive public education and 
involvement process using innovative communication 
formats and media. 

 
How the sponsors intend to 
measure and evaluate success or 
failure. 

Improved interagency communication, cooperation, and collaboration 
in their interactions. More effective and efficient NEPA/404 Process. 
Formulation of a regional transportation planning approach that may 
be used as a statewide and national model to performing cumulative 
impacts analyses for groups of projects 
 

Agencies or stakeholders that 
were involved in developing the 
pilot project. 
 

Caltrans, FHWA, EPA, and Merced County Association of 
Governments (MCAG). 

Steps being taken to ensure 
appropriate communication, 
coordination, and cooperation 
among the stakeholders. 

The Partnership Steering Committee comprises senior management 
and staff of each agency. The committee’s purpose is to discuss 
emerging problems, issues, opportunities, and agency priorities and to 
report and track the status of the Caltrans/FHWA/EPA Partnership 
Effort initiatives.  
 
The PIP functioned with a broad-based advisory committee guiding 
the development of Merced County’s 2030 Regional Transportation 
Plan. 
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The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)/Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA)/U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
Partnership Effort 
 
Descriptor  
Public participation process that 
was used in the project. 

To ensure that all segments of the community have representation and 
input into the regional transportation plan, MCAG established eight 
focus groups: Business and Education, Southeast Asian Community, 
Hispanic Community, Environmental and Outdoor Recreation, 
Elderly and Disabled, Agriculture, Commuters/Professional Drivers, 
and Youth. A series of quarterly community workshops started in 
February 2003 and ran through June 2004. 
 

Schedule of key activities. Since implementation of the partnership agreement, Caltrans 
developed an Environmental Planners Academy; EPA sponsored 
five Air Quality Conformity Workshops and a Cumulative Impact 
Workshops; and Caltrans conducted training sessions on the new 
Programmatic Agreement to be used by FHWA, Caltrans, and 
local agencies to comply with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act. 
 
Caltrans assigned and funded interagency rotational assignments at 
FHWA beginning in December 2000. 
 
Guidance on specific approaches and training for Indirect and 
Cumulative Impacts in the context of Land Use and Transportation 
Planning were issued in Fall 2004. 
 
Recommendations for transportation projects, policies, and programs 
for the Merced RTP were completed in March 2004. The Draft EIR 
on the RTP was completed in early 2004. The RTP was issued in 
July 2004. The first individual projects from the RTP are likely to go 
to construction in 2005 or 2006. 
 

Elements of the planning and 
project development process that 
are unique to the conditions or 
requirements in the particular 
state. 
 

In California, the RTPs prepared by the Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations as part of the Federal planning process also must meet 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements. CEQA 
requires a cumulative impact analysis.  
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California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) State and Federal Agency 
Position Funding Effort 
 
Descriptor  

Problem that the project was 
intended to address. 

Caltrans’ substantially increased workload affected resource 
agencies, creating a backlog that in turn affected Caltrans project 
delivery. Caltrans initiated this Position Funding Effort to take 
advantage of Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century’s 
(TEA-21’s) Section 1309(e) provisions, which allow State 
Departments of Transportation to enter into cost reimbursement 
agreements to provide Federal-aid funds to Federal agencies for 
those agencies to hire additional staff.  
 

Environmental permits and 
approvals, if any, which are being 
addressed by the project. 
 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)/404 Integration, 
Section 404 Permits, Section 106 Reviews, Federal and State 
Endangered Species Consultations. 

Unique approaches or processes 
that are being used to achieve 
environmental streamlining in the 
transportation planning and project 
development process. 
 

Caltrans now fills agency positions using three methods:  
1) Using Federal/State agency employees,  
2) Using Caltrans employees hired for the other agency’s 

location, and  
3) Using Caltrans employees on rotation to other agencies. 

Goals or objectives of the sponsor 
for this project. 

The Position Funding Effort provides additional staff resources to 
selected resource agencies to allow early and constructive 
participation in project planning and design decisions, timely field 
reviews and negotiations, and processing of project and emergency 
permits. The additional staff resources help the resource agencies 
provide premium service levels, thereby shortening project time 
frames by allowing environmental studies and coordination with 
resource agencies to be completed in a timely manner. 
 

How the sponsors intend to 
measure and evaluate success or 
failure. 

Caltrans established a consistent quarterly tracking and reporting 
system to help prioritize Caltrans projects for review, track 
turnaround times, and track performance by agency personnel 
filling the funded positions. Caltrans is in the process of 
transforming the initial system that uses spreadsheets into a 
database with remote access capabilities. 
 
Performance measures address responsiveness and timeliness of 
reviews. They also establish targets for requests for additional 
information, so that those requests go to Caltrans early rather than 
at the end of the comment period. 
 

Agencies or stakeholders that were 
involved in developing the pilot 
project. 

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS), U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), National 
Marine Fisheries Service, California State Historic Preservation 
Officer, California Department of Fish and Game, California 
Coastal Commission. 
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California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) State and Federal Agency 
Position Funding Effort 
 
Descriptor  

Steps being taken to ensure 
appropriate communication, 
coordination, and cooperation 
among the stakeholders. 

Caltrans has worked to establish a consistent quarterly tracking and 
reporting by the agencies with funded positions. Caltrans is also 
holding quarterly meetings with the USACE, California Coastal 
Commission, and USFWS to review commitments, discuss issues, 
and address outstanding concerns. 
 

Public participation process that 
was used in the project. 
 

Not applicable to this Pilot Project. 

Schedule of key activities. 
 

Not applicable to this Pilot Project. 

Elements of the planning and 
project development process that 
are unique to the conditions or 
requirements in the particular state. 
 

Caltrans' projects are subject to the California Environmental 
Quality Act. 
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Developing an Environmental Streamlining Process for Use in Florida (The 
Efficient Transportation Decision-Making (ETDM) Process) 
 
Descriptor  
Problem that the project was 
intended to address. 

During the comprehensive planning process, minimal consideration 
was given to potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of 
transportation or land use decisions on the local community’s social 
and natural resources. In addition, the problem characteristics with 
the planning and project development process were:  
 

1. Sequential, dependent actions, 
2. Long timeline with gaps, 
3. Late agency involvement, and  
4. Risk of late project changes. 

 
Environmental permits and 
approvals, if any, which are being 
addressed by the project. 
 

The ETDM Process addresses all the numerous Federal and State, 
laws, rules and regulations that apply to Florida Department of 
Transportation (FDOT) projects. 
 

Unique approaches or processes 
that are being used to achieve 
environmental streamlining in the 
transportation planning and 
project development process. 
 

FDOT created an ongoing electronic database for each project to 
which the whole team contributes via a Web-based user interface. 
The database becomes the project history and agency review 
mechanism. 
 

Goals or objectives of the sponsor 
for this project. 

The ETDM Process was designed to result in better transportation 
decisions, higher quality land use decisions, and more 
comprehensive treatment of local community issues. The process 
also had potential for a higher level of avoidance of environmental 
impacts through early indirect and cumulative impact assessment in 
planning, and better distribution of information. 
 

How the sponsors intend to 
measure and evaluate success or 
failure. 

1. Early and continuous involvement from Federal and State 
agencies and community citizens in decision-making.  

2. Early identification of avoidance, minimization, or mitigation 
requirements. 

3. Linkages between land use, transportation, and environmental 
protection or preservation efforts. 

4. Early project approvals for less complex projects.  
5. Reduction in the number of projects subject to detailed reviews. 
6. Permit issuance linked to environmental document approvals on 

projects.  
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Developing an Environmental Streamlining Process for Use in Florida (The 
Efficient Transportation Decision-Making (ETDM) Process) 
 
Descriptor  
Agencies or stakeholders that 
were involved in developing the 
pilot project. 

Federal Highway Administration, Federal Transit Administration, 
Federal Rail Administration, National Marine Fisheries Service, 
National Park Service, Natural Resources Conservation Service, U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Coast Guard, U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Forest 
Service, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, Florida 
Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services, Florida 
Department of Community Affairs, Florida Department of 
Environmental Protection, Florida Department of State, Florida 
Department of Transportation, Florida Fish and Wildlife 
Conservation Commission, Florida MPO Advisory Council, Local 
Resource Agencies, Regional Planning Councils, Water Management 
Districts, Native American Tribal Governments, Local Planning 
Agencies 
 

Steps being taken to ensure 
appropriate communication, 
coordination, and cooperation 
among the stakeholders. 

The ETDM process involves a multi-agency Environmental 
Technical Advisory Team (ETAT) for each of the seven FDOT 
districts. The ETAT is comprised of 12 to 20 members from agencies 
with statutory responsibility for transportation, land use and 
ecosystem planning, permitting, or consultation on projects and seeks 
collaborative decision-making. Each agency appoints a 
representative with responsibility to coordinate transportation project 
reviews within their agency.  
 
FDOT negotiated agreements between the FHWA, FDOT, and each 
reviewing agency address funding for any positions, performance 
measures for all parties, and any specific bases for early issuance of 
permits. 
 

Public participation process that 
was used in the project. 

As part of ETDM, FDOT is creating a Community Outreach 
Network for Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) and 
non-MPO areas and has appointed a Community Liaison Coordinator 
to handle coordination between FDOT and local communities 
affected by transportation projects. Community outreach and public 
involvement activities will begin during the planning phase and 
continue through project development and subsequent project phases. 
The public will have read-only access to the technical reports, data, 
and comments and will also be able to submit comments to the 
project sponsor through the ETDM system. 
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Developing an Environmental Streamlining Process for Use in Florida (The 
Efficient Transportation Decision-Making (ETDM) Process) 
 
Descriptor  
Schedule of key activities. In February 2000, an Executive Summit was held in Tallahassee for 

Florida and Federal agencies to obtain support and commitment to 
create a new process for ETDM. 
 
Training of the ETDM process for ETDM participants occurred 
between February 2003 and October 2004. 
 
The ETDM Manual was completed in June 2004. 
 
Twelve agency agreements were signed in 2002. As of July 2004, 
FDOT has completed or is near completion on two year agency 
agreements with 13 Federal, State, and local entities. 
 
FDOT began the implementation of the ETDM Process in the seven 
FDOT Districts on July 1, 2003. Between July 1, 2003 and 
December 31, 2003, either the MPO (in the MPO areas) or the FDOT 
District (in the counties) uploaded project information into the initial 
Planning Screen. ETATs to begin reviewing projects in the Planning 
Screen Phase beginning on January 1, 2004.  
 
Project Summary Reports were generated in the Spring of 2004 and 
were uploaded to the Programming Screen in preparation for the 
Fiscal Year 2005 FDOT Work Program (begins July 2005) in April 
2004. 
 

Elements of the planning and 
project development process that 
are unique to the conditions or 
requirements in the particular 
state. 
 

Florida has more State regulations than Federal regulations and there 
are inconsistencies between the two. Activities of 24 different 
agencies have to be coordinated.  
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Environmental Streamlining for the Georgia Rail Passenger Program (GRPP) 
 
Descriptor  
Problem that the project was 
intended to address. 

To complete a single environmental review process to implement a 
rail passenger program involving six Federal and State transportation 
agencies.  
 

Environmental permits and 
approvals, if any, which are being 
addressed by the project. 
 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance 

Unique approaches or processes 
that are being used to achieve 
environmental streamlining in the 
transportation planning and 
project development process. 

The original intent of the GRPP Pilot Project was to define a single 
programmatic process for environmental review and permit 
approvals that would have satisfied multiple agency requirements 
and promote timely decision-making. However, the Georgia 
Department of Transportation (GDOT) and the other agencies 
reconsidered this approach and decided to proceed with the 
remainder of the GRPP using the informal processes that were used 
effectively for the first elements of the project. These include 
multi-agency coordination, concurrent document reviews, 
public involvement, and early agency involvement. 
 

Goals or objectives of the sponsor 
for this project. 

The goals of the GRPP Environmental Streamlining project were to 
jointly coordinate the program, to quickly reach program decisions, 
and to expeditiously prepare and review the required 
NEPA documents. 
 

How the sponsors intend to 
measure and evaluate success or 
failure. 

There was no mechanism in place for the sponsors to measure and 
evaluate success of failure. The Research Team used the 
performance measures in Appendix D and feedback from participant 
reporters to perform this evaluation.  
 

Agencies or stakeholders that 
were involved in developing the 
pilot project. 

Federal Railroad Administration, Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA), Federal Highway Administration, U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), 
GDOT, Georgia Rail Passenger Authority (GRPA), 
Georgia Regional Transportation Authority (GRTA), and 
Georgia SHPO. 

Steps being taken to ensure 
appropriate communication, 
coordination, and cooperation 
among the stakeholders. 

GRPP developed a multi-agency agreement at the State level among 
the GDOT, GRTA, and GRPA. Under the agreement, the 
three agencies established a Program Management Team comprised 
of members from each of the three agencies. That team holds 
responsibility for joint decision-making and program coordination. 
Implementation of the program is the responsibility of the Rail 
Program Managers Committee, composed of staff from each of the 
three agencies. 
 

Public participation process that 
was used in the project. 

GRPP is using Local Advisory Committees. Public involvement 
includes a Web-based system for public comment. There also have 
been public meetings and hearings for the various elements of the 
program. 
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Environmental Streamlining for the Georgia Rail Passenger Program (GRPP) 
 
Descriptor  
Schedule of key activities. Public meetings on the GRPP projects were held in April/May 2000 

and October/November 2000. Publication of a report on rail 
alternatives occurred in Summer 2000. 
 
A Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) was issued on the 
Atlanta Multi-Modal Passenger Terminal (MMPT) in 1995 and 
reevaluated and determined still to be valid in December 2000. On 
December 7, 2001, a new conceptual design of the MMPT was 
reviewed and generally agreed to by stakeholders and reviewing 
agencies. As of summer 2004, the right-of-way for the station was 
being finalized. 
 
In November 2001, FTA issued a FONSI for the Macon to Atlanta 
corridor. A kick-off meeting for the Macon Corridor Local Advisory 
Committee members along the corridor was held in 
mid-October 2002. A grant application for the Macon to Atlanta 
Corridor implementation was submitted through GDOT. Provided 
that State funding continues, late 2005 is now the earliest date that 
service from Griffin to Atlanta would occur. Service from Macon 
would not occur until 2006. 
 
FTA issued a FONSI for the Athens-Atlanta corridor in 
February 2004. Service could start in the Athens to Atlanta corridor 
as early as 2008, depending on the level of State funding. 
 

Elements of the planning and 
project development process that 
are unique to the conditions or 
requirements in the particular 
state. 

The GRPP is somewhat unique in having three State transportation 
agencies involved in a program of projects (GDOT, GRPA, and 
GRTA). 
 
This Pilot Project used flexible funding, rather than FTA funds, and 
was outside FTA's New Start classification. The New Start process 
would have required competition for funding (and a very rigorous 
project review). The NEPA process, therefore, had lesser 
requirements than a New Start project. To qualify for New Start 
status, the review would have had to include supplemental 
documentation with financial information. 
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Integrating NEPA and Statewide Planning in Oregon 
 
Descriptor  

Problem that the project was 
intended to address. 

The statewide planning process in the State of Oregon requires 
integration of the Local Comprehensive Plans required for each 
community and the Transportation System Plans required for each 
community of 10,000 or more people. Corridor plans (or Refinement 
Planning) developed through the Transportation System Plans 
previously did not consider environmental factors, and decisions 
made in that process had to be revisited and often had to be revised 
during the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process. As a 
result, the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) began a 
process to integrate the NEPA process with the Statewide Planning 
process.  
 

Environmental permits and 
approvals, if any, which are being 
addressed by the project. 
 

NEPA, Section 404, Section 106, and Section 4(f) 

Unique approaches or processes 
that are being used to achieve 
environmental streamlining in the 
transportation planning and 
project development process. 

The Collaborative Environmental and Transportation Agreement on 
Streamlining (CETAS) process fully integrates land use planning, 
transportation planning, environmental review, and project 
development by engaging the resource agencies early and merging 
the reviews needed for compliance with NEPA and Section 404 of 
the Clean Water Act.  
 
The CETAS Major Transportation Projects Agreement is an 
implementing tool for the Tiered NEPA Decision-Making process. 
The Tiered NEPA Decision-Making process uses a Location 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) at the planning stage to 
support decision-making on purpose and need, type of facility, 
corridor location, and transportation modal choice. Location EISs are 
completed on projects that have not been identified for funding for 
the next 10 to 20 years. Location EISs use a 10 percent level of 
engineering design (compared to a 30 percent level of engineering 
design in the traditional NEPA process), 100-meter corridors, and 
coarse-level impact data. A Design EIS, prepared when the project is 
later funded for construction, addresses design alternatives that are 
within the selected corridor alternative (derived from the 
Location EIS) and develops environmental data and analysis 
sufficient to gain the construction permits.  
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Integrating NEPA and Statewide Planning in Oregon 
 
Descriptor  

Goals or objectives of the 
sponsor for this project. 

The goals of this Pilot Project are:  
 

1. Reduce public frustration with redundant Refinement 
Planning and NEPA processes by combining the alternative 
analysis and selection process required by both into 
one process, rather than consecutive processes,  

2. Reduce resource agency frustration by incorporating their 
concerns early in the process of planning and alternative 
consideration,  

3. Improve decision-making during Refinement Planning by 
having the appropriate information available at the point of 
decision,  

4. Improve ability to preserve corridors for future 
transportation development, and 

5. Shorten overall time required to advance from planning 
product to completed transportation facility.  

 
How the sponsors intend to 
measure and evaluate success or 
failure. 

Success or failure will be based on whether: 
 

1. The planning decision is sustainable and will not have to be 
revisited later when the facility is funded, 

2. Land use decisions can safely be made based on the 
first assumptions, 

3. When the funding is secured and the Design EIS is prepared, 
that the decision in the Location EIS can be assumed, and 
that the design can focus on design alternatives and issues 
within the selected location alternative, and 

4. Right-of-way can be purchased or otherwise preserved to 
protect the corridor decision based on the Location EIS. 

 
Agencies or stakeholders that 
were involved in developing the 
pilot project. 

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE), Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS), ODOT, Oregon Department of Environmental 
Quality, Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development, 
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, Oregon Division of State 
Lands, Oregon State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), 
Willamette Valley Council of Governments, and Yamhill County 
Commissioners. 
 

Steps being taken to ensure 
appropriate communication, 
coordination, and cooperation 
among the stakeholders. 

With the CETAS process, ODOT reviews projects with the resource 
agencies and SHPO. At each concurrence point (Purpose and Need, 
Range of Alternatives, Selection Criteria, and Preferred Alternative), 
the agencies receive a presentation and each agency is then asked to 
document to ODOT their concurrence. FHWA has agreed not to 
advance a project if a CETAS agency has not signed off on a 
concurrence point. There is also a Project Oversight Steering Team 
for the Newberg-Dundee Transportation Improvement Project 
composed of eleven local, State and Federal officials who make key 
decisions on the project. 
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Integrating NEPA and Statewide Planning in Oregon 
 
Descriptor  

Public participation process that 
was used in the project. 

A Public Involvement Program is developed for each project that 
undergoes the CETAS process. For the Newberg-Dundee 
Transportation Improvement Project, four public hearings for the 
project were held in the last weeks of October 2002.  
 

Schedule of key activities. The Location Draft EIS for the Newberg-Dundee Transportation 
Improvement Project was formally issued to the public and agencies 
for review and comment in October 2002. 
 
In May 2003, the recommended alternative was presented to CETAS 
agencies at the Preferred Alternative Concurrence Point. In 
July 2003, ODOT received non concurrence letters from six agencies. 
 
In September 2003, the agencies requested elevation to higher levels 
in their respective organizations. On November 6, 2003, ODOT met 
with four of the non-concurring agencies to develop an approach that 
would allow for concurrence with the preferred alternative. ODOT 
drafted a Record of Agreement/Consensus to this effect, which was 
signed by all CETAS participants in January 2004. 
 
The Yamhill County Commissioners voted to approve an exception 
to the Statewide Planning Goals and to amend the County’s land use 
plans and ordinances for the Newberg-Dundee Project on 
September 30, 2004.  
 
The Location Final EIS for the Newberg-Dundee Transportation 
Improvement Project is scheduled for early 2005. Completion of the 
preliminary design and the Design EIS is expected to be completed in 
Spring 2007. 
 

Elements of the planning and 
project development process that 
are unique to the conditions or 
requirements in the particular 
state. 

State planning law mandates that ODOT projects be consistent with 
local comprehensive plans and statewide planning goals. Local 
governments must concur with a project and adopt comprehensive 
plan amendments and goal exceptions to authorize a facility within a 
proposed corridor. The Transportation System Plan Guidelines 
require these comprehensive plan amendments and goal exceptions to 
be passed between the time of the Location Draft EIS and publishing 
of the Location Final EIS. 
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The Loop 12/IH 35E Corridor Major Investment Study and Environmental 
Assessment Project in Texas 
 
Descriptor  
Problem that the project was 
intended to address. 
 

Length of environmental review process. 

Environmental permits and 
approvals, if any, which are being 
addressed by the project. 
 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance 

Unique approaches or processes 
that are being used to achieve 
environmental streamlining in the 
transportation planning and project 
development process. 

Early coordination with involved agencies, use of a broad 
stakeholder process, use of “evergreen” (on-call) contracts for 
consultants, the use of a combined Major Investment Study (MIS)-
NEPA process and contracts, and reviews of NEPA documents 
concurrently at interim stages of project development. 
 

Goals or objectives of the sponsor 
for this project. 

Local community consensus and support for the project. Reduction 
in time to complete the environmental review process.  
 

How the sponsors intend to 
measure and evaluate success or 
failure. 
 

Not Applicable. The Loop 12/IH 35E Pilot Project was essentially 
completed on December 11, 2002. 

Agencies or stakeholders that were 
involved in developing the pilot 
project. 

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE), Texas Department of Transportation 
(TxDOT), City of Dallas, City of Irving, Dallas County Public 
Works, DART, and Texas Transportation Institute. 
 

Steps being taken to ensure 
appropriate communication, 
coordination, and cooperation 
among the stakeholders. 

TxDOT established a Loop 12/IH 35E Project Coordination Work 
Group, which included Federal and State transportation and 
resource agencies, city officials, the county, and the public and 
involved these entities in the project development process. TxDOT 
also tried more flexible methods, such as meeting with the 
stakeholders at a location, time, and date of the stakeholders’ 
choosing. In addition, TxDOT developed a Loop 12/IH 35E Web 
Site to keep the involved agencies informed. 
 

Public participation process that 
was used in the project. 

All citizens living within 200 feet (61 meters) of the corridor were 
invited to quarterly public meetings to find solutions and contribute 
to the project’s direction. Also, TxDOT used open houses, 
telephone "hot-line", on-call presentations, press releases, briefings 
to elected officials, newspaper ads and legal notices. 
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The Loop 12/IH 35E Corridor Major Investment Study and Environmental 
Assessment Project in Texas 
 
Descriptor  
Schedule of key activities. On December 11, 2002, the FHWA issued a Finding of No 

Significant Impact (FONSI) for the Loop 12/IH 35E Corridor 
Environmental Assessment.  
 
TxDOT held a project streamlining coordination meeting on 
November 6, 2002 to find the ways to streamline the funding, 
preparation of right-of-way map/acquisition, PS&E, and 
construction phasing areas. As of August 2003, TxDOT was well 
underway with the right-of-way mapping, and the City of Irving was 
seeking to complete some right-of-way purchases also.  
 
The Loop 12/IH 35E Task Force Group is also pursuing the 
possibility of constructing interim projects. Originally scheduled for 
advertising in Fiscal Year 2009, the Loop 12/IH 35E Project should 
now move up to letting in Fiscal Year 2005 or 2006. 
 

Elements of the planning and 
project development process that 
are unique to the conditions or 
requirements in the particular state. 
 

Texas prepares many EAs, rather than EISs, to serve as the NEPA 
documents for their projects, particularly in the Dallas District. 
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Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Screening Worksheets in Wisconsin 
 
Descriptor  

Problem that the project was 
intended to address. 

A typical EIS process for a new major project in Wisconsin takes 
approximately five years to complete and the EISs are voluminous 
documents.  

Environmental permits and 
approvals, if any, which are being 
addressed by the project. 
 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance. 

Unique approaches or processes 
that are being used to achieve 
environmental streamlining in the 
transportation planning and project 
development process. 

The Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WisDOT) has used 
Screening Worksheets (SWs) for EAs for more than 20 years. The 
SWs describe the proposed action and document all the direct, 
indirect, and cumulative effect evaluations and mitigation measures 
in an easy-to-complete question and answer format. The 
Pilot Project is to take these worksheets to the next level and use 
them to create an EIS.  
 

Goals or objectives of the sponsor 
for this project. 

Standardizing the format of EISs; including in the EIS only the 
information needed to identify, evaluate, and mitigate adverse 
environmental effects; and reducing the EIS length to 
approximately 150 to 300 pages  
 

How the sponsors intend to 
measure and evaluate success or 
failure. 
 

Number of pages of EIS using the SWs. Research Team is using the 
performance measures in Appendix D.  
 

Agencies or stakeholders that were 
involved in developing the pilot 
project. 
 

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE), Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), WisDOT, and Wisconsin 
Department of Natural Resources. 
 

Steps being taken to ensure 
appropriate communication, 
coordination, and cooperation 
among the stakeholders. 

For both projects that are to use the EIS SWs, early public and 
agency involvement has occurred to refine the Purpose and Need, 
focus on alternatives to be considered, and identify the 
environmental issues and concerns that will be addressed in the 
EISs.  
 

Public participation process that 
was used in the project. 

See above. WisDOT has used local focus groups to identify project 
alternatives.  
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Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Screening Worksheets in Wisconsin 
 
Descriptor  

Schedule of key activities. In mid-May 2003, WisDOT issued a review draft to the agencies of 
the Draft EIS for the Verona Road (Route 151)/West Beltline 
(U.S.12/14) Project using the SWs. WisDOT submitted the 
Draft EIS for the Verona Road Project to FHWA in early 2004, and 
FHWA approved the document on March 5, 2004. Public hearings 
were held on the Draft EIS in May 2004 and the comment period 
ended June 8, 2004. EPA reviewed the document in June 2004 and 
had no objections to the preferred alternative. WisDOT expected 
the Final EIS for the Verona Road Project to be completed in early 
Fall 2004, but the document is not yet complete. Construction is 
scheduled for 2009 or later. 
 
WisDOT prepared an internal draft of the Draft EIS for the State 
Route 23 Project for internal review in November 2003. Meetings 
were held in March 2004 to present the information in the Draft EIS 
to the public and the document was approved in December 2004. 
Public hearings are scheduled for January 5, 2005, with the 
comment period closing January 21, 2005. The Final EIS for the 
State Route 23 Project is scheduled to be completed in 2005, with 
construction slated for 2009 to 2011. 
 

Elements of the planning and 
project development process that 
are unique to the conditions or 
requirements in the particular state. 
 

WisDOT has used SWs for EAs for more than 20 years. 
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Parallel Processing of Section 106 and Section 4(f) Requirements in New Jersey 
 
Descriptor  

Problem that the project was 
intended to address. 

If a Federal-aid project has an adverse effect on a historic district 
or a historic site (except bridges), it does not qualify for a 
Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation. These projects must go 
through separate and sequential processes to comply with 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (Section 
106) and to comply with Section 4(f). The same issues in three 
different documents (the Section 106 documentation, the Draft 
Section 4(f) Evaluation, and Final Section 4(f) Evaluation) must be 
addressed and reviewed by essentially the same entities. 
 

Environmental permits and 
approvals, if any, which are being 
addressed by the project. 
 

Section 106 and Section 4(f).  

Unique approaches or processes that 
are being used to achieve 
environmental streamlining in the 
transportation planning and project 
development process. 
 

The Pilot Project involved merging the Section 106 process with 
the Section 4(f) process for projects that have adverse effects on 
historic districts and historic sites (except bridges) and that are 
classified as categorical exclusions. 

Goals or objectives of the sponsor 
for this project. 

To eliminate duplication and redundant coordination by fully 
addressing the requirements of Section 106 and Section 4(f) in 
parallel. 
 

How the sponsors intend to measure 
and evaluate success or failure. 
 

Savings in time resulting from parallel processing of Section 106 
and Section 4(f). 

Agencies or stakeholders that were 
involved in developing the pilot 
project. 
 

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), New Jersey 
Department of Transportation (NJDOT), New Jersey Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO), and New Jersey Division of Law. 

Steps being taken to ensure 
appropriate communication, 
coordination, and cooperation 
among the stakeholders. 

The Pilot Project Process included steps to consult with the SHPO, 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), the public, 
and local governments early in the process and also involved 
circulation of the Draft Section 4(f)/Section 106 Summary 
Documentation and Draft Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement 
(MOA) to the public/stakeholders and regulators. 
 

Public participation process that was 
used in the project. 

In addition to the steps described above, the public outreach 
program was a function of the projects selected to undergo parallel 
processing of Section 106 and Section 4(f). 
 

Schedule of key activities. Project is inactive. 
 

Elements of the planning and 
project development process that are 
unique to the conditions or 
requirements in the particular state. 

Not applicable. The situation that the Pilot Project was to address 
is applicable to all states. 
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Pilot Project Performance Measures 
 

RCIP Pilot Project 
 
NCHRP 25-24 
Performance Measures 
 
Performance Measure 1: Improved Transportation Decision-making 
Measure:  Measures the RCIP process. The goal is to improve the quality and efficiency of decision-
making. Measures initial perceptions of potential of RCIP to achieve improvements as compared to 
perceptions during application of RCIP process over time.  
 
RCIP Potential Performance (answer with first report only) 
Please state your opinion as it was prior to starting the RCIP process. 
1. The RCIP process will improve the quality and efficiency of decision-making on transportation projects 
(select one). 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion 

 
2. The expected degree of improvement in the quality and efficiency of decision-making as a result of the 
RCIP process is (select one): 
 

 High 
 Moderate 
 Low 
 No change 

 
3. Comments: 
 
 
RCIP Performance (answer each quarter): 
Please provide your opinion of the current RCIP process.  
1. The RCIP process is improving the quality and efficiency of decision-making on transportation projects 
(select one). 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion 

 
2. The degree of improvement in the quality and efficiency of decision-making as a result of the RCIP 
process is (select one): 
 

 High 
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 Moderate 
 Low 
 No change 

 
3. Comments: 
 
Performance Measure 2: Improved Transportation Decision-making 
Measure: Measures the RCIP process. The goal is to reduce processing time and costs by achieving early 
identification and closure on issues. Examines perceptions over time. 
 
RCIP Performance (answer each quarter): 
Indicate your rating of the RCIP process on each question appearing below.  
 
1. The organizations participating in the RCIP proceedings send representatives to meetings and hearings 
who have the authority necessary to make decisions for their organization on the issues presented (select 
one):  
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion 

 
2. RCIP participants make decisions in a timely and effective manner (select one): 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion 

 
3. Once a decision is made in RCIP proceedings, the participants treat it as binding except in cases 
involving significant new information or substantially changed circumstances. 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion 

 
4. Comments: 
 
 
Performance Measure 3: Improved Environmental Protection 
Measure:  Measures the RCIP process. The goal is to improve environmental results through the 
application of an integrated planning process. Compares perceptions of effectiveness of pre-RCIP process 
and RCIP process, and tracks perceptions of RCIP process over time.  
 
RCIP Process Performance Baseline (answer with first report only): 
1. Rate the effectiveness of the “traditional” (pre-RCIP) Caltrans transportation planning and project 
development process in protecting the human environment (select one):  
 

 Usually very effective 
 Usually effective 
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 Usually somewhat effective 
 Usually not effective  

 
2. Rate the effectiveness of the “traditional” (pre-RCIP) transportation planning and project development 
process in protecting the natural environment is (select one): 
 

 Usually very effective 
 Usually effective 
 Usually somewhat effective 
 Usually not effective  

 
3. Comments: 
 
RCIP Performance (answer each quarter): 
1. Rate the effectiveness of the transportation planning and project development process used for the RCIP 
in protecting the human environment (select one):  
 

 Usually very effective 
 Usually effective 
 Usually somewhat effective 
 Usually not effective  

 
2. Rate the effectiveness of the transportation planning and project development process used for the RCIP 
in protecting the natural environment (select one): 
 

 Usually very effective 
 Usually effective 
 Usually somewhat effective 
 Usually not effective  

 
3. Comments: 
 
 
Performance Measure 4: Improved Transportation Decision-making.  
Measure:  Measures the RCIP process. The goal is to improve the environmental review process by 
increasing its productivity and/or its environmental results. Examines perceptions of the results over time. 
 
RCIP Performance (answer each quarter): 
1. The overall staff and consultant labor (time) requirements of the RCIP process, as compared to the 
traditional Caltrans planning and project development process, are (select one): 
 

 Significantly greater 
 Significantly less 
 About the same 

 
2. The overall processing time requirements of the RCIP process, as compared to the traditional Caltrans 
planning and project development process, are (select one): 
 

 Significantly greater 
 Significantly less 
 About the same 
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3. The benefits of the RCIP process justify its labor and processing time requirements.  
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion 

 
4. Comments: 
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Pilot Project Performance Measures 

 
Caltrans-FHWA-EPA Partnership Pilot Project 

 
NCHRP 25-24 
Performance Measures 
 
Performance Measure 1: Improved Transportation Decision-making 
Measure: Measures the implementation of the Mare Island Accord (July 2000). The goal is to foster 
effective, collaborative efforts among the three agencies in the transportation and environmental planning 
processes. Compares pre-accord and post-accord results and examines perceptions of the results over time. 
 
Baseline Performance (answer with first report only): 
Please rate the performance of the participating agencies prior to the July 2000 Mare Island Accord on each 
item listed below. 
 
1. The participating agencies consistently displayed a high level of cooperation and collaboration in their 
interactions (select one):  
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion  

 
2. Interagency communication on transportation projects and issues was timely and effective  
 (select one): 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion  

 
3. Caltrans offered frequent and appropriately-timed opportunities for regulatory and resource agency 
involvement in transportation project planning and development activities (select one): 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion  

 
4. Interagency coordination efforts typically produced timely and high-quality information and decisions 
(select one): 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion  
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5. Caltrans had an “environmental IQ” that demonstrated a broad-based understanding within Caltrans of 
the missions, jurisdictional concerns, and operating needs of the regulatory and resource agencies (select 
one): 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion  

 
6. The regulatory and resource agencies had a “transportation IQ” that demonstrated a broad-based 
understanding of the mission, jurisdictional concerns, and operating needs of transportation agencies (select 
one): 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion  

 
7. On average, the environmental review process for transportation projects produced good environmental 
results (select one): 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion  

 
8. On average, the environmental review process for transportation projects produced good transportation 
results (select one): 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion 

 
9: Comments: 
 
 
Partnership Performance (answer each quarter): 
Please rate the current performance of the participating agencies on each item listed below. 
 
1. The participating agencies consistently display a high level of cooperation and collaboration in their 
interactions (select one):  
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion  
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2. Interagency communication on transportation projects and issues is timely and effective  
 (select one): 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion  

 
3. Caltrans offers frequent and appropriately-timed opportunities for regulatory and resource agency 
involvement in transportation project planning and development activities (select one): 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion  

 
4. Interagency coordination efforts typically produce timely and high-quality information and decisions 
(select one): 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion  

 
5. Caltrans has an “environmental IQ” that demonstrates a broad-based understanding within Caltrans of 
the missions, jurisdictional concerns, and operating needs of the regulatory and resource agencies (select 
one): 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion  

 
6. The regulatory and resource agencies have a “transportation IQ” that demonstrates a broad-based 
understanding of the mission, jurisdictional concerns, and operating needs of transportation agencies (select 
one): 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion  

 
7. On average, the environmental review process for transportation projects produces good environmental 
results (select one): 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion  
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8. On average, the environmental review process for transportation projects produces good transportation 
results (select one): 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion  

 
9: Comments: 
 
 
Performance Measure 2: Improved Transportation Decision-making 
Measure:  Measures the effectiveness of the Merced Partnership for Integrated Planning (PIP). The goal is 
to integrate environmental considerations into regional transportation planning and increase early 
coordination with stakeholders. Compares results before PIP and examines perceptions of the results over 
time. 
 
Baseline Performance (answer with first report only): 
Please rate the effectiveness of the Merced County Regional Transportation Plan process in 1999-2001, 
prior to the PIP, on the following items: 
 
1. The process encouraged state and federal agencies to participate in the evaluation of all significant 
issues. 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion  

 
2. When state and federal agency input was requested, those agencies gave the input in a timely and 
effective manner. 

 
 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion  

 
3. The planning process used tools and procedures that were able to identify effectively the potential human 
and natural environmental effects of the regional plan’s projects. 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion 

 
4. Comments: 
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Partnership Performance (answer each quarter): 
Please rate the effectiveness of the current Merced County Regional Transportation Plan process, with the 
PIP, on the following items: 
 
1. The process encourages state and federal agencies to participate in the evaluation of all significant issues. 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion  

 
2. When state and federal agency input is requested, those agencies give the input in a timely and effective 
manner. 

 
 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion  

 
3. The planning process uses tools and procedures that are able to identify effectively the potential human 
and natural environmental effects of the regional plan’s projects. 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion  

 
4. Comments: 
 
Performance Measure 3: Improved Environmental Protection 
Measure:  Measures the effectiveness of the Merced Partnership for Integrated Planning (PIP). The goal is 
to achieve better environmental results through an integrated planning process. Compares results before 
PIP and examines perceptions of the results over time. 
 
Baseline Performance (answer with first report only): 
Please rate the effectiveness of the Merced County Regional Transportation Plan process prior to the PIP 
on the following items: 
 
1. The effectiveness of the process in protecting the human environment (select one): 
 

 Usually very effective 
 Usually effective 
 Usually somewhat effective 
 Usually not effective 

 
2. The effectiveness of the process in protecting the natural environment (select one):  
 

 Usually very effective 
 Usually effective 
 Usually somewhat effective 
 Usually not effective  
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3. The effectiveness of the process in producing decisions that remain in effect, rather than being revisited, 
during subsequent NEPA proceedings.  
 

 Usually very effective 
 Usually effective 
 Usually somewhat effective 
 Usually not effective  

 
4. Comments: 
 
 
Partnership Performance (answer each quarter): 
Please rate the effectiveness of the Merced County Regional Transportation Plan process with the PIP in 
effect on the following items: 
 
1. The effectiveness of the process in protecting the human environment (select one): 
 

 Usually very effective 
 Usually effective 
 Usually somewhat effective 
 Usually not effective 

 
2. The effectiveness of the process in protecting the natural environment (select one):  
 

 Usually very effective 
 Usually effective 
 Usually somewhat effective 
 Usually not effective  

 
3. The effectiveness of the process in producing decisions that remain in effect, rather than being revisited, 
during subsequent NEPA proceedings. 
 

 Usually very effective 
 Usually effective 
 Usually somewhat effective 
 Usually not effective  

 
4.  Comments: 
 
 
Performance Measure 4: Improved Transportation Decision-making 
Measure:  Measures the effectiveness of the revised NEPA-404 Integration 
Process. The goal is to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of the NEPA-404 review process. 
Compares results before the revised integration agreement with results under the revised agreement and 
examines perceptions of effectiveness of the revised agreement over time. 
 
Baseline Performance (answer with first report only): 
Please rate the effectiveness of the integrated NEPA-404 review process prior to the integration agreement 
revisions on the following items: 
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1. The 404/NEPA Integrated Process, as applied, offered adequate opportunities to participate in 
transportation planning and programming activities (select one): 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion 

 
2. The organizations participating in the Integrated Process sent representatives to meetings and hearings 
who had the authority necessary to make decisions for their organization on the issues presented (select 
one): 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion 

 
3. Participants provided input and made decisions in a timely and effective manner (select one): 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion 

 
4. Once a decision was made in Integrated Process proceedings, the participants treated it as binding except 
in cases involving significant new information or substantially changed circumstances (select one): 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion 

 
5. When an agency disagreed with a milestone or checkpoint decision (such as purpose and need, least 
environmentally damaging practicable alternative, etc.), it typically offered a complete and substantiated 
explanation for its disagreement (select one): 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion 

 
6. The original integrated NEPA-404 process created an effective framework for NEPA and 404 decisions.  
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion 

 
7. Comments: 
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Partnership Performance (answer each quarter after the signing of the revised integration 
agreement): 
Please rate the effectiveness of the integrated NEPA-404 review process under the revised integration 
agreement on the following items: 
 
1. The 404/NEPA Integrated Process, as applied, offers adequate opportunities to participate in 
transportation planning and programming activities (select one): 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion 

 
2. The organizations participating in the Integrated Process send representatives to meetings and hearings 
who have the authority necessary to make decisions for their organization on the issues presented (select 
one): 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion 

 
3. Participants provide input and make decisions in a timely and effective manner (select one): 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion 

 
4. Once a decision is made in Integrated Process proceedings, the participants treat it as binding except in 
cases involving significant new information or substantially changed circumstances (select one): 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion 

 
5. When an agency disagrees with a milestone or checkpoint decision (such as purpose and need, least 
environmentally damaging practicable alternative, etc.), it typically offers a complete and substantiated 
explanation for its disagreement (select one): 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion 
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6. The revised integrated NEPA-404 process creates an effective framework for NEPA and 404 decisions.  
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion 

 
7. Comments: 
 
 
Performance Measure 5: Improved Transportation Decision-making 
Measure:  Measures the results of the Merced Partnership for Integrated Planning (PIP) and 
Revised NEPA-404 Integration Process. The goal is to improve results of environmental review process by 
increasing the return on investment (e.g., reduce overall agency and consultant labor and processing time 
requirements, and/or enhance the quality of final results). Examines perceptions of the results over time. 
 
Partnership Performance (answer each quarter): 
Please rate the combined performance of the Merced Partnership for Integrated Planning (PIP) and Revised 
NEPA-404 Integration Process on the following items: 
 
1. Agency/consultant staff time requirements under the new processes, as compared to the previous 
processes, are (select one): 
 

 Significantly greater 
 Significantly less 
 About the same 

 
2. Processing time requirements under the new processes, as compared to the previous processes, are 
(select one): 
 

 Significantly greater 
 Significantly less 
 About the same 

 
3. The benefits of the new processes justify their human resource and processing time requirements (select 
one): 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion 

 
4. Comments: 
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Pilot Project Performance Measures 

 
Caltrans Position Funding Pilot Project 

 
NCHRP 25-24 
Performance Measures 
 
Performance Measure 1: Improved Transportation Decision-making 
Measure: Measures the effectiveness of the interagency position funding initiative. The goal is to create 
and sustain additional capacity within agencies reviewing Caltrans projects in order to facilitate review of 
those projects. Compares number of positions funded and occupied over time. 
 
Performance Baseline (answer with first report only): 
The full-time equivalent (40 hours/week) state and federal agency positions funded by Caltrans and 
occupied as of October 1, 1999 were (fill in position, agency in which position is located, and whether it 
was funded and occupied): 
 
Position Type Participating Agency  Funded (yes/no) Occupied (yes/no) 
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
 
Comments: 
 
Caltrans Pilot Performance (answer each quarter): 
The full-time equivalent (40 hours/week) state and federal agency positions currently funded by Caltrans 
and occupied are (fill in position, agency in which position is located, and whether it was funded and 
occupied): 
 
Position Type Participating Agency  Funded (yes/no) Occupied (yes/no) 
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
 
Comments: 
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Performance Measure 2: Improved Transportation Decision-making 
Measure:  Measures the effectiveness of interagency position funding. The goal is to create and sustain 
additional capacity within agencies reviewing Caltrans projects in order to facilitate review of those 
projects. Examines perceptions of the effect of position funding on the agency review process over time. 
 
Caltrans Pilot Performance (answer each quarter): 
Caltrans respondents: Please answer the questions based on the performance of Caltrans and performance 
of the reviewing agencies as a group. 
Position incumbents: Please answer the questions based on the performance of your host agency and the 
performance of Caltrans. 
Other respondents: Please answer the questions based on the performance of your agency and the 
performance of Caltrans. 
 
1. Applications are processed within the time agreed to by Caltrans and the agency. 
 

 Always 
 Usually 
 Frequently 
 Sometimes 
 Rarely or Never 

 
2. Disagreements on projects and applications are resolved in an effective and timely manner. 
 

 Always 
 Usually 
 Frequently 
 Sometimes 
 Rarely or Never 

 
3. Caltrans establishes and communicates clearly its project priorities so that the reviewing agency can plan 
effective work schedules. 
 

 Always 
 Usually 
 Frequently 
 Sometimes 
 Rarely or Never 

 
4. Work products are consistently of high quality, meeting the reviewing agency’s needs. 
 

 Always 
 Usually 
 Frequently 
 Sometimes 
 Rarely or Never 

 
5. The reviewing agency consistently meets expectations for staff availability and participation in project 
reviews and decision-making. 
 

 Always 
 Usually 
 Frequently 
 Sometimes 
 Rarely or Never 

 
6. Comments: 
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Pilot Project Performance Measures 

 
Florida ETDM Pilot Project 

 
NCHRP 25-24 
Performance Measures 
 
Performance Measure 1: Time and Cost Savings 
Measure: Measures the Efficient Transportation Decision-making (ETDM) screening process for projects 
in FDOT’s Long Range Transportation Plan and Transportation Improvement Program. The goal is to 
reduce processing time and costs through the early identification of major issues and study needs, and the 
sorting of projects by review requirements. Compares the average duration and cost for Type 2 Categorical 
Exclusion projects before ETDM and with ETDM. 
 
EDTM Performance: 
1. The average duration (calendar days) of the study phase for a typical Type 2 Categorical Exclusion 
project started and completed in the period 1998-2002 not using the ETDM process was:  
 
 
2. The average cost of the study phase for a typical Type 2 Categorical Exclusion project started and 
completed in the period 1998-2002 not using the ETDM process was: 
 
 
3.The number of 2003 FDOT Five Year Work Program projects that would have been treated as Type 2 
Categorical Exclusion projects (requiring technical studies) prior to the ETDM process, but now will go 
directly into design after ETDM review is:  
 
 
Performance Measure 2: Cost Savings 
Measure: Measures the ETDM process effects on costs. The goal is to reduce the cost of program delivery, 
as measured by project consultant costs to FDOT Districts and Florida Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations (MPOs). 
 
ETDM Performance: 
1. The average FDOT consultant cost per project prior to the use of the ETDM process was: 
 
 
2. The average FDOT consultant cost per project using the ETDM process is: 
 
 
3. The average Florida MPO consultant cost per project prior to the use of the ETDM process was: 
 
 
4. The average Florida MPO consultant cost per project using the ETDM process is: 
 
 
Performance Measure 1 (3): Improved Environmental Protection and Improved Transportation 
System 
Measure: Measures whether the ETDM process improves the environmental and transportation system 
results through its integrated planning process. Compares perceptions of ETDM results to the results of the 
FDOT process prior to the use of ETDM.  
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Performance Baseline (answer with first report only): 
1. Rate the effectiveness of the “traditional” (pre-ETDM) FDOT transportation planning and project 
development process in protecting the human environment (select one):  
 

 Usually very effective 
 Usually effective 
 Usually somewhat effective 
 Usually not effective  

 
2. Rate the effectiveness of the “traditional” (pre-ETDM) FDOT transportation planning and project 
development process in protecting the natural environment (select one):  
 

 Usually very effective 
 Usually effective 
 Usually somewhat effective 
 Usually not effective  

 
3. Rate the effectiveness of the “traditional” (pre-ETDM) FDOT transportation planning and project 
development process in producing an efficient and effective transportation system. 
 

 Usually very effective 
 Usually effective 
 Usually somewhat effective 
 Usually not effective  

 
 
ETDM Performance (answer each quarter): 
1. Rate the effectiveness of the ETDM transportation planning and project development process in 
protecting the human environment (select one): 
 

 Usually very effective 
 Usually effective 
 Usually somewhat effective 
 Usually not effective  

 
2. Rate the effectiveness of the ETDM transportation planning and project development process in 
protecting the natural environment (select one):  
 

 Usually very effective 
 Usually effective 
 Usually somewhat effective 
 Usually not effective  

 
3. Rate the effectiveness of the ETDM transportation planning and project development process in 
producing an efficient and effective transportation system. 
 

 Usually very effective 
 Usually effective 
 Usually somewhat effective 
 Usually not effective  

 
Performance Measure 2 (4): Improved Transportation Decision-making 
Measure:  Measures whether the ETDM process improves the results of the environmental review process. 
The goal is to improve the environmental review process by increasing its productivity and/or its 
environmental results. Examines perceptions of the results over time. 
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ETDM Performance (answer each quarter): 
1. The overall staff and consultant labor (time) requirements of the ETDM process, as compared to the 
traditional FDOT planning and project development process, are (select one): 
 

 Significantly greater 
 Significantly less 
 About the same 

 
2. The overall processing time requirements of the ETDM process, as compared to the traditional FDOT 
planning and project development process, are (select one): 
 

 Significantly greater 
 Significantly less 
 About the same 

 
3. The benefits of the ETDM process justify its labor and processing time requirements.  
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion 

 
 



D-5 
Pilot Project Performance Measures 

 
 GRPP Pilot Project 

 
NCHRP 25-24 
Performance Measures 
 
Performance Measure 1: Impact of Early Involvement on Environmental Review Time 
Requirements 
Measure: Measures NEPA Review Process. Goal is to reduce time required for review through use of early 
public involvement process. Compares Pilot results to national averages. 
 
Macon Corridor 
Date of first public meeting 

Date of scoping meeting   

Date if submission of draft Environmental Assessment       

Date of federal lead agency approval of corridor 

 
Athens Corridor  
Date of first public meeting      

Date of scoping meeting 

Date if submission of draft Environmental Assessment 

Date of federal lead agency approval of corridor 

 
Atlanta Multimodal Station  
Date of first public meeting 

Date of scoping meeting 

Date if submission of draft Environmental Assessment 

Date of federal lead agency approval of corridor 

 
 
Performance Measure 2: Improved Transportation Decision-making 
Measure: Measures GRPP Process. Goal is to improve results of environmental review process by 
increasing the return on investment (e.g., reduce overall agency and consultant labor and processing time 
requirements, or enhance quality of final results). 
 
GRPP Process Performance: 
Please provide your assessment of the GRPP Process on the items below. 
 
1. The overall agency/consultant staff time requirements under the new GRPP process, as compared to the 
traditional GDOT process, are (select one): 
 

 Significantly greater 
 Significantly less 
 About the same 
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2. The overall processing time requirements under the new GRPP process, as compared to the traditional 
GDOT process, are (select one): 
 

 Significantly greater 
 Significantly less 
 About the same 

 
3. The benefits of the new GRPP process justify its human resource and processing time requirements 
(select one).  
 

 Strongly agree  
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion 

 
 
Performance Measure 3: Improvement in Transportation Decision-making Process 
 
Measure: Measures joint management under three-agency GRPP MOA (GDOT, GRPA. GRTA). Goal is 
expedited decision-making and program delivery. 
 
Rail Program Managers’ ratings of the GRPP MOA 
Please provide your assessment of the GRPP MOA on the items below. 
 
1. The quality of communication among GDOT, GRPA and GRTA is (select one): 

 Excellent 
 Good 
 Adequate 
 Fair 
 Poor 

 
2. The coordination between Rail Program Managers and the GRPCC is (select one): 

 Excellent 
 Good 
 Adequate 
 Fair 
 Poor 

 
3. The decision-making process under the GRPP MOA is (select one): 

 Usually very effective 
 Usually effective 
 Usually somewhat effective 
 Usually not effective  

 
4. The dispute avoidance/resolution process under the GRPP MOA is (select one): 

 Usually very effective 
 Usually effective 
 Usually somewhat effective 
 Usually not effective  
 Not applied 
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5. The GRPP MOA makes implementation of decisions on the GRPP more efficient and effective (select 
one). 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion 

 
6. The overall effectiveness of the joint management process, taking into account cost, time, and how 
equitable the results are for the three participating agencies, is (select one): 

 Excellent 
 Good 
 Adequate 
 Fair 
 Poor 

 
7. Comments: 
 
GRPCC Members’ ratings of the GRPP MOA 
Please provide your assessment of the GRPP MOA on the items below. 
 
1. The quality of communication among GDOT, GRPA and GRTA is (select one): 

 Excellent 
 Good 
 Adequate 
 Fair 
 Poor 

 
2. The coordination between GRPCC members, the Rail Program Managers and the Program Management 
Team is (select one): 

 Excellent 
 Good 
 Adequate 
 Fair 
 Poor 

 
3. The decision-making process under the GRPP MOA is (select one): 

 Usually very effective 
 Usually effective 
 Usually somewhat effective 
 Usually not effective  

 
4. The dispute avoidance/resolution process under the GRPP MOA is (select one): 

 Usually very effective 
 Usually effective 
 Usually somewhat effective 
 Usually not effective  
 Not applied 

 
5. The GRPP MOA makes implementation of decisions on the GRPP more efficient and effective (select 
one). 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion 
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6. The overall effectiveness of the joint management process, taking into account cost, time, and how 
equitable the results are for the three participating agencies, is (select one): 

 Excellent 
 Good 
 Adequate 
 Fair 
 Poor 

 
7. Comments: 
 
Program Management Team Members’ rating of the GRPP MOA  
Please provide your assessment of the GRPP MOA on the items below. 
 
1. The quality of communication among GDOT, GRPA and GRTA is (select one): 

 Excellent 
 Good 
 Adequate 
 Fair 
 Poor 

 
2. The coordination among the Program Management Team, the Rail Program Managers and the GRPCC is 
(select one): 

 Excellent 
 Good 
 Adequate 
 Fair 
 Poor 

 
3. The decision-making process under the GRPP MOA is (select one): 

 Usually very effective 
 Usually effective 
 Usually somewhat effective 
 Usually not effective  

 
4. The dispute avoidance/resolution process under the GRPP MOA is (select one): 

 Usually very effective 
 Usually effective 
 Usually somewhat effective 
 Usually not effective  
 Not applied 

 
5. The GRPP MOA makes implementation of decisions on the GRPP more efficient and effective (select 
one). 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion 

 
6. The overall effectiveness of the joint management process, taking into account cost, time, and how 
equitable the results are for the three participating agencies, is (select one): 

 Excellent 
 Good 
 Adequate 
 Fair 
 Poor 

 
7. Comments: 
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D-6 
Pilot Project Performance Measures 

 
New Jersey 106-4(f) Pilot Project 

 
NCHRP 25-24 
Performance Measures 
 
Performance Measure 1: Time Savings in Processing Reviews 
Measure: Measures the time efficiency of combined 106 and 4(f) process for projects. The goal is to 
reduce the time required for processing Section 106-Section 4(f) reviews for Categorical Exclusion projects 
that do not affect historic bridges and do not qualify for Programmatic Section 4(f) treatment (“qualifying 
projects”). Compares perceptions of results under the combined process to the results of the previous, 
separate processes. Compares the average time required for processing qualifying projects through106 and 
4(f) reviews during 1995-2000 to the average time required to process qualifying projects through the 
combined review process. Measurement starts with the date of filing the Section 106 Determination of 
Eligibility documentation and ends with date of issuance of Final Section 4(f) Evaluation.  
 
Performance Baseline (answer with first report only): 
1. The average number of calendar days required for processing qualifying projects though both Section 
106 and 4(f) reviews in the period 1995-2000 was:  
 
 
2. Comments: 
 
Combined Process Performance (answer each quarter): 
1. The number of calendar days required for processing qualifying projects though the new combined 
Section 106 and 4(f) review process is (please list the projects by name and the number of days required):  
 
2. Comments: 
 
Performance Measure 2: Staff and Consultant Time Savings 
Measure: Measures the resource requirements of the combined Section 106 and Section 4(f) review 
process. The goal is to reduce the labor required to produce and review Section 106 and Section 4(f) 
documentation. Captures perception of old processes compared to new combined process. 

 
Combined Process Performance (answer each quarter): 
Please provide your assessment of the combined process on the item listed below. 
 
1. The overall staff and consultant labor (time) requirements of the new combined process, as compared 
to the ”traditional” separate review processes, are (select one): 
 

 Significantly greater 
 Significantly less 
 About the same 

 
2. Comments: 
 
Performance Measure 3: Completeness of Documentation 
Measure: Measures the combined Section 106 and Section 4(f) review process in terms of documentation 
requirements. The goals is to reduce documentation requirements without compromising quality, 
completeness and suitability for statutory reviews.  Captures perception of old processes compared to new 
combined process. 
 
Combined Process Performance (answer each quarter): 
Please provide your assessment for each of the items below. 
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1. With regard to quality and completeness, the documentation submitted for reviews under the combined 
review process is equal to, or better than, the documentation submitted under “traditional” separate review 
processes (select one): 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion 

 
2. The documentation submitted for combined Section 106 and Section 4(f) reviews provides the 
information necessary for the statutory reviews and meets the reviewing agencies’ needs (select one): 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion 

 
3. Comments: 
 
 
Performance Measure 4: Improved Transportation Decision-making 
Measure: Measures the combined 106 and 4(f) process for projects. The goal is to achieve appropriate 
protection of Section 106 and Section 4(f) interests on qualifying projects through a more efficient process. 
Compares perceptions of results under the combined process to the results of the previous, separate 
processes.  
 
Performance Baseline (answer with first report only): 
Please provide your assessment for each of the items below. 
 
1. Rate the effectiveness of the “traditional” separate 106 review process in achieving the objectives of 
Section 106 (select one):  
 

 Usually very effective 
 Usually effective 
 Usually somewhat effective 
 Usually not effective  

 
2. Rate the effectiveness of the “traditional” separate 4(f) review process in achieving the objectives of 
Section 4(f) (select one):  
 

 Usually very effective 
 Usually effective 
 Usually somewhat effective 
 Usually not effective  

 
3. Comments: 
 
Combined Process Performance (answer each quarter): 
Please provide your assessment for each of the items below. 
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1. Rate the effectiveness of the combined 106 and 4(f) review process in achieving the objectives of 
Section 106 (select one):  
 

 Usually very effective 
 Usually effective 
 Usually somewhat effective 
 Usually not effective  

 
2. Rate the effectiveness of the combined 106 and 4(f) review process in achieving the objectives of 
Section 4(f) (select one):  
 

 Usually very effective 
 Usually effective 
 Usually somewhat effective 
 Usually not effective  

 
3. As compared to the traditional, separate Section 106 and Section 4(f) processes, the new combined 
process does not compromise the quality of evaluation. 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion 

 
4. As compared to the traditional, separate Section 106 and Section 4(f) processes, the new combined 
process does not compromise the protection of historic resources.  
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion 

 
5. Comments: 
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D-7 
Pilot Project Performance Measures 

 
 ODOT Integration of NEPA into Statewide Planning Pilot Project 

 
NCHRP 25-24 
Performance Measures 
 
Performance Measure 1: Improved Transportation Decision-making 
Measure:  Measures the Integrated NEPA-Statewide Planning Process. The goal is to improve the quality 
and efficiency of decision-making. Measures pre-integration perceptions of potential to achieve 
improvements, as compared to perceptions of improvement from the application of the integrated process 
over time.  
 
Potential Performance of Integrated Process (answer with first report only) 
Please indicate the views you held prior to the initial use of the Integrated NEPA-Statewide Planning 
Process on the items listed below.  
 
1. The Integrated NEPA-Statewide Planning Process will improve the quality and efficiency of decision-
making on transportation projects (select one). 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion 

 
2. The expected degree of improvement in the quality and efficiency of decision-making as a result of the 
Integrated NEPA-Statewide Planning Process is (select one): 
 

 High 
 Moderate 
 Low 
 No change 

 
3. Comments: 
 
 
Integrated Process Performance (answer each quarter): 
Please indicate the views you now hold about the Integrated NEPA-Statewide Planning Process on the 
items listed below.   
 
1. The Integrated NEPA-Statewide Planning Process is improving the quality and efficiency of decision-
making on transportation projects (select one). 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion 
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2. The degree of improvement in the quality and efficiency of decision-making as a result of the Integrated 
NEPA-Statewide Planning Process is (select one): 
 

 High 
 Moderate 
 Low 
 No change 

 
3. Comments: 
 
 
Performance Measure 2: Improved Transportation Decision-making  
Measure: Measures the Integrated NEPA-Statewide Planning Process. The goal is to reduce processing 
time and cost by achieving early identification of, and closure on, project issues. Examines perceptions of 
the performance by Integrated NEPA-Statewide Planning Process participants over time. 
 
Integrated Process Performance (answer each quarter): 
Please rate the performance of the participating agencies on each item listed below. 
 
1. The organizations participating in the proceedings send representatives to meetings and hearings who have the 
authority necessary to make decisions for their organization on the issues presented (select one):  
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion  

 
2. Participants make decisions in a timely and effective manner (select one): 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion  

 
3. Once a decision is made in proceedings, the participants treat it as binding except in cases involving 
significant new information or substantially changed circumstances (select one): 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion  

 
4. Comments: 
 
 
Performance Measure 3: Improved Environmental Protection  
Measure: Measures the Integrated NEPA-Statewide Planning Process. The goal is to achieve better 
environmental results through the integrated process. Examines perceptions of the environmental results 
prior to, and with, the Integrated NEPA-Statewide Planning Process. 
 
Baseline Performance (answer with first report only): 
Please rate the effectiveness of the ODOT transportation planning and project development process prior 
to the integration of NEPA into Statewide Planning on the following items: 
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1. The effectiveness of the ODOT transportation planning and project development process in protecting 
the human environment (select one): 

 
 Usually very effective 
 Usually effective 
 Usually somewhat effective 
 Usually not effective 

 
2. The effectiveness of the ODOT transportation planning and project development process in protecting 

the natural environment (select one):  
 

 Usually very effective 
 Usually effective 
 Usually somewhat effective 
 Usually not effective  

 
3. Comments: 
 
 
Integrated Process Performance (answer each quarter): 
Please rate the effectiveness of the ODOT transportation planning and project development process with 
the Integrated NEPA-Statewide Planning Process on the following items: 
 
1. The effectiveness of the integrated process in protecting the human environment (select one): 
 

 Usually very effective 
 Usually effective 
 Usually somewhat effective 
 Usually not effective 

 
2. The effectiveness of the integrated process in protecting the natural environment (select one):  
 

 Usually very effective 
 Usually effective 
 Usually somewhat effective 
 Usually not effective  

 
3. Comments: 
 
 
Performance Measure 4: Improvements in Transportation Corridor Protection 
Measure:  Measures the results of transportation system planning. The goal is to improve protection of 
future transportation corridors through the integration of NEPA into the Statewide Planning Process. 
Examines community responses to requests for protective action for corridors given preferred alternative 
designation. 
 
Integrated Process Performance (answer each quarter): 
Please provide the information requested below for the period 2000-2003: 
 
1. Please list the projects for which a Draft EIS identified a preferred alternative corridor. 

 
2. For each project, please list the communities from which ODOT requested action to protect a corridor 

designated in a Draft EIS as a “preferred alternative.” 
 
3. Please list those communities that designated the preferred alternative corridor area as protected prior 

to the Final EIS and ROD for the project. 
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4. If a requested designation was not made, please indicate any known reasons for that lack of 
designation. 

 
5. Comments: 
 
 
Performance Measure 5: Improved Transportation Decision-making 
Measure:  Measures the results of the integration of NEPA into Statewide Planning. The goal is to improve 
results of environmental review process by increasing the return on investment (e.g., reduce overall agency 
and consultant labor and processing time requirements, and/or enhance the quality of final results). 
Examines perceptions of the results over time. 
 
Integrated Process Performance (answer each quarter): 
Please rate the performance of the Integrated NEPA-Statewide Planning Process on the following items: 
 
1. Agency/consultant staff time requirements under the new process, as compared to the previous process, 
are (select one): 
 

 Significantly greater 
 Significantly less 
 About the same 

 
2. Processing time requirements under the new process, as compared to the previous process, are (select 
one): 
 

 Significantly greater 
 Significantly less 
 About the same 

 
3. The benefits of the new process justifies its human resource and processing time requirements (select 
one): 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion 

 
4. Comments: 
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D-8 

Pilot Project Performance Measures 
 

Texas Loop 12/IH-35E Pilot Project 
 
NCHRP 25-24 
Performance Measures 
 
Performance Measure 1: Improved Environmental Protection and Improved Transportation 
Decision-making 
Measure: Measures the Loop 12/IH environmental assessment (EA) process. The goal is to improve the 
results of the transportation planning and project development process through the use of the Loop EA 
process’s early interagency coordination and public involvement procedures. Compares perceptions of the 
results of the Loop EA process to the results of TxDOT’s traditional, pre-Loop planning and project 
development process. 
 
Loop Performance Baseline (answer with first report only): 
1. Rate the effectiveness of the “traditional” (pre-Loop 12/IH Project) TxDOT transportation planning and 
project development process in protecting the human environment (select one):  
 

 Usually very effective 
 Usually effective 
 Usually somewhat effective 
 Usually not effective  

 
2. Rate the effectiveness of the “traditional” (pre-Loop 12/IH Project) TxDOT transportation planning and 
project development process in protecting the natural environment is (select one): 
 

 Usually very effective 
 Usually effective 
 Usually somewhat effective 
 Usually not effective  

 
Loop Performance (answer each quarter): 
1. Rate the effectiveness of the transportation planning and project development process used for the Loop 
12/IH Project in protecting the human environment (select one):  
 

 Usually very effective 
 Usually effective 
 Usually somewhat effective 
 Usually not effective  

 
2. Rate the effectiveness of the transportation planning and project development process used for the Loop 
12/IH Project in protecting the natural environment (select one): 
 

 Usually very effective 
 Usually effective 
 Usually somewhat effective 
 Usually not effective  
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Performance Measure 2: Improved Transportation Decision-making 
Measure:  Measures the effectiveness of the Loop 12/IH Project Coordination Work Group (PCWG). The 
goal is to reduce processing time and costs through the use of the PCWG to achieve earlier identification 
and resolution of issues affecting the Loop project. Examines perceptions of effectiveness of the PCWG 
over time. 
 
Loop Performance (answer each quarter): 
1. The Project Coordination Work Group (PCWG) process succeeds in identifying early in the project the 
major issues relating to the Loop project (select one). 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion 

 
2. The PCWG process succeeds on resolving efficiently and effectively those major project issues that the 
PCWG identifies. 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion 

 
3. PCWG participants make decisions in a timely and effective manner. 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion 

 
4. The PCWG process is a highly useful tool for avoiding “surprises” and “fatal flaws” that can cause 
delay, extra costs, or project termination. 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion 

 
 
Performance Measure 3: Improved Transportation Decision-making 
Measure:  Measures the Loop 12/IH environmental assessment (EA) process. The goal is to improve the 
environmental review process by increasing its productivity and/or its environmental results. Examines 
perceptions of the results over time. 
 
Loop Performance (answer each quarter): 
1. The overall staff and consultant labor (time) requirements of the Loop environmental assessment (EA) 
process, as compared to the traditional TxDOT planning and project development process, are (select one): 
 

 Significantly greater 
 Significantly less 
 About the same 
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2. The overall processing time requirements of the Loop environmental assessment (EA) process, as 
compared to the traditional TxDOT planning and project development process, are (select one): 
 

 Significantly greater 
 Significantly less 
 About the same 

 
3. The benefits of the Loop EA process justify its labor and processing time requirements.  
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion 
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D-9 
Pilot Project Performance Measures 

 
EIS Screening Worksheets Pilot Project 

 
NCHRP 25-24 
Performance Measures 
 
Performance Measure 1: Completeness of Documentation and Reduction of Rework 
Measure: Measures the effectiveness of the EIS Screening Worksheet. The goal is to make EIS adequacy 
reviews faster and easier. Examines perceptions of effectiveness over time. 
 
WisDOT Performance (answer each quarter): 
Indicate your rating of the EIS Screening Worksheet on each question appearing below.  
1. The format and organization of Screening Worksheet EISs make them easier to read and understand than 
those of traditional WisDOT EISs (select one):  
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion 

 
2. The standardized approach of the Screening Worksheet EISs still provides sufficient flexibility to permit 
EIS preparers to effectively address projects with unique characteristics, complexities and needs. 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion 

 
3. Screening Worksheet EISs take less time and effort to review for adequacy than traditional WisDOT 
EISs (select one): 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion 

 
4. The structure of Screening Worksheet EISs produces a more thorough and focused document, and 
reduces the need to request WisDOT to provide additional information (select one). 
 

 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 No opinion  

 
5. Comments: 
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Performance Measure 2: Time Savings 
Measure:  Measures the effects of the EIS Screening Worksheets on processing time. The goal is to reduce 
the time required for processing DEIS and FEIS reviews. Compares time requirements of documents with 
and without the Worksheets. 
 
Performance Baselines: 
1. Average number of days required for agencies to review 2000-2002 DEISs that did not use Screening 
Worksheets, as measured from the date of submission of the DEIS to an agency to the date of the agency 
response on the DEIS: 
 
2.  Average number of days required for agencies to review 2000-2002 FEISs that did not use Screening 
Worksheets, as measured from the date of submission of the FEIS to an agency to the date of the final 
agency action on the FEIS: 
 
3. Comments: 
 
WisDOT Worksheet Performance: 
1. Average number of days required for agencies to review 2000-2002 DEISs that used Screening 
Worksheets, as measured from the date of submission of the DEIS to an agency to the date of the agency 
response on the DEIS: 
 
2.  Average number of days required for agencies to review 2000-2002 FEISs that used Screening 
Worksheets, as measured from the date of submission of the FEIS to an agency to the date of the final 
agency action on the FEIS: 
 
3. Comments: 
 
 
Performance Measure 3: Reduction in Documentation and Rework 
Measure:  Measures the EIS Screening Worksheet process. The goal is to reduce the amount of 
documentation and the instances of rework required for EISs. Compares the length of WisDOT DEIS and 
FEIS documents done without the Worksheet to the length of such documents done using the Worksheet. 
 
Performance Baseline: 
1. Average number of pages in WisDOT DEISs published in 2000-2002 that did not use Screening 
Worksheets: 
 
2. Average number of pages in WisDOT FEISs published in 2000-2002 that did not use Screening 
Worksheets: 
 
3. Comments: 
 
WisDOT Worksheet Performance: 
1. Average number of pages in WisDOT DEISs published in 2000-2002 that used Screening Worksheets:  
 
2. Average number of pages in WisDOT FEISs published in 2000-2002 that used Screening Worksheets:  
 
3. Comments: 
 
 
 
 



APPENDIX E: Research Project Web Site Screen Shots 
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APPENDIX F: Standardized Questions for Pilot Project Quarterly 
Progress Reports 
 
STANDARDIZED QUESTIONS FOR PILOT PROJECT QUARTERLY 
PROGRESS REPORTS 
 
1. Describe the pilot's progress during this period. Please include any milestones 

achieved during this period, such as agreements, permits or other approvals, and 

public participation activities. 

 

2. Have there been any significant changes in the pilot's approach or goals this period? 

 

3. If the pilot has encountered any substantial problems, delays, or constraints in this 

period, please describe them and indicate how they are being resolved. 

 

4. What are the next pilot milestones, and when are they scheduled to occur? 

 

5. Which aspects of the pilot do you feel are working well, and which do you think 

could be improved? 
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APPENDIX G: Standardized Evaluative Questions for Pilot 
Project Stakeholder Interviews 
 
STANDARDIZED EVALUATIVE QUESTIONS FOR PILOT PROJECT 
STAKEHOLDER INTERVIEWS 
 

1. How successful was the Pilot Project in reducing the time frame of the planning and project 

development process? 

 

2. How much time was saved or lost in terms of initial expectations? 

 

3. What problems or delays were encountered in achieving the objectives of the Pilot Project? 

What factors were responsible for these delays? What factors were responsible for these 

delays? 

 

4. Did the Pilot Project require increased or decreased levels of resources on the part of sponsors 

or other stakeholders? 

 

5. How successful was the Pilot Project in the view of major stakeholders? 

 

6. To what extent were environmental resources protected? Was this approach better or worse 

that previous approaches in protecting the environment? Did the Pilot Project result in any 

environmental enhancements? 

 

7. What approaches taken or problems encountered in the Pilot Project relate to the unique 

conditions or requirements in the particular state? 
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8. Did the Pilot Project result in process or quality improvements other than time and cost 

savings? 

 

9. To what extent were transportation decisions improved by the new approaches taken in the 

Pilot Project? 

 

10. What lessons or conclusions can be gained from the results of the Pilot Project that are 

applicable at the local, state, regional, and national levels? 

 

11. What aspects of this Pilot Project have been successful, which have not, and what are the 

underlying causes for each? 

 

12. What improvements or other methods would be beneficial based upon experience with this 

Pilot Project? 

 

13. What are the perceived constraints on adaptation of the Pilot Project to other settings or 

modes? 

 

14. What administrative or legislative changes would make the Pilot Project process work better? 
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