Second Report to the California Legislature
Pursuant to Section 820.1 of the California Streets
and Highways Code, January 1, 2009

Executive Summary

Background and Report Purpose

In mid-2007 the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans} assumed responsibilities
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other federal environmental laws,
pursuant to the 2005 Federal Transportation Reauthorization, the Safe, Accountable, Flexible,
Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU).

For Caltrans to assume these responsibilities, the State was required to enact enabling legisiation,
AB 1039. This legislation required a comparative analysis of environmental review time frames
be performed for the last 30 projects reviewed and approved by FHWA prior to enactment of this
legislation, and the environmental review time frames for those projects that did not involve
FHWA and were approved by Caltrans after the assumption of FHWA environmental
responsibilities. AB 2650, effective January 1, 2009, expanded the comparative analysis
requirements. This is the second report that Caltrans has submitted to the Legislature reporting
on the progress of the assumption of FHWA environmental responsibilities, and the first with the
expanded AB 2650 analysis.

Results of the Comparative Analysis

To provide a robust comparative analysis and to account for the variability in the sample sizes
between pre-Pilot Program and Pilot Program projects, statistical tools were used for this
evaluation. The results of this statistical analysis indicate that a statistically significant time
savings has been achieved in the NEPA environmental review and approval process since
initiation of the Pilot Program. Time savings in the NEPA review and approval process have
been achieved through the elimination of FHWA’s review and approval of NEPA documents,
removal of the exchange of documents and comments between Caltrans and FHWA,
consolidation of all NEPA review at Caltrans, and time savings achieved in the federal
Endangered Species Act review and approval process. In summary, the following time savings
were achieved for State Highway System (SHS) EAs and Findings of No Significant Impacts
(FONSIs) during the Pilot Program, as compared to the time it took prior to the Pilot Program:

¢ Begin Environmental Studies to Final Environmental Document (FED) Signed: From
the date of commencement of field investigations and environmental surveys to the date that
the FEDs were signed, a median savings of 18.7 months and an average savings of 16.7
months were achieved.

¢ Begin Quality Control (QC) of administrative Draft Environmental Document (DED) to
DED Signed: From the date the administrative DEDs were completed and the QC review
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processes began to the date that the DEDs were signed, a median savings of 4.7 months and
an average savings of 5.6 months were achieved.

¢ Begin QC of Administrative FED to FED Signed: From the date the administrative FEDs
were completed and the QC review processes began to the date that the FEDs were signed, a
median savings of 1.4 months and an average savings of 2.4 months were achieved.

¢ Begin QC of Administrative DED to FED Signed: From the date that the administrative
DEDs were completed to the date that the FEDs were signed, including the QC process for
the administrative DED, DED approval, DED circulation, preparation of the administrative
FED, and the associated FED QC review and final approval process, a median savings of
10.9 months and an average savings of 14.3 months were achieved.

When local assistance EA/FONSIs (local roadway projects funded, at least in part, with federal
funding) savings were added to the SHS EAs/FONSIs, the following savings were achieved
during the Pilot Program:

¢ Begin Environmental Studies to FED Signed: A median savings of 16.2 months and an
average savings of 15.4 month were achieved

o Begin QC of Administrative DED to DED Signed: A median savings of 4.5 months and
an average savings of 5.7 months were achieved. :

¢ Begin QC of Administrative FED to FED Signed: A median savings of 1.7 months and an
average savings of 2.3 months were achieved.

¢ Begin QC of Administrative DED to FED Signed: A median savings of 10.5 months and
an average savings of 13,2 months were achieved.

The elapsed time between other environmental milestones and for other types of projects and
NEPA document types were also identified for this report. In all cases save one (that represented
the comparison of an elapsed time frame for one pre-Pilot Program environmental document and
one Pilot Program project), the elapsed time frames decreased under the Pilot Program.
However, these projects/NEPA document types did not have a large enough sample size to
identify a statistically significant decrease in time for both median and average time frames.

A median savings of 4.7 months and an average savings of 6.1 months were achieved in the
approvals process under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.

A comparison of overall project delivery times could not be evaluated for this report since the
sample size of projects that have progressed beyond the environmental approval phases is too
small.

This comparative analysis has a number of inherent limitations:

e There are many factors unrelated to the environmental review process and the Pilot Program
that affect the time it takes for NEPA document approvals and to deliver a project to
construction. These factors are unique to each project and cannot easily be isolated,
quantified or controlled for in a comparative analysis.
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o The relatively small sample of pre-Pilot Program and Pilot Program projects makes it
difficult to reach generalized conclusions on the Pilot Program’s effect on environmental
review and project delivery time frames.

¢ The flow of the environmental approval process makes it difficult to demarcate when FHWA
involvement in NEPA documents ended for those projects that were in progress when the
Pilot Program began.

¢ The conclusions regarding time savings achieved as a result of the Pilot Program are
estimates, at best, of trends on the effect of the Pilot Program on environmental approval and
broader project delivery time frames. Information on milestone dates is not complete for all
projects, many of which had environmental studies initiated many years ago.

Background and Report Purpose

Caltrans has assumed the responsibilities of the U. S. Department of Transportation Secretary
under NEPA and other federal environmental laws, pursuant to Sections 6004 and 6005 of the
2005 Federal Transportation Reauthorization, SAFETEA-LU. Under Section 6005, Caltrans has
been participating in the Pilot Program since July 1, 2007, when Caltrans and the FHWA signed
an MOU for the Secretary’s assignment and Caltrans’ assumption of EIS, EA, and some CE
responsibilities. The assignment is limited to SHS and local assistance projects and excludes
certain categories of projects as defined by regulation and 22 specific projects identified by
Caltrans. Effective June 7, 2007, Caltrans also assumed the Secretary’s responsibilities for CE
determinations under Section 6004 through an MOU signed by Caltrans and FHWA. California
is the only state in the nation participating in the Pilot Program, and is one of three states
participating in the Section 6004 CE assignment program.

For Caltrans to assume these responsibilities, the State was required to enact a limited waiver of
its sovereign immunity under the 11™ Amendment of the United States Constitution and to
consent to accept the jurisdiction of the federal courts on citizens’ claims related to any state-
assumed responsibilities under the Pilot Program and Section 6004 MOUs. This limited waiver
was authorized by AB 1039 (Chapter 31, Statutes of 2006), enacted on May 19, 2006, and
approved by the California voters on November 7, 2006, with the passage of Proposition 1B.
Codified as Streets and Highways Code section 820.1, this waiver was to remain in effect until
January 1, 2009. AB 2650 (Chapter 248, Statutes of 2008), enacted on August 1, 2008, extended
the waiver until January 1, 2012. By extending the waiver of Caltrans sovereign immunity, this
bill extends Caltrans’ participation in the Pilot Program until August 10, 2011, and Caitrans’
ability to participate in the 6004 CE assignment program until January 1, 2012."

To determine if the streamlining objectives of the Pilot Program are being achieved, Streets and
Highways Code section 820.1, as originally codified, required that a comparative analysis of
environmental review time frames be performed. The analysis was required to be undertaken for
the last 30 projects reviewed and approved by FHWA prior to enactment of AB 1039 and
Caltrans’ assumption of NEPA responsibilities, and the environmental review time frames for

! The Pilot Program expires on August 10, 2011, unless it is extended by Congress. The 6004 CE assignment
program MCU is renewable every three years. The waiver of sovereign immunity is valid ontil January 1, 2012.
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those projects that did not involve FHWA and were approved by Caltrans under its assumption
of NEPA responsibilities. To fulfill that requirement, Caltrans submitted a report to the
California Legislature in January 2008. As amended pursuant to AB 2650, Streets and Highways
Code section 820.1 requires that a similar second report related to the Pilot Program be submitted
to the Legislature on January 1, 2009, and a third report on January 1, 2011. This report fulfills
this requirement.

As amended, Streets and Highways Code section 820.1 expanded the required elements of these
reports. In addition to the elements required for the January 1, 2008 report, it requires the
inclusion of an assessment of the overall project delivery time from the time environmental
studies begin to the time the project is ready to advertise for construction. This assessment is to
include the time required for each project phase and distinguish between the different types of
environmental documents and between projects on the SHS versus local assistance projects. The
full text of the report requirements is presented in Appendix A.

This report describes the following:

o Caltrans’ project delivery process, including the NEPA document review process prior to and
since initiation of the Pilot Program.

e Monitoring findings under the Pilot Program.

e Methodology used to collect information and compare the NEPA document review processes
for pre-Pilot Program and Pilot Program projects.

o State and federal agencies that reviewed the pre-Pilot Program and Pilot Program project
NEPA documents.

s Points in the NEPA review process where project.delays occurred and the nature of those
delays.

e Time saved in the NEPA review process under the Pilot Program.

e Circumstances when FHWA hindered and facilitated the project delivery process.
e Caltrans’ financial costs related to the Pilot Program.

e Litigation initiated against Caltrans under the Pilot Program.

o Comparison of costs and benefits under the Pilot Program.

¢ Assessment of overall project delivery times.

e Evaluation of the overall success of the Pilot Program.

Caltrans Project Delivery Process

Caltrans’ project delivery process includes the following phases:

¢ Project Approval/Environmental Documentation (PA/ED): During PA/ED, preliminary
engineering and environmental analyses and investigations, required by NEPA and the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and other federal and State environmental

..................
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regulations, arc completed for the project alternatives under consideration. After receiving
public comments on the project alternatives, the preferred alternative is selected and the
project approved through the Project Report. This approval denotes completion of PA/ED.

¢ Right-of-Way (ROW) Certification: During this phase, certification is made that all ROW
Activities (appraisals, acquisitions, relocation assistance, utility coordination) have been
completed in accordance with 23 Code of Federal Regulations part 635.309 (c) (1), (2), or

3).

¢ Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) Complete: A project is PS&E complete |
when the plans, specifications, and estimates necessary to develop the construction contract
are ready for advertisement.

¢ Ready to List (RTL): The RTL milestone is reached when all necessary components of the
project are complete, including ROW certification, PS&E approval, and acquisition of all
permits, When these components are complete, the project is ready to be advertised for bids
from construction contractors.

Caltrans’ assumption of FHWA’s environmental decisions and approvals under the Pilot
Program modified the environmental review and approval component of the PA/ED phase by
eliminating FHWA’s role in review and approval of environmental documents (described further
in the following section). As a result, the time required to complete this component of the
project delivery process has been affected by the Pilot Program as FITWA is no longer involved
in project-specific environmental decisions. However, FHWA remains involved in certain
project-specific engineering decisions; thus, subsequent project delivery phases have not been
affected by the Pilot Program. The time required to complete these components of the project
delivery process would not be expected to change as a result of the Pilot Program. However,
these project components begin once PA/ED is complete; therefore, time savings in the
environmental approval process serves to streamline overall project delivery.

Environmental Document Review Process Prior to and Since Initiation of the Pilot
Program

Prior to its assignment of NEPA responsibilities under the Pilot Program, Caltrans prepared
environmental documents under NEPA and other federal environmental laws on behalf of
FHWA. Caltrans District staff reviewed these environmental documents consistent with
Caltrans’ QC review procedures, and documents were revised as necessary prior to forwarding
them to FHWA for review and approval. Caltrans Headquarters and Legal staff also reviewed all
EISs prior to their submittal to FHWA for their NEPA and Legal review. After incorporating
FHWA’s comments, Caltrans would submit the revised environmental documents back to
FHWA for final approval prior to public circulation or distribution. Some documents underwent
multiple revision cycles prior to FHWA’s approval. For locally sponsored projects on the SHS
and local assistance projects, with environmental documents prepared by local agencies and their
consultants, Caltrans reviewed the consultant-prepared documents prior to submitting them to
FHWA for review and approval.

Prior to the Pilot Program, FHWA, as the NEPA lead agency, was responsible for transmitting
consultation documents to other federal agencies and to formally consult with the federal
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resource agencies, except in certain circumstances. These exceptions included the delegation of
certain approvals under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act to Caltrans as
allowed by the Programmatic Agreement with FHWA, the State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO) and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. Caltrans’ approvals were limited to
projects with no effects to historic properties or with minor effects to historic properties
involving routine mitigation, while FHWA retained consultation responsibilities for projects with
adverse effects requiring mitigation. Caltrans was also delegated responsibility for informal
consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) under Section 7 of the federal Endangered Species Act, while FHWA
retained formal consultation responsibilities under Section 7. In these limited delegated roles,
Caltrans was actively engaged with its federal partners in consultation and in the development of
mitigation strategies.

With the Pilot Program in place, Caltrans is now responsible for NEPA approval for all projects
under the Pilot Program; FHWA is no longer involved in environmental document review and
approval for these projects. Caltrans has also assumed all of FHWA’s responsibilities for
interagency consultation and other regulatory compliance-related actions under all applicable
federal environmental laws and executive orders, such as Section 7 of the federal Endangered
Species Act and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. FHWA is no longer
involved in these interagency consultations or the development of project-specific mitigation
measures.

To respond to its new role under the Pilot Program and to replace FHWA'’s former project-
specific reviews, Caltrans has modified and expanded its environmental document review
procedures to ensure compliance with FHWA’s NEPA regulations, policies, and guidance and
the requlrcments of all applicable federal laws, execuuve orders, and regulations. These
expanded review procedures include:

¢ An additional QC review by a Caltrans NEPA QC reviewer who meets minimum
qualification requirements and has completed jointly sponsored Caltrans/FHWA NEPA
Compliance training.

¢ Caltrans Legal staff review of draft EISs and formal legal sufficiency determination of final
EISs and individual Section 4(f) of the U, S. Department of Transportation Act (Section 4(f))
evaluations.

¢ Caltrans Headquarters review of environmental documents that Caltrans has defined as
“complex EAs”.

o Required completion of QC certification forms by all environmental document reviewers,
including Caltrans environmental assessment, technical specialist, and environmental
management staff, certifying that they have reviewed the environmental document and that it
meets requirements.
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Monitoring Findings under the Pilot Program

As required by the Pilot Program, Caltrans has conducted three formal process reviews or “self-
assessments” of the Pilot Program to evaluate its compliance with the requirements of the Pilot
Program, as specified in Caltrans’ Pilot Program application to FHWA and in the Pilot Program
MOU. These self-assessments have focused on a number of areas, including a review of those
elements that Caltrans has added to its environmental document QC procedures to ensure they
are working as intended; the timeliness of its environmental decisions; and its progress toward
meeting the performance measures identified in the Pilot Program MOU. These self-assessments
also give Caltrans the opportunity to identify areas of its Pilot Program responsibilities that are
working well, as well as those areas that need additional attention. The results of these reviews
are summarized in self-assessment reports that are submitted to FHWA, as required by the Pilot
Program MOU.

Based on these three initial self-assessments, Caltrans has found that its environmental document
QC procedures are working effectively, that its staff is carrying out their responsibilities under
the Pilot Program, and that its NEPA documents meet all applicable federal laws, requirements,
policies, and standards. These self-assessments have identified a few areas that need
improvement, including achieving 100 percent compliance on the accurate completion of the QC
checklists and certification forms that are used to document the environmental document QC
reviews and in properly filing all NEPA-related documentation. To improve performance in
these areas, Caltrans has identified and implemented corrective actions for those isolated
occurrences where these elements of the QC procedures were not precisely followed. In each
case, Caltrans has also followed up on these corrective actions to determine their effectiveness
and to make adjustments, as nceded. As expected, compliance with QC procedures has
improved over time as staff has become more preficient in using the new Pilot Program tools and
implementing the new procedures. '

FHW A has also conducted two formal audits of the Pilot Program, as required by the Pilot
Program MOU. FHWA’s first audit report, issued in September 2008, found that Caltrans is
complying with Pilot Program requirements related to establishing Pilot Program policies and
procedures, revisions to interagency agreements, commitment of state staff resources, staff
training, and legal sufficiency. The report called for improvements in areas related to Caltrans’
QC review procedures and documentation. It also acknowledged that Caltrans is in the earliest
stages of Pilot Program implementation and that a learning curve is required for its staff. In
conclusion, the report observed that “...Caltrans has been carrying out the responsibilities it has
assumed in keeping with the intent of the MOU” and that “...Caltrans has made reasonable
progress in implementing the start-up phase of Pilot Program operations. .. and is learning how to
operate this new Pilot Program effectively.”

FHWA’s second audit report is expected in late January 2009.
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Comparative Analysis of the Environmental Review Process under
NEPA for Pre-Pilot and Pilot Program Projects

To meet the requirements of the comparative analysis required by AB 2650, Caltrans compared
39 projects with EAs and EISs reviewed and approved by FHWA prior to initiation of the Pilot
Program, with 29 projects with EAs and EISs reviewed and approved by Caltrans during the first
year of the Pilot Program (July 1, 2007—June 30, 2008). The 39 pre-Pilot Program projects
included 32 projects” that were evaluated in the AB 1039 report and that had final environmental
document approvals (FONSI or final EIS [FEIS]) immediately prior to enactment of the original
waiver of sovereign immunity on May 19, 2006. To achieve a more representative mix of
projects for comparison, including more complex transportation projects requiring EISs, seven
additional EISs with recent pre-Pilot Program environmental document approvals by FHWA
(including one draft EIS [DEIS] approval before May 19, 2006 and other EIS approvals between
May 19, 2006 and July 1, 2007, when the Pilot Program began) were added to the original list of
32 projects.

The 39 pre-Pilot Program projects and 29 Pilot Program projects are identified in Table 1. The
pre-Pilot Program projects include 31 SHS and 8 local assistance projects involving the approval
of 31 EAs, 31 FONSIs, 8 DEISs, and 5 FEISs. The 30 Pilot Program projects include 27 SHS
and 8 local assistance projects involving the approval of 18 EAs, 16 FONSIs, 2 DEISs, and 1
FEIS. Table I also provides project delivery milestone dates associated with each project (see
the sections below, entitled “Time Saved in the Environmental Review Process™ and
“Assessment of Overall Project Delivery Times,” for more information regarding these milestone
dates).

When the Pilot Program began on July 1, 2607, Caltrans immediately assumed responsibility for
review and approval of all NEPA documents (with the exception of projects excluded from the
Pilot Program), many of which were midstream in the NEPA process. Consequently, since July
1, 2007, Caltrans has approved draft environmental documents that were at least partially
reviewed by FHWA, as well as final environmental documents for which the draft environmental
documents were reviewed and approved by FHWA. As a result, the comparative analysis
conducted for this report includes a number of “hybrid” environmental documents approved by
Caltrans since July 1, 2007, that may have had some level of FHWA involvement during the
environmental process.

The time it takes to obtain approvals under other federal environmental laws was also evaluated
since those approvals affect NEPA approval time frames. The primary federal laws that affect
NEPA approval times include Section 7 of the federal Endangered Species Act, Section 4(f) of
the U.S. Department of Transportation Act, and Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act. As noted in the AB 1039 report, complete Section 4(f) time frame information
was only available for two pre-Pilot Program projects, and complete Section 106 time frame
information was only available for one pre-Pilot Program project. Therefore, comparisons of

% Of the 35 pre-Pilot Program projects that were evaluated in the AB 1039 report, three EAs were removed from this
analysis since it was discovered that they were actually completed prior to the time frame in which the last 35
environmental approvals occurred.

Second Report to the Califoria Legislature'bursuant to Section 820.1 of the January 2009
California Streets and Highways Code 8



Section 4(f) and Section 106 approvals are not possible, and this comparative analysis of other
federal approvals focuses on Section 7.

Each pre-Pilot Program and Pilot Program project has a unique set of project factors that affect
its complexity and, in turn, the time required to achieve NEPA approval; acquire ROW, if
necessary; develop and approve PS&E; and reach the RTL milestone. Some of the factors that
affect the project delivery process include:

» Funding sources and their volatility.
¢ Size and location of the project.

s Environmental sensitivity of the project site (such as the presence of wetlands, endangered
species, archaeological sites, and historic properties).

¢ Environmental issues related to the project site’s human-made environment (such as
hazardous waste, noise, air quality and community impacts).

¢ Regulatory requirements (such as obtaining approvals under the federal Endangered Species
Act and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and negotiating appropriate
avoidance, minimization, mitigation and compensation measures).

s Agency interest and involvement (such as by resource agencies like the USFWS, local
agencies that are affected by the project, and land management agencies whose land the
project traverses).

» Level of public interest and controversy.
¢ Amount of ROW to be acquired.
¢ (Coordination with affected landowners and willingness of the landowners to sell their land.

¢ Environmental and encroachment permits/approvals that are needed (such as Section 404
permits under the federal Clean Water Act, California Coastal Commission coastal
development permits, and railroad encroachment permits).

¢ Complexities of project design.

¢ Complexities related to the design of mitigation features (such as noise walls and detention
basins).

Due to the unique characteristics and relatively small sample size of the pre-Pilot Program and
Pilot Program projects, this comparative analysis of the environmental review process and of the
project delivery process as a whole can only suggest possible trends on the effect of the Pilot
Program on environmental approval and broader project delivery time frames. Many of these
projects also had environmental studies initiated many years ago before there was detailed
tracking of environmental information, and therefore complete information on environmental
review time frames and project delivery issues was not available.
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Methodology

To collect environmental review and approval dates for the pre-Pilot Program projects, Caltrans
environmental assessment staff for these projects was contacted. Milestone dates for the Pilot
Program projects were gathered from spreadsheets and databases that have been used since
initiation of the Pilot Program to track environmental milestone dates on every project. The data
obtained from these spreadsheets and databases were supplemented with interviews with
environmental assessment staff, as needed. Caltrans’ SHS and local assistance project
management databases were used to identify the ROW certification, PS&E approval, and RTL
dates for both pre-Pilot and Pilot Program projects. Information regarding project delays was
obtained through a combination of interviews with environmental staff and managers who
worked on these projects and completion of a questionnaire by environmental staff and
managers.

Based on the data gathered, the elapsed time frames were calculated for each of the following
milestones for both pre-Pilot Program and Pilot Program projects. As noted earlier, the pre-Pilot
Program milestones are based on an environmental review process in which FHWA was
responsible for reviewing and approving environmental documents and handling all formal
interagency consultations and reviews, whereas with the Pilot Program milestones, the FHWA
review and approval of environmental and consultation documents has been eliminated and
Caltrans has taken on these responsibilities.

Environmental Review and Approval Process Elapsed Time frames

¢ Begin Environmental Studies to DED Signed: Measured from the date of commencement
of field investigations and environmental surveys to the date that the DED is signed,
including the time needed for data analysis, preparation of the administrative DED, QC of the
administrative DED, incorporation of QC comments into the document, and DED approval.
For EISs, the date in which the Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS was published in the
Federal Register was used as the Begin Environmental Studies date.

¢ Begin Environmental Studies to FED Signed: Measured from the date of the
commencement of field investigations and environmental surveys to the date that the FED is
signed, including the time needed for data analysis, preparation of the administrative DED
and associated QC review process, and preparation of the administrative FED and associated
QC review and final approval process. As noted above for EISs, the NOI date was used for
Begin Environmental Studies.

e Begin QC of Administrative DED to DED Signed: Measured from the date the
administrative DED is completed and the QC review process begins to the date that the DED
is signed.

¢ Begin QC of Administrative FED to FED Signed: Measured from the date the
administrative FED is completed and the QC review process begins to the date that the FED
is signed.

e Begin QC of Administrative DED to FED Signed: Measured from the date that the
administrative DED is completed to the date that the FED is signed, including the QC
process for the administrative DED, DED approval, DED circulation, preparation of the
administrative FED (including responding to comments and reaching agreements with
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resource agencies on impacts and avoidance, minimization, and mitigation/compensation
measures), and the associated FED QC review and final approval process.

Project Delivery Process Elapsed Time frames
e Begin Environmental Studies to RTL

¢ PA/ED Complete to ROW Certification

¢ PA/ED Complete to PS&E Complete

¢ PA/ED Complete to RTL

e PS&E Complete to RTL

After elapsed time frames were calculated for each of the milestones described above, the
median and average for each of these time frames was calculated by type of project and type of
envirecnmental document, as follows:

e SHS EA/FONSIs
e [ocal assistance EA/FONSIs
e SHS DEIS/FEISs
e Local assistance DEIS/FEISs

The cumulative median and average time frames were also calculated for SHS and local
assistance projects.

Table 2 presents the calcuiated medians and averages. for each eiapsed time frame. This
information was used to compare the time frames of the environmental review process and the
overall project delivery process for pre-Pilot Program and Pilot Program projects. The findings
are summarized in the “Time Saved in the Environmental Review Process™ and “Overall Project
Delivery Time frames” sections.

A similar approach was used to compare pre-Pilot Program and Pilot Program approvals under
Section 7 of the federal Endangered Species Act (Section 7). The pre-Pilot Program Section 7
approval dates were obtained by contacting environmental staff associated with these projects.
The Pilot Program NEPA tracking spreadsheets were used to identify Biological Opinions (BOs)
received from USFWS and NMFS between July 1, 2007, and June 30, 2008. Table 3 presents
the dates on which Section 7 consultation documents were submitted to USFWS/NMFS for
review and on which BOs were approved. It also depicts the medians and averages for these
elapsed time frames. The pre-Pilot Program Section 7 approvals included 21 BOs from USFWS
and 4 BOs from NMFS. The Section 7 approvals since initiation of the Pilot Program included 6
BOs from USFWS and 2 BOs from NMFS.
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State and Federal Agencies that Reviewed Environmental Documents

Table 4 provides a list of the State and federal agencies that commented on the 39 pre-Pilot
Program and 29 Pilot Program project draft environmental documents. This list was generated
based on the comment letters received on the draft environmental documents for these projects.
Because State and federal agencies review the environmental document during the public review
period, the time that each agency took to review each environmental document is unknown.
However, their comment letters were received during the draft environmental document public
review period of 30—60 days. Table 4 also identifies those projects for which the USFWS and/or
NMFS reviewed Section 7 consultation documents and those for which the SHPO reviewed a
documents under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (Section 106) as required
by the Section 106 Programmatic Agreement, and time frames for the Section 106 reviews.
Table 3 depicts time frames for Section 7 consultation reviews.

Points in the Environmental Review Process When Project Delays
Occurred and the Nature of Delays

Information regarding project delays was obtained through a combination of interviews with
environmental staff and managers who worked on these projects and completion of'a
questionnaire by environmental managers. Table 5 briefly summarizes the reasons for project
delays during the environmental review and approval process for each project. For projects that
have proceeded to ROW certification, PS&E approval, and/or RTL, the reasons for delays are
also provided, as appropriate.

As shown in Table 5, a wide variety of factors contributed to the time it took io complete and
approve the pre-Pilot Program and Pilot Program environmental documents. The most common
factors include (in descending order of frequency):

¢ Lengthy Section 7 federal Endangered Species Act consultation processes and/or extensive
coordination with the resource agencies on required mitigation.

¢ Modifications to project designs or other design-related delays.

¢ Extensive revisions or coordination required on consultant-prepared environmental
documents and/or technical studies.

¢ Funding-related delays.

o Lengthy Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (Section 404)/NEPA integration processes
and/or consultations related to determining the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable
Alternative under Section 404.

o Change in the type of NEPA document to be prepared.
o Lengthy Section 106 consultation processes.

o Amendment required to the Regional Transportation Plan and/or Transportation
Improvement Program to include the project for air quality conformity requirements.
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Time Saved in the Environmental Review Process

As required by AB 2650, this comparative analysis assesses the time saved in the environmental
review process of Pilot Program projects, where FHWA was not involved in document review
and approval, as compared to pre-Pilot Program projects with FHWA involvement.’ In addition
to removing the layer of environmental document and consultation reviews by FHWA, the
differences in time frames may also be caused by factors unrelated to the Pilot Program,
including those unique project-specific factors listed in the section entitled “Comparative _
Analysis of the Environmental Review Process under NEPA for Pre-Pilot and Pilot Program
Projects.” These factors encompass a wide variety of issues ranging from environmental
sensttivity of the project site and environmental permit and interagency consultation and
coordination requirements to public acceptance of the project, issues related to ROW acquisition,
complexity of the project design, overall size of the project, and funding stability.

To provide a robust comparative analysis and to account for the variability in the sample sizes
between pre-Pilot Program and Pilot Program projects, statistical tools were used for this
evaluation. Ideally, to isolate the effects of the Pilot Program on environmental review and
approval time frames, the statistical study design would control for the types of confounding
factors, described in the section entitled “Comparative Analysis of the Environmental Review
Process under NEPA for Pre-Pilot and Pilot Program Projects,” by stratifying a random sample
of pre-Pilot Program and Pilot Program projects according to the most important of these factors.
This approach is not applicable here since AB 2650 specifies which pre-Pilot Program projects to
include in the comparison. Furthermore, the Pilot Program has not been in existence long
enough to generate an adequate sample of random projects. Therefore, this analysis assumes that
the identified set of 39 pre-Pilot Program projects is a random sample of all such projects, and
that the 29 Pilot Program proiects are a random sample of potential Pilot Program proiects.

These and other assumptions that were made to apply the statistical tests are approximations,
thereby affecting the statistical soundness of this analysis.

The small sample sizes of pre-Pilot Program and Pilot Program projects also limit the statistical
inferences that can be made. With small sample sizes, only relatively large differences in pre-
Pilot Program and Pilot Program time frames are likely to be determined to be statistically
significant. With small sample sizes, it is also not feasible to control for the types of
confounding factors by grouping projects for comparison according to these factors (for
example, grouping projects that have similar environmental permitting needs or that have similar
ROW acquisition needs).

Figures 14 graphically compare those environmental review and approval milestones that
demonstrated statistically significantly changes® in the median and/or average elapsed time
frames during the Pilot Program, as compared to pre-Pilot Program time frames (All median and

% As noted in the Comparative Analysis of the Environmental Review Process under NEPA for Pre-Pilot and Pilot
Program Projects section, the demarcation of pre-Pilot Program and Pilot Program projects and FHWA’s
involvement in projects is not absolute. For example, on some projects FHWA reviewed and approved the draft
environmental document before the Pilot Program began, then Caltrans became responsible for review and approval
of the final environmental document under the Pilot Program,

* Whether the time frame changes are statistically significant depends on the sample sizes, the variability of the time
frames, and the size of the difference in median and average time frames.
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average time savings for all elapsed time frames described below demonstrated statistically
significant changes with the exception of the average savings in time for Begin Environmental
Studies to FED signed.).” The dates for a number of other time frames are also shown in Table
2. The changes in those time frames that were determined not to be statistically significant at the
5 percent level for both the average and median are not evaluated in this report.

The time frames with statistically significant changes are summarized in the following

paragraphs (time frame information for every parameter was not always available for all pre-

Pilot Program and Pilot Program environmental documents. Therefore, the time frame
information was based on the number of environmental documents identified in each figure, and -
as noted below).

SHS EAs/FONSIs

¢ Begin Environmental Studies to FED Signed (Figure 1): During the first year of the Pilot
Program, the median time frame was 40.4 months (for 6 FONSIs), as compared to 59.1
months prior to the Pilot Program (24 FONSIs), a median savings of 18.7 months. The
average time frame decreased from 58.7 to 42.0 months, an average savings of 16.7 months.
Eighty-three percent of the Pilot Program projects (5 of 6) had FONSIs signed in 48 months
or less from Begin Environmental Studies, as compared to 29 percent of pre-Pilot Program
projects (7 of 24). The Pilot Program project with the longest time frame took 83.2 months,
as compared to 94.9 months for the pre-Pilot Program project with the longest time frame.

¢ Begin QC of Administrative DED to DED Signed (Figure 2): Under the Pilot Program,
the median time frame was 1.2 months (16 EAs), as compared to 5.9 months prior to the Pilot
Program (22 EAs), a median savings of 4.7 months. The average time frame decreased from
7.8 to 2.2 months, an average savings of 5.6 months. Seventy-five percent of the Pilot
Program EAs (12 of 16) were signed in 3 months or less from the start of the administrative
draft EA QC process, as compared to 23 percent of pre-Pilot Program projects (5 of 22). The
Pilot Program project with the longest review and approval time frame took 6.6 months, as
compared to 27.0 months for the pre-Pilot Program project with the longest time frame.

¢ Begin QC of Admiristrative FED to FED Signed (Figure 3): During the first year of the
Pilot Program, the median time frame was 0.8 months (for 13 FONSIs), as compared to 2.0

* The averages were statistically compared using the t-test. This test assumes that the projects were randomly
selected and that their time frames are normally distributed. The Smith-Satterthwaite approximation was used to
account for possible differences in the variances of the time frames for the pre-Pilot Program and Pilot Program
projects. For example, for SHS EAs/FONSIs, the Begin QC of administrative DED to DED signed time frames had
a variance of 45.5 months squared for pre-Pilot Program projects and a variance of 4.5 months squared for Pilot
Program projects, showing that the variances are quite different for that case. In fact an F test shows that the
variances were statistically significantly different at the 0.01 percent level. For some cases, the variances were
different and for other cases, the variances were similar, This Smith-Satterthwaite version of the t test is at best, an
approximation, especially since the pre-Pilot Program and Pilot Program projects were not randomly selected. The
medians were statistically compared using the Wilcoxon test. This test assumes that the projects were randomly
selected and that their time frames have distributions with the same shape and scale, but possibly different medians.
This test is, at best, an approximation since the projects were not randomly selected. The Wilcoxon test is more
generally applicable than the t-test but is less likely to detect an effect when the distributions are normal. Both
statistical tests were applied at the 5 percent significance level.
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months prior to the Pilot Program (for 19 FONSIs), a median time savings of 1.4 months.
The average time frame decreased from 3.6 to 1.2 months, an average savings of 2.4 months.
Ninety-two percent of Pilot Program projects (12 of 13} took 2 months or less to complete
the administrative FED QC review process and to sign the FONSI, as compared to 53 percent
for pre-Pilot Program projects (10 of 19). One pre-Pilot Program project took more than 12
months from the beginning of QC of FED to FED approval, whereas the Pilot Program
project with the longest time frame took 5.6 months.

Begin QC of Administrative DED to FED Signed (Figure 4): Under the Pilot Program,

the median time frame was 5.4 months (for 6 FONSIs), as compared to 16.3 months prior to .
the Pilot Program (for 22 FONSIs), a median time savings of 10.9 months. The average time
frame decreased from 20.2 to 5.9 months, an average savings of 14.3 months. All six Pilot
Program projects had approved FONSIs in 12.0 months or Iess from beginning the DED QC
review process, as compared to 32 percent of pre-Pilot Program FONSIs (7 of 22). Two pre-
Pilot Program projects took over 50 months for FONSI approval from beginning the DED

QC process.

SHS and Local Assistance EAs/FONSIs

Begin Environmental Studies to FED Signed (Figure 1): Under the Pilot Program, the
median time frame was 36.0 months (for 8 FONSIs), as compared to 52.2 months prior to the
Pilot Program (for 31 FONSIs), a median savings of 16.2 months. The average time frame
decreased from 54.6 to 39.2 months, an average savings of 15.4 months. With the addition
of 7 pre-Pilot Program and 2 Pilot Program local assistance FONSIs to the SHS projects, the
distribution of time frames remains the same (and the time savings achieved for Pilot
Program projects, as compared to pre-Pilot Program projects, remains the same), but the
median and average time frames slightly dropped, as compared to the time frames for SHS
projects alone.

Begin QC of Administrative DED to DED Signed (Figure 2): Under the Pilot Program,
the median time frame was 1.2 months (for 18 EAs), as compared to 5.7 months prior to the
Pilot Program (for 29 EAs), a median savings of 4.5 months. The average time frame
decreased from 8.2 to 2.5 months, an average savings of 5.7 months. With the addition of 7
pre-Pilot Program and 2 Pilot Program local assistance EAs to the SHS EAs, the distribution
of time frames remains similar. The addition of local assistance projects had no effect or
slightly decreased the median for this time frame, but slightly increased the average time
frame.

Begin QC of Administrative FED to FED Signed (Figure 3): Under the Pilot Program,
the median time frame was 0.8 months (for 15 FONSIs), as compared to 2.5 months prior to
the Pilot Program (for 22 FONSIs), a median savings of 1.7 months. The average time frame
decreased from 3.7 to 1.4 months, an average savings of 2.3 months. With the addition of 3
pre-Pilot Program and 2 Pilot Program local assistance FONSISs, the distribution of time
frames remains similar. The addition of local assistance projects to the SHS projects slightly
increased the median and average time frames.

Begin QC of Administrative DED to FED Signed (Figure 4): Under the Pilot Program,
the median time frame was 5.8 months (for 8 FONSIs), as compared to 16.3 months prior to
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the Pilot Program (for 29 FONSIs), a median savings of 10.5 months. The average time
frame decreased from 20.1 to 6.9 months, an average savings of 13.2 months. With the
addition of 7 pre-Pilot Program and 2 Pilot Program local assistance FONSIs to the SHS
projects, the distribution of time frames remains similar. The addition of local assistance
projects to the SHS projects slightly increased the median and average time frames.

As shown in Table 2, several other environmental review time frames showed decreases in the
median and/or average, but the decreases were not statistically significant at the 5 percent level.
The median and average time frames for Begin Environmental Studies to DED signed decreased
for each project and NEPA document type, when comparing Pilot Program to pre-Pilot Program -
projects. Similarly, the median and average time frames associated with pre-Pilot Program local
assistance EAs/FONSIs and SHS EISs, projects also decreased, when compared to the same
types of projects and document types under the Pilot Program. However, because the observed
differences in averages for these time frames, divided by their standard deviations, were smaller
than those comparisons of time frames that resulted in statistically significant decreases, these
project/NEPA document types did not have a large enough sample size to identify a statistically
significant decrease in the average time. Although the Wilcoxon test statistic applied for
comparing the medians is more complicated than the difference in medians divided by its
standard deviation, statistical analyses also showed that these project/NEPA document types did
not hgw'e a large enough sample size to identify a statistically significant decrease in the median
time.

Figure 5 compares the average and median time frames for Section 7 approvals for the pre-Pilot
Program projects and those Section 7 BOs approved between July 1, 2007, and June 30, 2008,
under the Pilot Program. During the first year of the Pilot Program, the median time frame for
Section 7 BOs was 6.3 months, as compared to 11.0 months for the pre-Pilot Program projects
with Section 7 approvals, a median savings of 4.7 months. The average time frame decreased
from 12.6 to 6.5 months, an average savings of 6.1 months. During the first year of the Pilot
Program, the project with longest Section 7 approval time frame took 10.5 months to obtain a
BO from the NMFS, whereas 40 percent of pre-Pilot Program projects had Section 7 approvals
that took at least 12 months. As these Section 7 approvals must be obtained prior to NEPA
approval, these approval time frames affect the overall NEPA approval time frames.”

In conclusion, environmental process review and approval time savings occurred by eliminating
one layer of government review, removing the exchange of documents and comments between
Caltrans and FHWA, and consolidating all NEPA review at Caltrans. Time savings were also
achieved by eliminating FHWA’s review of federal consultation documents, such as those
related to Section 7 of the Endangered Species act and Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act. These data indicate that the streamlining objectives of the Pilot Program have
been met in the first year of the Pilot Program.

8 The test statistic will be smaller and have a stronger tendency to result in a change that is not statistically
significant if the difference in medians/averages is smaller, the variance of the time frame is larger, or the sample
size is smaller.

7 Although the time frame statutorily provided to the USFWS and NMFS for issuing BOs is 135 days, these resource
agencies typically exceed this time frame. Ofthe 25 pre-Pilot Program projects that had BO time frame
information, only four (16 percent) met this statutory time frame; none of the Pilot Program projects met this
statutory time frame.
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Circumstances when FHWA Hindered and Facilitated Project Delivery®

In general, as noted in the first legislative report, Caltrans staff for the pre-Pilot Program projects
stated that in conducting its required reviews of NEPA documents and consultation documents
and in performing legal sufficiency reviews of FEISs and individual Section 4(f) evaluations,
FHWA attempted to work efficiently to facilitate the environmental review process and did not
hinder it. Staff noted that FHW A was willing to expedite its reviews when needed by:

» Agreeing to meet in person or talk by phone to discuss comments and approve document
revisions.

s Providing informal, interim reviews of revisions.
® Providing e-mail approval on editorial revisions.

¢  Quickly turning around documents.

Caltrans’ Financial Costs Related to the Pilot Program

Caltrans’ Pilot Program financial costs to date are limited to personnel resources to plan for and
implement the Pilot Program. Just under three Capital Outlay Support Personnel Years (PYs)
were expended from October 2005 through June of 2007 in planning, applying for, and preparing
to implement the Pilot Program. The local assistance Program expended 1.3 PYs in fiscal year
2006/2007 preparing for Pilot Program implementation. Approximately $300,000 was expended
on consultant support in preparing for the Pilot Program.

Based on Pilot Program expenditure data, 7.25 Capital Outlay Support PYs were expended
during the first year of the Pilot Program, from July 2007 through June 2008, for SHS projects.
Caltrans Headquarters Division of Environmental Analysis expended two of these PYs in overall
management of the Pilot Program, including managing the program, planning and execution of
self-assessments, mandatory reporting, statewide preparation for FHWA audits, updating
environmental documentation guidance, and Pilot Program training. The remaining PYs were
expended in the Caltrans districts/regions for SHS project NEPA QC, managing documentation
and records, participating in self-assessments, preparing for FHWA audits, and Pilot Program
training. The local assistance program expended the 5.7 PYs it was authorized in fiscal year
2007/2008 for the Pilot Program. One PY was expended in Headquarters Division of Local
Programs; the remainder was expended in the districts, on the same tasks as the Capital Outlay
Support PYs. During this same time frame, consultant support totaled $250,000 for assisting
with Pilot Program implementation.

No legal costs were incurred in the first year of the Pilot Program.

Litigation Initiated Against Caltrans under the Pilot Program

There has been no litigation initiated against Caltrans on Pilot Program projects.

¥ A discussion of this topic is required by AB 2650,
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Comparison of Costs and Benefits under the Pilot Program

Costs for the first year of the Pilot Program, including staff salaries, benefits and operating
expenses, and consultant support, totaled approximately 1.8 million dollars.

The median time frame for environmental document approval (measured from begin
environmental studies) for the 8 Pilot Program projects (6 SHS and 2 local assistance
EA/FONSIs) where Caltrans was responsible for both DED approval and FED approval was 36
months, as compared with 52.2 months prior to the Pilot Program, a median time savings of 16.2
months. The average environmental document approval time frame for the same projects
decreased from 54.6 months prior to the Pilot Program to 39.2 months for Pilot Program projects,
an average time savings of 15.4 months. While these 8 environmental documents may not be a
representative sample of Pilot Program projects, and the baseline pre-Pilot Program projects may
not be a representative sample of projects involving FHWA in the environmental process, the
results indicate that substantial environmental process time savings are achievable under the Pilot
Program.

As described above in “Time Saved in the Environmental Review Process” and depicted in
Tables 1 and 2, time frames for smaller elements of the environmental review and approval
process, with the exception of the local assistance EIS time frame, consistently show time
savings for Pilot Program projects as compared with pre-Pilot Program projects.

To the extent that these environmental approval process time savings translate into time savings
in the overall project delivery process, there is potential for a considerable time savings in the
overall project delivery process related to the Pilot Program. The public benefits from earlier
delivery of needed transportation improvements, project-related cost escalation is reduced, and
the economic stimulus benefits of project construction occur earlier.

Due to the limited number of Pilot Program projects that have completed the environmental
process and moved into later phases of the project delivery process, the benefits of the Pilot
Program cannot yet be fully and reasonably quantified and evaluated against costs. It will likely
be another 1-2 years before a meaningful cost-benefit analysis of the Pilot Program can be
conducted.

Assessment of Overali Project Delivery Time Frames

As shown in Table 2, only three Pilot Program projects have completed their ROW
certifications; these same three projects also have approved PS&Es. One of the three projects
has reached the RTL milestone. Due to this extremely small sample size, a comparison of
overall project delivery times is not included in this report. It will likely take at least 1-2 years
before a reasonable Pilot Program project sample size is achieved, and overall project delivery
times can be compared. As noted earlier, there are many factors unrelated to the Pilot Program
that affect the timing of the project delivery process for any specific project. These factors will
have a large effect on the ROW certification, PS&E approval, and RTL time frames for pre-Pilot
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Program and Pilot Program projects. These factors will also affect whether any meaningful
findings can be made regarding the effect of the Pilot Program on project delivery time frames.

Pilot Program Progress

During the first year of the Pilot Program, Caltrans has been successful in assuming FHWA’s
NEPA approval and interagency consultation responsibilities, as evidenced by FHWA'’s Pilot
Program audit findings and Caltrans’ preparation and approval of NEPA documents that meet
federal regulations, policies, guidance, and standards. The results of the comparative analysis
conducted for this report also indicate that the streamlining objectives of the Pilot Program have
been met in the first year of the Pilot Program. These streamlining objectives have been met by
eliminating FHWA’s review of project environmental documents, removing the exchange of
documents and comments between Caltrans and FHWA, and consolidating all NEPA reviews at
Caltrans. Time savings are attributable to the ability to better control the time frame of the
environmental approval process when it is consolidated within Caltrans than when review and
approval activities moved between Caltrans and FHWA.

Caltrans acknowledges that there has been a learning curve for its staff to become proficient in
using new environmental document QC tools and in implementing new QC proceduyres under the
Pilot Program. As noted earlier, compliance in accurately using these tools and implementing
these procedures has improved over time, as staff has gained more experience in their use and
implementation.

The streamlining objectives of the Pilot Program are important to Caltrans in being able to better
meet its mission of improving mobility across California. To the extent that time savings in the
environmental approval process translates to overall time savings in the project delivery process,
participation in the Pilot Program serves to more quickly deliver needed transportation projects
to the public and to stimulate the economy.

This report has attempted to convey some of the limitations in assessing and expressing the time
savings that have been achieved in the environmental review and approval process since
initiation of the Pilot Program, as well as translating time savings in the environmental approval
process into time savings in the overall project delivery process. The conclusions of this report
can only provide estimates of how the environmental review and approval time frames were
affected by removing FHWA’s involvement from the environmental approval process. There are
many factors unrelated to the environmental process and the Pilot Program that affect the time it
takes for NEPA document approvals and to deliver a project to construction. The environmental
time frames for more recent projects also coincide with a heightened emphasis on project
delivery at Caltrans, and improved environmental time frames may not be solely due to the
effects of the Pilot Program.

It is difficult to isolate the reasons that contribute to the project delivery time frame for any
specific project and to characterize overall changes in project delivery time frames as being
strictly related to the environmental review process or to factors outside of the environmental
process. Each project is unique and its project delivery schedule is affected by project-specific
factors in different, compiex ways. Table 1 clearly shows that it still takes considerable time to
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complete the environmental process for many projects under the Pilot Program. Some of the
long environmental review time frames likely reflect the influence of these complex factors.

The relatively small sample size of Pilot Program projects has also affected this analysis; it is
difficult to reach generalized conclusions on the Pilot Program’s overall effect on project
delivery time frames given the small sample sizes involved and the unique nature of each project.
Finally, the flow of the environmental approval process itself makes it difficult to clearly
demarcate the effect of removing one layer of government review in the time frames being
evaluated.

Even recognizing the limitations of the findings of this report, Caltrans believes that the Pilot
Program is resulting in project time savings and that the time savings objective of the Pilot
Programs is being achieved.

The Pilot Program benefits Caltrans in less tangible ways as well. Before the Pilot Program
began, both Caltrans (under CEQA) and FHWA (under NEPA) had responsibility for project-
specific environmental decision-making. Under the Pilot Program, Caltrans is responsible for
making independent environmental decisions and is fully accountable for these decisions under
NEPA, as well as CEQA. This consolidation of environmental decision-making at Caltrans
provides clarity in decision-making for project stakeholders and the public, as well as efficiency.
Furthermore, with Caltrans now as lead agency under both federal and state environmental
regulations, and working directly with both state and federal resource agencies, Caltrans is better
able to integrate its regulatory approach to satisfy both State and federal requirements. This
results in better and more efficient environmental compliance and more proactive, innovative
and responsive environmental stewardship at Caltrans.
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Appendix A. California’s Street and Highways Code Section 820.1°

Section 820.1(d)(1) of California’s Street and Highways Code requires the following:

(d) The department shall, no later than January 1, 2009, and again, no later than January 1, 2011,
submit a report to the Legislature that includes the following:

(1) A comparative analysis of the environmental review process under the National
Environmental Policy Act (Chapter 55 (commencing with Section 4321) of Title 42 of
the United States Code) for the 30 projects, excluding those projects categorically
excluded from environmental review, undertaken immediately preceding the enactment
of this section that involved the Federal Highway Administration and the environmental
review process for all projects, excluding those projects categorically excluded from
environmental review, undertaken following enactment of this section that did not
involve the Federal Highway Administration. This analysis should address the following:

(A) For each project included in the analysis, the environmental review process under the
National Environmental Policy Act, including which state and federal agencies
reviewed the environmental documents and the amount of time the documents were
reviewed by each agency, shall be described. '

(B) The points in the environmental review process under the National Environmental
Policy Act when project delays occurred and the nature of the delays.

(C) The time saved in the environmental review process for projects undertaken
following enactment of this section in comparison to the review process for projects
undertaken prior to the enactment of this section. The points in the review process
when time was saved.

(D) The circumstances when the Federal Highway Administration hindered and
facilitated project delivery.

(2) All financial costs incurred by the department to assume the responsibilities pursuant to
Section 326 of, and subsection {(a) of Section 327 of, Title 23 of the United States Code,
including, but not limited to, the following:
(A) Personnel to conduct and review environmental documents and to manage litigation.
(B) Administrative costs.
(C) Litigation.

(3) An explanation of all litigation initiated against the department for the responsibilities

assumed pursuant to Section 326 of, and subsection (a) of Section 327 of, Title 23 of the
United States Code.

® This appendix contains the text of California’s Streets and Highways Code 820.1 as of January 1, 2009.
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(4) A comparison of all costs and benefits of assuming these responsibilities.

(5) An assessment of overall project delivery time from the time environmental studies begin
to the time the project is ready to advertise for construction, including the time required
for each project phase and distinguishing between different types of environmental
documents and between projects on the state highway system and local assistance
projects. The department may also include other variables that it determines may be
useful in the assessment,
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Table 2. Pre-Pilot Program and Pilot Program Projects: Average and

Median Time Frames for Project Delivery Milestones

Page 1 of 2
Pre-Pilot Program Projects Pilot Program Projects
Timeframe Average Median Average Median
{(months) (months} (months) {months)
State Highway System EAs/FONSIs
Begin Environmental Studies to DED Signed 45.2 46.3 36.1 33.8
Begin Environmental Studies to FED Signed 58.7 59.1 42.0 40.4
Begin Environmental Studies to RTL 69.4 66.2 - -
Begin QC of Administrative DED to DED Signed 7.8 59 2.2 1.2
Begin QC of Administrative FED to FED Signed 3.6 20 1.2 0.7
Begin QC of Administrative DED to FED Signed 20.2 16.3 5.9 54
DED Signed tc FED Signed 13.5 10.2 4.5 4.5
PA/ED Complete to ROW Certification 158.7 13.1 7.9 7.9
PA/ED Complete PS&E Complete 12.1 11.4 3.8 3.8
PS&E Complete to RTL 4.7 3.6 8.2 8.2
Local Assistance EAs/FONSIs
Begin Environmental Studies to DED Signed 306 32.6 25.8 2538
Begin Environmenta! Studies to FED Signed 40.6 42.7 30.9 30.9
Begin Environmental Studies to RTL 57.3 55.7 - -
Begin QC of Administrative DED to DED Signed 9.8 5.7 5.0 5.0
Begin QC of Administrative FED to FED Signed 4.0 3.6 2.3 2.3
Begin QC of Administrative DED to FED Signed 19.6 18.0 10.1 101
DED Signed to FED Signed 9.9 8.0 5.1 5.1
PA/ED Complete to ROW Certification 11.9 14.2 0.7 0.7
PA/ED Complete PS&E Complete 11.7 14.9 0.4 0.4
PS&E Complete to RTL 6.4 35 - -
State Highway System and Local Assistance EAs/FONSIs
Begin Environmential Studies to DED Signed 41.9 40.4 34.9 30.9
Begin Environmental Studies to FED Signed 54.6 52.2 39.2 36.0
Begin Environmental Studies to RTL 65.1 61.0 - -
Begin QC of Administrative DED to DED Signed 8.2 5.7 2.5 1.2
Begin QC of Administrative FED to FED Signed 3.7 2.5 1.3 0.8
Begin QC of Administrative DED to FED Signed 201 16.3 6.9 5.8
DED Signed to FED Signed 12.7 10.1 46 5.1
PA/ED Complete to ROW Certification 14.3 13.6 55 43
PA/ED Complete PS&E Complete 12.0 13.5 2.7 04
PS&E Complete to RTL 53 3.6 8.2 8.2
State Highway Systern DEISs/FEISs
Begin Environmental Studies to DED Signed® 1056.3 714 2.7 227
Begin Environmental Studies to FED Signed® 170.6 197.9 - -
Begin Environmental Studies to ROD® 2047 205.8 — -
Begin Environmental Studies to RTL® 2156 2156 - -
Begin QC of Administrative DED to DED Signed 10.2 8.8 26 26
Begin QC of Administrative FED to FED Signed 10.7 9.9 1.9 1.9
Begin QC of Administrative DED to FED Signed 49.1 489 - =
DED Signed to FED Signed 38.1 41.6 — -
PA/ED Compiete to ROW Certification 15.8 158 - -
PA/ED Complete PS&E Complete 12.3 12.3 - -
PS&E Complete to RTL 5.5 55 - -




Table 2. Continued

Page 2 of 2
Pre-Pilot Program Projects Pilot Program Projects
Time Frame Average Median Average Median
{months) {months) {months) {months)
Local Assistance DEISs/FEISs
Begin Environmental Studies to DED Signed® 20.5 20.5 95.1 95.1°
Begin Environmental Studies to FED Signed® 30.3 30.3 - -
Begin Environmental Studies to ROD? 33.1 331 - -
Begin Environmental Studies to RTL® 51.5 51.5 — -
Begin QC of Administrative DED to DED Signed 15.5 15.5 10.7 10.7
Begin QC of Administrative FED to FED Signed - - - -
Begin QC of Administrative DED to FED Signed 25.3 253 - -
DED Signed to FED Signed 9.8 9.8 — -
PA/ED Complete to ROW Certification 17.7 17.7 - -
PA/ED Complete PS&E Complete 18.4 18.4 - -
PS&E Complete to RTL 0.0 0.0 - -
State Highway System and Local Assistance DEISs/FEISs
Begin Environmental Studies to DED Signed® 04.7 71.0 58.9 58.9
Begin Environmental Studies to FED Signed® 142.5 193.9 e -
Begin Environmental Studies to ROD? 161.8 200.8 - -
Begin Environmental Studies to RTL® 160.9 215.2 - —
Begin QC of Administrative DED to DED Signed 10.9 10.0 6.6 6.6
Begin QC of Administrative FED to FED Signed 10.7 9.9 1.9 1.9
Begin QC of Administrative DED to FED Signed 44 4 35.2 — -
DED Signed to FED Signed 32.4 28.6 - -
PA/ED Complete to ROW Certification 16.4 17.7 - -
PA/ED Complete PS&E Complete 14.3 14.7 - -
PS&E Complete to RTL 3.6 4.4 - -

Note: — = no evidence of date(s) for this timeframe.

® The date that the NOI was issued in the Federal Register was used for Begin Environmental Studies date.
® See Delay Tabie. There was only one Local Assistance DEIS prior to assumption and one DEIS completed after. Delay for DEIS

after assumption includes time prior to Pilot Program. Project had extensive period of inactivity.
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Table 4. State and Federal Agencies that Commented on the Pre-Pilot Program and Pilot Program Draft Environmental Documents and Section 106 Review Timeframes

Page 1 of 4
Project Identification State Commenting Agencies? Federal Commenting Agencies?
T _
S > 2 % 2 m joul w < %) é g
2 e o = n|l&Sla|l=|2|Q|<|o|lolz|la|lo|lv|lv|lo|le|QL|lx|la|laxc|O]| o s|l=|l<|<| Z o&wmmomgmoawg\
i 8 |5 g T|5|5|2|5|5|5|5|6|8|5|5|8(5(|8|8|5|3|5|5|2|7|2|3|8|5|2|B|E|2|2|5|8|2|8|3|5|2|5282
nnEFE
Pre-Pilot Program Projects
State Highway System EA/FONSI
1 Mendocino 101 | Confusion Hill [ m|e u
1 Humboldt 101 | Alton Interchange [ [ °
1 | Mendocino | 128/ | 269 Culverts ° ° ° o| e L] o L] [ o0 )
253
3 Yolo/ 275 | Tower Bridge Sidewalks L] L] o L] ° o ° No
Sacramento ¢ evidence
of dates
3 Colusa 20 | Moonbend ° o |0 ° ]
3 Placer 28 | Tahoe City-Kings Beach-
State Line
3 Butte 70 | Ophir Road Interchange ° ° ° ]
4 Solano 12 | Jameson Canyon Truck ° [ °
Climbing Lane u
4 | SantaClara/ | 152 | State Route 152/State [ ] [ ] ¢ [ ] u 0.7. FOE
San Benito Route 156 Improvement
Project
4 Contra 4 Loveridge Road ° [ ° °
Costa Interchange Loveridge- u
Somersville-Route 60
4 | San Mateo 92 | Route 92 Curve Correction ° ° ° u
n
4 Alameda/ 680 | Sunol Grade High- [ ]
Santa Clara Occupancy Vehicle and
Auxiliary Lanes
5 Monterey 101 | Prunedale Improvement [ ] [ °
Project u
5 San Luis 46 | State Route 46 ° [] ° ]
Obispo Improvements
5 Monterey 101 | Airport Boulevard L]
Interchange
6 Kern 184 | Weedpatch u
6 Tulare 65 | Terra Bella Expressway [ [ ° ]
6 Fresno 41 | State Route 41 Excelsior o0 ° ]
Expressway
8 San 15 | Commercial Vehicle (] [ ] oo | o [ L) [ ) ) [ ]
Bernardino Enforcement Facility
8 Riverside 10 | Palm Drive/Gene Autry ° ]
Trail Interchange
8 San 10 Construct New [ ] o0 [ ] [ ] [ ] [ N} o o (0|0 0 [ N ) [ N ] [ ]
Bernardino Overcrossing and Widen
Cypress Road
10 Merced 59 | 16th Street/Olive Avenue ° ° ° °
Widening

@ = State/federal commenting agency on draft environmental document

4 = SHPO reviewed Section 106 documentation for finding of adverse effect or no adverse effect without standard conditions

M = USFWS and/or NMFS reviewed Section 7 Biological Opinion




Table 4. Continued
Page 2 of 4
Project Identification State Commenting Agencies? Federal Commenting Agencies?
T _
S > 2 % 2 m joul w < %) é g
2 2 <] = alS|la|=|(?|Y|l<s|a|lo|z|g|lolo|lo|lo|lec|Q|le|lalx|Q]o sls|<|<| < I2 o |8|%5(3|228s22-=
2| 3 o ] ssg55%3555823858%§§5%§a§;8&eﬁiﬁg%ggggggéggé
o & STES
nnEFE
10 Merced 140 | Bradley Overhead [ ® [ 9.1: FOE
¢ u 10.1: MOA
12 Orange 74 | State Route 74 Safety [ ] u
Improvement Project
Local Assistance EA/FONSI
2 Shasta — | Cypress Avenue Bridge ° ° ° LI ] (] ° e o 0|0 ° ° o0 [ [ N
Replacement, Redding ]
3 Butte - Skyway Widening Project (K
6 Kern - Coffee Road to Santa Fe ° L] o u
Way Road Widening
7 | Los Angeles - Gap Closure Project [ [
7 | Los Angeles - Beverly Boulevard over Rio ¢ 3.8: FOE
Hondo Channel Bridge
Replacement
8 Riverside - River Road Bridge ° ]
Replacement
8 Riverside — | Jurupa Avenue Underpass ° ° )
Grade Separation at Union
Pacific Railroad
State Highway System DEIS/FEIS
1 Humboldt 101 | Eureka-Arcata
1 | Mendocino | 101 | Willits Bypass e| e ° [ ° ° ) ° ) °
] u
3 Placer 65 | Lincoln Bypass L] L] ° L] °
u
4 San 101 | Doyle Drive
Francisco
7 | Los Angeles | 405 | Sepulveda Pass 405
8 San 18 | Big Bear Bridge L [ ] [ ] [ ]
Bernardino Replacement
10 Merced 152 | Los Banos Bypass [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
u
Local Assistance DEIS/FEIS
7 | Los Angeles - First Street over Los ¢ [ [ ] No
Angeles River Viaduct and evidence
Street Widening of dates
Pilot Program Projects (Year 1)
State Highway System EA/FONSI
3 | Sacramento 5 Sacramento 5 Bus/Carpool
Lane
3 Nevada 49 | La Barr Meadows Widening o| 0 [ [
3 | Sacramento | 80 | Across Top Bus/High- °
Occupancy Vehicle

@ = State/federal commenting agency on draft environmental document

4 = SHPO reviewed Section 106 documentation for finding of adverse effect or no adverse effect without standard conditions

M = USFWS and/or NMFS reviewed Section 7 Biological Opinion




Table 4. Continued
Page 3 of 4
Project Identification State Commenting Agencies? Federal Commenting Agencies?
s
(<)
ke 2 % 5 m§a§g’g<mu;&ommomgmamgug§—<<§§%$w8%8$£8§g‘”n
z 3 é EA 5‘:%:;5%55556%%%8%8%5%5%§dg5‘8&Egigg%gggg%gégég
o & STES
nnEFE
4 Sonoma 101 | Widen for High-Occupancy ° ]
Vehicle Lanes and Auxiliary
Lanes
4 Alameda 580 | Construct New Interchange [ ] [
4 Napa/ 12 | Jameson Canyon Road [ [ (]
Solano Widening
5 Santa 154 | Cold Spring Canyon Bridge
Barbara Suicide Barrier
5 | SanBenito | 156 | San Benito Route 156 ]
Improvement Project
6 Tulare 99 | Tulare to Goshen 6-Lane u
6 Kern 395 | Inyo Kern 4-Lane
6 Kern 14 | Freeman Gulch LK [ ]
7 | LosAngeles | 60 | Diamond Bar Interchange
7 | Los Angeles | 405 | Wilmington Avenue
Interchange
7 Ventura 118 | Los Angeles Road
Widening
7 | Los Angeles | 405 | Reconstruct Burbank ¢ 0.5: FOE
Boulevard Ramps and 101 1.5: MOA
Southbound
7 Ventura 101 | Modify Del Norte
Interchange
8 San 58 | Widen Shoulders and ° ° °
Bernardino Median
8 San 2 Safety Improvements [ ] [ ] [ ]
Bernardino
8 San 395 | 395 Widening [ ] [ ] [ ] u
Bernardino
8 San 15 | Reconstruct Interchanges/ [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
Bernardino Widen Mojave Bridge
10 | Mariposa 140 | Ferguson Slide Restoration
12 Orange 5/74 | Interchange Improvements
12/8 | Orange/ 91 | Eastbound Lane Additions ° o oo o ° o °
Riverside -
Local Assistance EA/FONSI
7 | Los Angeles - | Golden Valley Road over
Santa Clara River New
Bridge and Approaches
8 San - Hesperia Ranchero Road
Bernardino Extension at Burlington
Northern Railroad, New
Grade Separation and
Road Realignment

@ = State/federal commenting agency on draft environmental document

4 = SHPO reviewed Section 106 documentation for finding of adverse effect or no adverse effect without standard conditions

M = USFWS and/or NMFS reviewed Section 7 Biological Opinion




Table 4. Continued

Page 4 of 4
Project Identification State Commenting Agencies? Federal Commenting Agencies?
T _
@ 2 E
8 = 3 5 2 Dlon|o a O 3 w <|[g<|o|w wlelolol2|olss
2 e — S o w
= S & b BlS|E|s|e|2|E|R|L|z|E|12|8|2|8|g|2|s(z|g|2|2|8|3|g|s|8|2(2|Z|L(2|2|g|g|2|Z|8|F5E%
2 8 ) 3 <§OGUOUUUQQDQDDDDQOO§U)<DJ ws HIEIZ|Z2|=2|8|8|5|g|3|858s
» £ BEES
nnEFE
State Highway System DEIS/FEIS
7 | LosAngeles | 47 | Alameda Corridor Truck
Expressway
7 | Los Angeles | 405 | Widen for High-Occupancy o L] ° L] o0 L]
Vehicle Lanes (Sepulveda
Pass 405)
11 | San Diego 76 | Highway Improvements
Local Assistance DEIS/FEIS
4 Solano - Jepson, Interstate 80
Reliever Route
Note: —=a Local Assistance project.

2 The acronyms for state and federal agencies listed below are defined as follows:

State Agencies

ARB:
Caltrans:
CHP:
CIWMB:
CNPS:
CPUC:
CRA:
CRB:
CTC:
DBW:
DFFP:
DFG:
DGS:
DHS:
DOC:
DPR:
DTSC:
DWR:
OHP:
OPR:
RWQCB:
SLC:

California Air Resources Board

California Department of Transportation
California Highway Patrol

California Integrated Waste Management Board
California Native Plant Society

California Public Utilities Commission

Resources Agency

Reclamation Board

California Transportation Commission

California Department of Boating and Waterways
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
California Department of Fish and Game
California Department of General Services
California Department of Health Services
California Department of Conservation

California Department of Parks and Recreation
California Department of Toxic Substances Control
California Department of Water Resources

State Office of Historic Preservation

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
Regional Water Quality Control Board

State Lands Commission

b For Section 7 review timeframes, see Table 3.
FOE:
MOA:

@ = State/federal commenting agency on draft environmental document

Finding of Effect.
Memorandum of Agreement.

Federal Agencies

ACOE:
BLM:
DOl
EPA:
FDA:
FEMA:
FHWA:
NAHC:
NMFS:
NPS:
NRCS:
USBR:
USCG:
USFS:
USFWS:
USGS:

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Bureau of Land Management

U.S. Department of the Interior
Environmental Protection Agency

U.S. Department of Food and Agriculture
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Federal Highway Administration

Native American Heritage Commission
National Marine Fisheries Service
National Park Service

National Resources Conservation Service
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

U.S. Coast Guard

U.S. Forest Service

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

U.S. Geological Survey

4 = SHPO reviewed Section 106 documentation for finding of adverse effect or no adverse effect without standard conditions

M = USFWS and/or NMFS reviewed Section 7 Biological Opinion




suofeoypow ubisap-josicud
. paunbel ey sse00id UoReIBEIUl #0¥/Y4IN Auibua ISNO4 sjuawaaosdw| 9t N0y slElg oF odsiqQ sin ueg g
) {34 U0 SJUBLILIOD BAISUSIXE
puE SSLBLaL MaIASl YAHS PUE sueses Aybusy
Jndun 211gnd wouy Bunsss ssbueyo adoos ajdniy ISNCA 103014 JusweaoIdu| ajepaunId L0) Kalsjuop g
sjoedun
Jyes [B90| U0 Swsauoa Asuabe feac| o) snp palnbal souET Alrlpny pue 2180 Blues
s|shleue [euoielado ol 0 suoneis) a|dniny |1SNO4 sl Aouednaop-ubiy epeicy joung 089 fepawey ¥
S4IN ynm suopenoBau uogebiiw
/ uonoag AurBuel ‘selpmis [EoiUYD8) $HIINOSe)
[eaiBojoiq paledaid-JUBYNSUCS UQ SUDISIASI BAISUSKT ISNOH UOROBLIDY BAINY ZF SN0y 6 oaiey Uey ¥
she[p pajejal-ubisap j0alcid
pue -Buipuny 'saipns [B2ILYIS) $80IN0SSI [BINYND ple 00 synoy-olIAsiewos-ebpLeao
[eaiBojoig paledaid-JueynSUOD UO SUOISIAS) SAISURIXT ISNOH abueyoisu| peoy ebpusac ¥ BISO7) BILIOT ¥
paiinbal JUsWNIOP [BJUBLULIOIIAUS puE S8IprlS 105[01d WewWBACIdLY ojuag ueg
paljjuapl 3UON palliuspl BUON Pl juap] SUCN [R9IUGS) pasedaxd-Jueynsuod Jo suoisixel sidini ISNO4 9G] SIN0Y SEIS/ZS| SN0y BlelS 4] Jelel] ejueg ¥
Bumuied pafejep
jey} palinbal sOg
pepuswue om sau| sau|
3%5d 131EM JO LIONEIORS I3jeM JO Uoneoo|a! shegp
U sAejep WO o) anp ufiisap 0} anp sjuswalnbas pajejai-Buipuny uoiieuruIslop AHULICIUOD Allent
19849 Jeods 1oefoud wabueyn | MOY ulebueyd sjeq e Buiuielqo ul skejsp ‘maias) J uonoeg Auibue ISNO4 aUET Buquiy yon ¢ uoAuE)) uosalep Z ouE|eS ¥
patljusp suoN 858904d uopeIBepul )y vdaN Agjbus ISNO4 abueyoiaiu| peoy Jydp 0L apng 3
$aNS$S| UO[ed0je! S8NSS1 LONEIOR) juaLWpUsWE (4] M) Ueld uoneyodsuel | jeuoifiey
pUE J3|U0 PUB (U0 palnba) 0) onp uoneuiLwa)sp Awiojuos Ayjenb sie ur Aepap
Ayn xaydwon An xsidwon UC[lBUWISPLOY ‘smaina) Aousby Bujuued euoifiay aoye] Aybusq ISNO4 aur slels-useag sbuiy-Ay0 aoye| 87 1eoe|4 ¢
PaloNpUod LCEAUR PUEJIGM
peuiuspl SUON payiuSPl BUOYN poURuUSp BUON Jalje paufisapal 1eloid ‘maial 7 Uonoes Ayibuan ISNO4 PUSQUOOA 0z BSTIOD ¢
panjoAu|
afipuq ou0s1y ) sjoedw ‘uonosjas saAnBwWale CJUaWWBIES
peyiuspl SUON peijjuapl suoN paliuapl SUON Sujpsefie) yAmH4 yim suoissnosip AUBusT ISNOA SyjemapiS aBplg Jemo ] Gl fOI0A £
SMASH Ag malas) 7 uonoag Auibus| ABeies
uopeBpiu ¥ejdwod painbel suogeso| yelo.d sidirw ISNOA SERAIND 69T | ESE/BT) OuRopuBy !
sisuIbug $s300.d ayj Ul
Jo sdion Awry s sisApue | ape| spulad Builie)qo
puE LOISSILULIOT) [BILBLIUONIALS 1o} safjqisuodsal
[B1S800) ElUI0}EN) [euonippe [BI0] pOLINSSE UOHERNSUOZ G| U0GIaS AUBus)
Utim suonegobau paunbay uBisap suege) ‘painbal 'SOIPMN|S |EJSWUONIAUS [BUONIDDE PUB SUBHBHNIPOW
xoidwoy | abeureip o) sefiueyn UC[RULLSPUCY) uBisap painbai panss| sssooe peo. abeuoi4 ISNCA afiueyassiu| uoly L0 plogquiny i
paljuap] SUON Pauuspl SUON poRiuspl SUON SN PUE SMASN AQ smeinel ) uoipeg Abual SNG4 HIH uaisniuan 101 OURCPUSIY L
ISNOSIVY weysig femybiy o233
sjosfold auljesey
adA)
ik sj9|dwo) 38ed uoneayal Moy a3avd Juauna0g aurey joefoid oy funon 8ig
sAejaQ Jo sinjeN pue paundaQ SAB[RQ AUBYM $53901d YdIN U1 S04 vdaN SHS
G jo | ebey

§$9201d A1aAljaq 108load ayy ul sAejag weibold jojid pue weiboid Jojid-ad 10} SUOSEIY 'S e|qe]




108l04d apnjou

0} papusie weibold uswaaoiduw| uonenodsues |
‘BUIINO pajejouUR SUBLED LM JUS)SISUOOL
JUSWINIOP [BJUSWILOIIAUS LRIp ‘MalAsl OdHS Apibus
‘paiinbal WBWNIOP [EJUSLLUOIALS pUR S3IpTYs

Juswaoridey abipug |suueyn

palijusp| BUON |EIUYos) paledaid-uelnsuoD JO SUOISIAS) a|dniny 1SNO4 OPUGH Ofy JOAO puBASINOg Ausasg - sapebiuy 507 1
SUOISIAS) JUBWNSOR LY JUEYNSU0I/AND AQ punoreusn)
payuapl SUoN [ IENET poynuapisuoN | Aubus) Juslunaop yd43n Jo adk Bulmierep w Aejeqg ISNO4 199loid ansol) degy - sajafiuy 507 L
sy08lo.d |euonippe omy passeduwoous jeloud Buruspia
paljusp! SUON 10} OF '3/vd ybnowy) Aempiu panays Jaelolg ISNC4 Peoy ABM, 84 BIUBS 0} PROY 9840D - gy 9
JusLINaop
[E]LSLILIOIIAUS [BLE) JO MalASI YANHS ApbusT ISNOA 13loid Buluapips Aemiyg - anng ¢
Buipuny 03 anp pjoy uo Ind Auelodiis) 10sloxd ‘seipris Buppey
poliuap! UoN paYAUSPI BUON paliuapl suc [BAIUY98] JO MalAR] DD 181eads sueles Aybuan ISNOA ‘usweseidsy abpug enuaay sseidin - BISBUS Z
ISNOJ/WY3 9duE)sISsy 8307
waouos ygnd sjepotuloade o) poued 198kid
mawnal angnd papusixe ‘sseonid 4 uoRass Ayibus ISNOA JuewsAcdw] Asjes p/ BInoy 8Ll ¥ sbuel zL
sishleur
payaye sjuswainbsel sisAfeue Ajenb Jie ieleps)
ul ebueys uoneness ayneds-1osfoid o opewwesbiosd
Jo asn woy) yoeoidde (1) uonoes vl sbueys) ISNG4 pRaYIaA)) Aprig oFl panisi 0l
Jsjue 0 sjied [euolippe palnbay adoos
joslesd Ul asearou fproy uo Ind Auelodws) josloid ISNC4 Buiuspipy anusay sNOASRNS IS 65 PEWIETRY ol
SWIEJNSU0D |2YUSWILOIAUS LI aBueyD PEOY $56.047 UBPIA
palijuapl SUoN WeaNspil pue shsmns seivads passbuepua Auybua ISNOA pue Buissoloisag MaN jonasuc) oL oulpleuleg ueg 8
SJUBLILLIOD YMHA pue
0D sueAED) SAISUSIS 0] anp paumbal SjuswInoop
FEIUSLILIOIIALS [BUIf PUE JEID SARRASIUILIDE abuayassiu|
paJedaid-jueynsuos Jo sucisial ajding ISNOA4 1211 Anny auasyaa(] W 0l SpISIany g
uopebiw sapads
pausfuspus ¢} pajets! (W1g) JusWabruep pue Jo Ayjoey
neang “S'n pue SMASN Ui suotenobau aasusixg ISNO4 WUBLWBIOJUT BPIIYSA [BENSWIOT Gl ocuIpieLiag Ueg g
OdHS Aq maise
90 U0RIDS pUB SMASN AG MalAS J Loeg AulBust 1SNOS Aemssaidig Jois|30x3 | i Sinoy ajelg 34 Oussld 9
sfsmns
|euonippe palinbss suokesyipow ubisep joefoud
‘setpadord ayeand Jejus of spuuad Buiaieos) ul shejeQ ISNO4 Aemssoldxs) elog eue| 69 aEn) g
SMJSN Ag meimes £ uooag Aujbus) ‘peppe
anjewa)e mau pue pabueyd 108foid Jo ubissq ISNCA ysnedpesp 91 uey 9
pappe aAlewa)(e mau pue pabueys joslo.d Jo ubiseq ISNOS abueyossiu| pieasinog Lodiry L0L fese)uop [
odA)
ik aja|dwo) 3954 uopjedyied MOy a3vd Juewnsog oweN 19601 anoy Aunon usia
sAriaQ Jo aInjeN pue palinadg) shejaq ssByp $S3001d Y4IN W S0 YdIN SHS
G Jo g abed

panupuo) ‘g Ijqel




sanss Buipuny
. 'Y 0} uoIsnox3 [eaitoBale] wiol) paleas|e 198t ISNO4 Buiuapip, smopealy Leg e &t EDBASN ¢
SaIPNJS (E2JUY09) jo uopelsedald Buunp sAeRQ ] aueT joadiedy/sng ¢ OJUSWRIOES G OJUBLLIRIORS ¢
ISNOJIv wayshg Aemybiy ajelg
{1 4eap) spoeloid weaboid Jo)d
pafiueyn
sjustusInba)
MOY shusjey
{eba) peajoaul sso00id g uonaag Aypbus| 'siskjeue paposye Buluspipg 19215 pue Janpelp,
paliluapl SUON PaUluSpI BUON SUDIIBIIISY MOY sjuawalinbal siskleue Aenb e (ereps) Ui sbueyn SER| 1oAY salably S0 JoA0 10a1g 84 - sajpbuy $01 i
$134/813Q SuEISISSY 18307
}OMpISY [EUOHIPPE LI palnsal
safueyo ubisap ssaoold # uoynag Auibus) ‘saninosal
BAISUSIXS PICAE 0} PAYIROW Justuubie osford S ER| ssedAg soueg 507 751 paolap ol
sjaedwi 108fo.d pue seaqeuse)e Buipieba sanusbe
pouUsp! SUON pailjuap! auoN PaLIUap AUON 20UN0SA) [RIIASS UM UOIRUIPICOD SAISURIXT Si34 usluaoe|day abpug Jeag Big gl oulpIRUIRg LS 8
Apnis [eo1Uy2s]
$92IN0S3) [ENSIA 0] SUOISIAGL BAISUBIXS ‘$5000ud
{1y uonneg Apbus 'sisanbad oignd o3 anp papusixe
poled MG JUBLINSOP [EIUSWUOIAUS JBIq g1aa GOp Ssed Bpeandag S0y sojebuy 07 i
swsouod Buipun 'siepioysyels
Ui# LOIJELIPIOTY SAISUSIX® Bulinbal 10UIsIp yelpue|
2UOISIY [euoneu pue yed [puofeu & uo sjoedun
‘seanetg)R 108l0.d JoAo Juswsalbesip JepioysyElS SE| sl Ak 1oL 0281202 UBG ¥
payuap| SUON paUNUSpI BUON paLRLBPI BUON YdO31 8} 39A0 JusLaa)besip Aoushy SEE ssedAg ujoour =) J808|1d ¢
sjuswiainbas uopebpw Bupoiyuos
pue Buiddejionc 0) pajeau ssiauabe yum suoenobau
¥o|dwos ‘ssa0id uceiBaiul pop UOROSSAY4IN
AugBusj (ubisap j0aloid o} SUONESHIPOW [BIURLISIN| s134 ssedAg spim 1oL OUISOPUaY |
paunbai [0o010)d SISAIBUE SONSNCIEBOIG
mau Yim aouendwes sissnbal Aousbe o)
anp papusixa pouad MalAal JUSLUNICP [BJUSWLONALS
Lelp ‘paunbal senjeuisl(e 108l01d 0) SUOHESUIPOW k| Bleniy-eyaIng Lol ploquing }
SI32/8130 wejsAs AemyBiy 9jeig
panbai JuSWNIOP [BJUSWLCHALD PEOYIEY JUioed LOIU( JB uoneledag
peliuspI aUoN paliuapt SUON PoURUSP! SUON elp patedaid-Jue)nsuod Jo suoisiAe) adiingy ISNO4 apelg ssedopun snusay ednin - BDISISAIY ?
pasinbal Juswnoop
[EISWUCIAUS PUB $8IPMIS [EdIUyos) peredeald
el nsuod Jo suoisiaal sdiinw {(vdaaT) smews)y
palinboe aq 0 sgeanaeld bulbeweq Ajgluswuoiaug Jseo
papaau Jeyy pated jo | BuipieBal sweouod Ausly uoposiold [ejusiLuoiaul
payuapl aucN | diysieumo ul aburyg ‘S ‘v 0} SI3 woly padoas-umop jasloud ISNOA4 jusweordey abpug peoy Jeay - SDISIOAY g8
adAL
git] aja1dwos) 3984 uoheaninia) MOY a3vd Jewnsog aueN J09l0.d anoy fqunos s
sheja(t jo eun]eN pue paLinaag SAB[aQ UYL S5390.d YdIN Ul SUI0d YdaN SHS
G J0 ¢ abed

panunRuoy G 9iqe]




SpISIeAly

payiepl SUGN ISNOJ SUOlIPpPY 8UET punodgisey 1] fabueig 1[4
' PALILAPI BUON Y3 sjuslaaoudu) sbueyaisiu| ¥.G abueip F4)
S8NSS| JBAY 0IUSOS pUB
Pl ¥S[dUI0D) 'S1T 0F Y3 1W0J pajeas|a mou 1osl0id Y3 uajsiojsay ap)ig uosnBiay 0¥l esoduei 0
abpug aneloy
palUapl AUON ISNO4 uapipyseBuByQIai] Jon)sU0oEy Gl oulpIeUiag UeS 9
W19 Suiajoau ssaooud
/ uopoeg Aulbus] painbal ubissp 0} SUOREMIPC ISNOS Buapim G6€ 46E Ouipieulag Uueg 8
sabus|eyo ubissp pasu
pue ssodind 10eload 0) pajEial SUCISSHISID BAISUSYT 1ISNO4 sjusleacidw| Aajes Z oulpiaulag UBs 8
payiuspl SUON ISNO4 UEIPSA pue SJpinoys USPIM 86 oujpieuiag Leg 2
pajuspl sUON ISNOJ abueyaiaju| apoN [eq Apoy 10l EINjUBA L
pUNOGUINOS oL pue sdurey
PaURUSP| UGN ISNOA4 pIBASINGY YuBqing JonAsucisy G0p sajebuy so l
Payijuspl SUGN 3 Bujuepip peoy sefebuy so7 8Ll BINUSA L
BUIINO PAJEIOUUE SUBINEN UjiM JUB)SISUOsUI
JUBUINOOP [BIUSLILGIAUS JEID paiedaud-ue)nsuns 3 afiueyoia) anuaay uoyBunwjip GO¥ sajebuy s !
paiuapI UON v3 sbueysia)u| 1eg puolei 09 sa|sfuy s0 !
palijuspl SUON ISNO4 Yong uellsaldy ¥l gy 9
10sloid spnjour 03 pauinbal
JuBLWpUSWE o]y Jusy [eifio] payoey Allepiul 10aloid v3 BUET-f LISy OAY| 66 Ly g
papeau ufisap waloid
0} UORBILIPCL ‘Salpms alel] o uonaidwos u AeQ V3 BUET-§ UBLSOL) O} BIEIN | 66 =TT g
soshieue 129014
[EWaWuOIAUS JO Lonaiduiod pakeap sefiueyo adoog v3 Juswsacudwj gg) SN0y ojiuag ueg 951 ojueg UBg G
lalleq
paijijuspl 3UON LE| aploing sfpyg uodue) Burds ppo ¥5l Eleqieg eju2g G
SMJSN Yim suoierobau uogeBiu
Basuae (Ubisep sfoid 0 suonesyipow saiusedosd oue|0g
ajeaud Jajua o} uolssiwad Bujueiqo v Anawia ISNCA Guiuapiay peey uoAue”) ugsaLuer b4l feden ¥
S]IBNUOD JO|[BLUS
291y} QU1 39S
sy Buibexoedal
painbal yoIym paiinbgal
sjoalcad sajfews JUBWNICR [BIUBLILIALL pasedRId-uB)NsLOD
eauy) o J(ds 19sloig payikiap] BUCN 0} SUOISIAB] SAISUS)XS '55900.d / uoaag Ayibus ISNOAH abueyaleu) men 1oNsuUON 08S epeLley ¥
sjosloud sjosloud
18j[BWS [EI0ASS JO||ews [eIoASS saUeT AJB|BNY PUB S3UET
payIUap!I SUON oju1 yids yosloid oJul s sem J0slog B} NSU0D sAjeladoooun pue senss| ubisag ISNCH apap fouednoog-ubiH Joj uspiam 101 BUIOUOS ¥
sajaads ap|p|im perst|-siels 0} sjoedw josfoxd ETSIITEN
1aA0 sajouabe saoinosai Yum LoNE)NSU0D Aytbuan ISNO4 FouednooQ-yBiHsng do ssomy 0g OUBILIEDRS £
adA
git.| g10/dwo) 398d UoHeIYIIE) MOY aavd Eoszwon oweN 199(044 anoy faunon 819
sAe[a( JO sinjEN pue paunaaQ sARjaq aJALA $5390.d YJIN LI sjulog vd3aN SHS
G 10 § abey

panupuoy °g aygel




hiangep 1oelod Jo sseyd sjy) o) pepessoxd 1A Jou sey wafoud By) Jey) S1ENPY| 86D YURIY [SION

pabueyo jueynsucd pue paubisseal Jabeuew 1aslod
[BlUALIUOIIALD SUBLYET SSIPNIS [EOILILAS) O] SUCISIADI
BAISUSIXS Ul pejinsas Ayanoeul Josfoud Jo poued S| BINOY JEABOY (F Slelsiequ] ‘uosder - oueleg ¥
8124/513( 30UE}S{SSY |e107]
paljusp! SUON SEN sjuaLusaoidu AemyBiH 92 oBaiq ueg i
(GOv Ssed EpOANGS) SAUET
paluapl SUON 8134 a(ayaA AouednooC-yBiH Jo) uapim S0F s9ebly 507 i
paluapl AUON 5134 Aemssaldxg ¥ani| JOPUIOD) BpaluEly It sa|abuy 507 L
813418130 weysAg Aemybiy ojelg
awubieay
peoy pue uojjeiedas apelc
pannbal JUsLINOOR [BUSLUUCIALS MaN ‘peodjiey ueyuon uojbuung
YBJp pUE SSIpN]s [B2ILYDS] O SUoisiAR Sjdnn ISNOS 1B UoISUs)XT peOY OIsyoUBY BURdSaH - ouipizueg ueg g
sjustunsop peledaid-jueynsucs uo
painbal suoisiaa) sAISUAIXS 'adoos joeloud wi abueip soyoeoiddy pue sfipug meN Jany
paynuapl SUoN payiuap SUON | Ui psynsas sanss) lelem palejsr-josloid Joao nsme ISNOS BIBJY) BJUES IOAD PEOY ABI[EA UBPIOD) - sopebuy 07 I
1SNOA/V3 8duejsissy jBad
adA]
1 2ajduio) 39Sd UOREIYRIZD MOY Q3vd Jswngog awey josfo1d anoy funoy usig
skejoQ Jo aInjeN Pue pauinoaQ SAejaq aJayp $S9301d YdaN Ul Siuied VdaN SHs
G Jo g abey

panuiuoy °g algeL




0356,07 Zaltrans {TO-17) AB 1039 Report

T T T T T
Median | 203 | (591
f I I l [ i
Average Lo T — iS58
f } f ; f |
i} 10 20 30 40 50 60  Months

State Highway System Projects

60% i I
® Pre-Pilot Program (24 FONSIs)
50% Pilot Program (6 FONSIs)
50% 3 3
o 40%
|73
5 33%
= 2
S 30%
S 25% 25%
o = =l
5 21% kel el
20% B ' 7
[ | J 13% ‘ j
10% | 1 | E.;E, = 4 | é?: | — 40—
= | =
o I . || | 2l w .
0.1-12.0 12.1-240  24.1-36.0 36.1-430 48.1-60.0 60.1-72.0 72.1-84.0 84.1-96.0
Months ‘
! ! — 3600 f \
Median | e = B52:3)
| b L | [ i
| | I ] li
Average |m— | o '.;3,15'4:53
i} 10 20 30 40 50 60 Months
State Highway System and Local Assistance Projects
60% I I 1
® Pre-Pilot Program {24 SHS and 7 Local Assistance FONSIs)
50% Pilot Program (6 SHS and 2 Local Assistance FONSIs)
«w 40% - T
g 38%
3 3
('R
E 30%
S 25% 25%
e = _21_3% 7 3%
& 0% Wz 1% 5 19%
¢ a
| I o 13%:
. 10%
10% i W =N | ! 1
1 ' Bl | @
| N | | I il
0% | [—

N |y | PSS A
0.1-12.0 12.1-24.0 24.1-36.0 36.1-48.0 48.1-60.0 60.1-72.0 72.1-84.0 84.1-96.0
Months
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Figure 1

Environmental Document Preparation, Analysis, and Review:
Begin Environmental Studies-FONSI Approved

(Comparison of Pre-Pilot Program and Pilot Program Projects)
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Figure 2

Draft Environmental Document Review:
Begin Quality Control Review of EA - EA Approved
{Comparison of Pre-Pilot Program and Pilot Program Projects)
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Figure 3

Final Environmental Document Review:
Begin Quality Control Review of FED - FONS! Approved
(Comparison of Pre-Pilot Pragram and Pilot Program Projects)
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Figure 4
Draft and Final Environmental Document Review:
Begin Quality Control Review of EA - FONS| Approved

{Comparison of Pre-Pilot Program and Pilot Program Projects)
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Figure 5

Section 7 Consultations:

Frommi Submittal of Section 7 Documentation to USFWS/NMFS to Approved Biological Opinion
(Comparison of Pre-Pilot Program and Pilot Program Projects)



