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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The objective of thisresearch was to identify processes and practices of the transportation
planning and development process that can be expedited and to identify methods the regulations,
process, and/or practices can be modified to realize potential time savings.

A substantial portion of the analysis was based on interviews focusing on users of the
transportation planning and devel opment process including people working for transportation
agencies, economic development agencies, businesses, and “champions’ of previously expedited
projects. A literature review, including a review of regulations pertinent to the transportation
planning and project devel opment process, provided information both on the current processes
and on streamlining measures already in place or being developed at the state and federal level.

Based on the information collected, the research team developed a sourcebook of transportation
project streamlining methods. The sourcebook includes a description of the transportation
planning and development process, a summary of recent initiatives to streamline this process for
more timely project completion, alist of potential streamlining methods identified from the
literature, interviews, and research staff experience, and selected case studies.

Nearly all expediting measures can be implemented by modifying current practices. Some of the
changes could be considered major in some instances, because they would change the way a
portion of the process is accomplished. While afew potential beneficial changesin regulations
were identified, such changes would not be necessary, at least at the federal level, to achieve
most of the time savings identified. In fact, interview respondents indicated satisfaction with the
overall framework and intent of the current regulations.

Streamlining measures identified in this sourcebook fall into the following general categories:

= Paradld processes, in which two or more el ements of the review, permitting, or other
phases of a project are performed simultaneously;

= Coordination and public involvement, actively involving stakeholders and project
participants early in the process to minimize miscommunication and maximize project
support;

» Funding methods to leverage, supplement or replace federal funding and some associated
requirements,

= Conflict resolution techniques;

= Staffing and training, to minimize internal delays,

= |nformation management techniques; and

= Process improvements, from the programming phase to contracting.

In summary, the findings of this research indicate a number of opportunities to expedite projects,
particularly in the project development process, most of those without having to alter federal
regulations.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

This document isintended for transportation professionals involved in metropolitan
transportation planning and project development and for businesses or government
agenciesinvolved in transportation projects that may need to be expedited. It describes
examples of measures that can expedite parts of the transportation and devel opment
process. Most of the measures listed refer to changes in practice rather than changesin
legislation or regulations.

Background

Transportation system needs are changing at a rapid pace due to changes in the business
environment, technology, lifestyles, and economic conditions. Major business facilities
are often proposed, and need to be completed and operational in less time than state or
metropolitan long-range plans and programs can be updated and improvement projects
approved, permitted, designed, and built. New or improved transportation facilities are
often required for economic devel opment opportunities to be captured. If adequate
infrastructure cannot be provided, these economic development opportunities may be lost
to the area or even the state (e.g., auto assembly plants or dot-com research facilities).
However, despite these pressures and needs, the transportation planning and project
development process continues to grow more complex and takes longer to complete.
Hence, to enable communities and states to capitalize on opportunities, the duration of
the transportation project planning and development process needs to be more responsive
to the needs of these users of the transportation system.

The objective of this research wasto identify the strategic needs of end users
(“customers’) of the transportation planning and project devel opment process for faster
decision-making and to identify ways the process can be modified to be more responsive
to these needs.

Research Approach

Researchers conducted a literature review, including areview of legislation and

regul ations pertinent to the transportation planning and project devel opment process. The
literature provided information both on the current processes and on streamlining
measures already in place or being developed at the state and federal level. The
transportation planning and project development process is described in Chapter 2 of this
report. State and federal streamlining measures are summarized in Chapter 3.

A substantial portion of the research was based on interviews focusing on users of the
transportation planning and development process such as transportation and other
agencies, people involved in economic development, and “champions’ of previously



expedited projects. These interviews were developed into case studies, which are
presented in Chapter 3.

Based on the information collected, the research team developed a sourcebook of
transportation project streamlining methods. These methods are listed and described in
Chapter 4.



CHAPTER 2. TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AND
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

The metropolitan transportation planning process is the framework within which actual
transportation plans are produced. Metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs), in
cooperation with the State and transportation providers, are responsible for the process.
The project devel opment process can be described as the process necessary to plan,
design, and program a project. Over the years there have been numerous changes to the
project development process that have affected the duration of the processitself. These
changes will be discussed more thoroughly in the following sections and include:

comprehensive planning,
environmental requirements,
consultation,

conformity (for non-attainment areas),
public involvement, and
programming/funding.

Relevant Legislation

The watershed legidation in terms of the current transportation planning process in the
United States was the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991
(ISTEA). ISTEA was the most recent basic change in how federally-funded projects are
developed. Thisact had athree-part philosophy:

e decentralization;
o friendlier to the environment; and
e more responsive to the needs of increasingly diverse populations and businesses.

The Transportation Equity Act for the 21% Century (TEA-21), which built on the
initiatives of ISTEA, was signed into law in June 1998. This new legidlation continued
the highway and transit initiatives under ISTEA.

ISTEA asrefined by TEA-21 outlines transportation planning requirements of state
departments of transportation (DOT) and Metropolitan Planning Organizations (M POs).
These requirements must be followed in order for these levels of government to receive
federal funding for transportation-related projects.

In addition to the planning-related |egislation mentioned above, there are numerous
environmental-related acts that have a direct effect on the transportation project
development process. These include:

e National Historic Preservation Act of 1966;



National Environmental Policy Act of 1969;

Noise Control Act of 1972;

Clean Water Act (with major amendmentsin 1972, 1977, and 1987);
Clean Air Act (with major amendmentsin 1965, 1970, 1977, and 1990);
Oil Pollution Act of 1990; and

Energy Policy Act (1992).

Planning Requirements

MPOs have been established in all urbanized areas with populations of 50,000 or more.
More than one MPO can be designated for an urban area if the governor determines that
the size and complexity of the area warrants more than one MPO. In urban areas with
more than one existing M PO, they are required to coordinate plans and programs with
each other and the state. Large urbanized areas (over 200,000 in population) are
designated as transportation management areas (TMAS). These areas have additional
requirements related to congestion management, project selection, and certification.

Under ISTEA and TEA 21, each metropolitan area must prepare a long-range (20-year or
longer horizon) metropolitan transportation plan (MTP). This plan must be updated
periodically and should include transportation facilities to function as an integrated
transportation system. The legidlation also requires coordination with other metropolitan
trangportation plans and an opportunity for public input. Such plans are to include the
following components:

e financial strategy, including afinancially achievable plan;

e assess capital investment and other measures to preserve the existing
transportation system;

e makethe most efficient use of existing transportation facilities to relieve
congestion; and

¢ indicate appropriate enhancement activities.

MPOs are also required to prepare a three-year Transportation Improvement Program
(T1P), which is updated annually. The various TIPs become part of the Statewide
Transportation Improvement Plan (STIP).

At least every three years federal certification of the transportation planning processis
required for TMAs. TMAsthat do not have their transportation plans certified are subject
to funding sanctions.

One important factor is the effect of transportation decisions on land use and
development and their consistency with land use and devel opment plans. Abbreviated
planning procedures can be used for areas not designated as TMAs. Abbreviated
procedures, however, are not allowed in air quality non-attainment areas.



Where the planning process identifies a need or problem in acorridor or sub-area that
suggests the possible need for amajor investment using Federal funds, aMagjor
Investment Study (MIS) may be required (many states also have a similar requirement for
projects using state funds). The purpose of aMISisto analyze solutionsto address
substantial transportation problems and to present this information to decision makers.

Thelegidation isvery specific about what must be addressed in the metropolitan
planning process. While methods and analytical procedures are generally not specified,
the following seven factors are to be considered in the 20-year metropolitan (and
statewide) transportation plans:

« Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area, especially by enabling
global competitiveness, productivity, and efficiency;

« Increasethe safety and security of the transportation system for motorized and
non-motorized users;

e Increase the accessibility and mobility options available to people and for freight;

« Enhancethe integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across and
between modes, for people and freight;

o Promote efficient system management and operation; and

o Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system.

« Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, and improve
quality of life;

Most of the above factors are relatively easily and quickly addressed in standard planning
processes conducted by state DOTs and MPOs. The last factor is often the subject of
public concern and with some frequency leads to protracted planning, environmental, and
project selection and approvals. This factor has shown to be the hardest to control time-
wise.

The legidation further requires certain additional aspects of the planning process itself,
which include:

e aproactive public involvement processin connection with the transportation plan
including timely public notice, full public access, and early and continuing public
involvement in plan development;

e consistency and compliance with the 1964 Civil Rights Act;

e compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act;

e involvement of traffic, ridesharing, parking, safety, and enforcement agencies as
well as other operators (public and private), toll authorities, and city officials; and

e involvement of local, state, and federal environmental, resource, and permit
agencies.



Of these, public involvement is the most time-consuming and, combined with
environmental and community impact considerations, is most likely to cause schedule

dippage.

Projectsthat do not use federal funding are not subject to the same requirements unless
stipulated by state or local laws or regulations. State DOTs and MPOs generally adhere to
the federal planning process, regardless of whether or not federal funding is utilized for
all projects, smply because most projects do involve federal funding and virtually all
projects must be considered in the federally mandated process anyway. Local agencies
using local funding may be able to use alocal process unless otherwise required by state
or local regulations. Most such projects are relatively small. However, those too may also
encounter delays if opposed.

Project Development Process

Each state DOT has a project development process that differs slightly from each other’s.
As mentioned above, large scale transportation projects are developed through a process
that involves both long-range transportation system planning and short term
programming of projects obtained from the plan. Different states also have different
environmental review processes that typically coincide with parallel federal requirements.

Figure 1 shows the fundamental components of the transportation project development
process. It should also be noted that many of the project devel opment steps require
coordination/agreements with other jurisdictions.

In addition to the steps shown in Figure 1, Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) planning regulations include the requirement that
MISs are to be conducted for proposed major highway and transit investmentsin
metropolitan areas. The MIS broadens the alternatives under consideration and advances
the preferred alternative to NEPA evaluation.
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FIGURE 1. Mgjor Transportation Project Planning and Development Process (1)



CHAPTER 3. FAST TRACK PROJECT DEVELOPMENT

Major business facilities are often proposed and need to be completed and become operational in
less time than would typically occur under normal scheduling of updates of state or metropolitan
long-range plans and programs or the conventional handling of the project devel opment process.
New or improved transportation facilities are often required for economic devel opment
opportunities to be captured. If these improvements cannot be provided in time, the opportunities
may be lost to that region or even the state. Therefore, the transportation planning and
programming process needs to be expedited capitalize on devel opment opportunities of all types.

Throughout the years, the project development process has become increasingly complex,
competitive, and time consuming. In part, the process has become more complex because of an
increase in federal mandates for project planning, including the consideration of a variety of
factors such as environmental impact, regional development impact, system operations, and
fiscal projections and limitations. The entire process has become more competitive as the
available funding has become scarce over the years — with the needs far outstripping the ability
of states to fund projects to meet those needs (2). In addition to these factors, the extent of public
involvement and coordination has made it an increasingly time-consuming process. It is
therefore not surprising that a survey of the FHWA division offices revealed the following main
reasons why the project development process often takes so long (3):

e lack of funding or low priority
e local controversy or opposition
e complex project.

A FHWA study of transportation project delays, released in 2001, found that the average length
of timeto completion of infrastructure projects covered by NEPA was 13 years. Of that, five
years was attributable to the preparation of an EIS (in the 1970s an EIS took 2.2 years on average
to complete)(4). The average environmental review time (including decision making) has been
approximately one third of the 13-year planning time.

The extended duration of the planning and project development process both increases total cost
and makes improving transportation a very time-consuming process and slower to respond to
needs than is sometimes necessary. Thereis, therefore, alarge incentive for all levels of
government, as well as the private sector to expedite the project development processif time-
sensitive opportunities are to be realized.

Recent Initiatives

Environmental streamlining has been identified as one technique to expedite the project

devel opment process. It involves the completion of environmental reviews and permitting in a
more timely way, while still ensuring environmentally sound projects (5). A number of
initiatives have begun recently to facilitate environmental streamlining. Since the environmental



process is often the component most subject to protracted time consumption, environmental
streamlining has the potentia to be very beneficial in expediting projects.

National Memorandum of Understanding

Section 1309 of TEA 21 callsfor a coordinated environmental review process to expedite
Federal highway and transit projects. The following federal agencies agreed in a memorandum of
understanding to facilitate the streamlining of the environmental review process:

U.S. Department of Transportation;

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,

U.S. Department of Interior;

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency;

U.S. Department of Commerce;

Advisory Council for Historic Preservation; and
U.S. Department of Agriculture.

The key focus areas of the memorandum of agreement are (5):

identify solutions to reduce unnecessary project delays, including delays caused by
staffing constraints, and to amend rules and policies where needed without compromising
environmental quality;

apply the necessary technical and financial resources to identify and resolve issues early;
direct field organizations of different agencies and departments to work collaboratively to
devel op processes that assure the timely, and cost-effective development of sound
transportation plans and projects;

emphasize the use of concurrent review processes where possible;

develop national procedures for dispute resolution and encourage the use of appropriate
mechanisms and organizations to facilitate and expedite such resolutions;

provide timely review and constructive comments on transportation proposals focusing
additional information requests on information that is actually needed to reach an
informed decision;

support and encourage field offices to explore flexible streamlining opportunities on their
own with state transportation and environmental partners; and

establish, with stakeholder input, goals, performance measures, and benchmarks to
enhance transportation and environmental decision-making.

This agreement puts in place a framework for initiating actions needed to expedite the process.
Key to actually succeeding isthe identification of methods to achieve these actions. Specific
policies and practices that could be changed in conjunction with this memorandum of
understanding are discussed later in this report.



Executive Order 13274

On September 18, 2002 U.S. President George Bush signed an executive order to enhance
environmental stewardship and to streamline the environmental review and devel opment of
transportation infrastructure projects. The order comprises the following six sections (6):

Policy;

Actions;

Interagency Task Force;
Report;

Preservation of Authority; and
Judicial Review.

The major actions under the order can be summarized asfollows:

e theoveral goalsareto promote environmental stewardship and to expedite
environmental reviews;

e agencies are to implement mechanisms for expediting reviews,

e environmental stewardship should be advanced through cooperative actions;

e the Secretary of Transportation shall designate, for the purposes of thisorder, alist of
high-priority transportation infrastructure projects that should receive expedited agency
reviews and shall amend such list from time to time, as the Secretary deems appropriate;

e aninteragency task forceis established within the Department of Transportation for
administering the activities under this executive order; and

e at least once ayear the task force shall submit areport to the President.

In effect, Executive Order 13274 introduced specific emphasis on one of the improvement areas,
interagency collaboration, called for in the interagency memorandum of agreement. Federal
agencies under the leadership of the FHWA and FTA have recently initiated the process of

devel oping specific ways to implement this directive.

Project Streamlining In the 50 States

Under recent FHWA initiatives, all 50 states have adopted or initiated process/procedural -related
agreements or initiatives for streamlining that clarify, amend, or re-invent the project
development process. At least 24 states have focused their process redesign efforts on integrating
planning and National Environment Policy Act (NEPA) activities. Over two-thirds of all states
(34) have agreements that provide state and federal environmental agency personnel for
expediting reviews. A total of 29 states have adopted agreements to merge the FHWA NEPA
process and the Clean Water Act permitting process administered by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE). (This eliminates a potentially duplicative process.)

Most states (41) have some level of delegated authority for review of historic resources that
allows many projects to be processed more quickly, freeing up federal and state resources to
focus on complex issues. A total of 22 states have initiated tribal consultation Memoranda of



Understanding (M OUs) that address new Historic Preservation Act consultation requirementsin
a streamlined fashion. Some 26 states have context sensitive design initiatives.

All are consistent with and complementary to the fundamental federal streamlining strategies of
program efficiency (i.e., timely reviews combined with early and continuous involvement),
flexible mitigation (i.e., avoiding impacts where possible with mitigations based on
programmatic agreements where not), resource management (i.e., adequate staffing, agency
agreements and interagency training), and continuous communication.

Most of the direct and tangible results associated with streamlining are realized at the project
level. The results are a culmination of many overlapping and integrated efforts by the relevant
FHWA Divison/FTA Region and staff working with state DOTS, transit operators, federal and
state resource agencies, and federal agency headquarters staff.

Additional Actions to Expedite Projects

Environmental streamlining is till being developed and pursued as are other process
modifications to shorten project development time. This research project sought out specific
actionsthat have been or could be taken to expedite the process. The remainder of the report
focuses on such opportunities.

Case Studies

Several projects or Situations known to have had expeditious handling were identified. Key
people involved in these projects were interviewed to determine the needs, approaches, and
strategies explored for these projects, and the actions taken.

Background and Approach

Finding the correct candidates for interviews about expediting projects presented several
challenges. First, there is often little documentation of theinternal details of modified or
expedited planning processes and even less stating who was involved. The objective of
expediting a processisto makeit fit into conventiona protocols, or at least functionin a
conventional manner, albeit more quickly. Consequently, the formal documentation tends to
obscure or minimize special provisions and expediting measures. Secondly, many major
business-related private-sector projects are either active or relatively recent, in which case they
are often too sensitive to talk to interviewers about, or they arein place, often for many years,
and the team members are dispersed and recollections are vague. In either case, there is also the
Issue of private-sector confidentiality and proprietary information that limits interviewer access
to information.

In response to these challenges, the research team’ s strategy was to identify a few major projects
that were sufficiently large and exceptional, and therefore well documented and/or memorable
for the participants in the process. These few detailed examples provide insights into various
expediting strategies that could then be verified and validated against a larger set of more modest
proj ects where the documentation and experience was more limited.



Transportation planning experience was sought from those responsible for both the Atlanta
Summer Olympics (1996) and the Salt Lake City Winter Olympics (2002). Probably the
archetypical example of acritical user of the transportation planning process is preparation for
the Olympics. Site selection isalong and highly competitive process. Award of the gamesis
typically made years in advance. Major transportation infrastructure, existing and future, is an
important element of the decision process. The actual event is extremely public and making
everything available on time and working as planned is awidey shared objective. Though
widely seen as public in character (Olympic facilities are often retained for public use), the
Olympic games themselves are in fact a private corporation with various anticipated benefits that
can include profit. The large project sizes and essential completion deadlines are characteristics
that make Olympic gamesideal for case studies of systems under stress and extreme pressure—
situations that often bring out the best in individuals and organizations.

The Interviews

A broad array of individualsinvolved in various aspects of the planning associated with the
Olympics was interviewed. These included key administration and staff from the respective
DQOTSs, regional planning authorities, and regional transportation operators. Due to the nature of
the interviews and sengitivity of the material involved, complete anonymity was requested and
provided for both individuals and organizations.

Atlanta 1996 - The Summer Games: Most of the transportation infrastructure
construction supporting the Olympics was already identified and programmed at the time
of Atlanta’'s selection in 1990. However, completion of many of the projects was
scheduled for well after 1996. A set of construction projects were identified as critical for
the Olympics and placed on an accelerated schedule to ensure completion before the
games.

There were many transportation and freeway reconstruction or improvement projects
associated with the Olympics. The interviews, however, focused on two projects, an
Advanced Transportation Management System (ATMS) project and a system of HOV
lanes. In atheme that dominated the entire analysis of Olympic planning, both were
existing projectsin that they were already in the planning process. The Atlanta Regional
ATMSIinks eight agencies and includes freeway, surface street, and transit operations.
Seven ATMS control centers functioned during the games. The linkage to the Atlanta
Regional Traveler Information Showcase, which provides travel information directly to
the public, isan important feature of the Atlanta ATMS. Over 78 miles of HOV lanes
were deployed for the gamesin Atlanta. The justification for this deployment was
primarily to ensure relatively free flow of transit vehicles to and from the various venues
and secondarily to encourage carpooling.

The Olympics leveraged existing projects and facilitated funding. Atlanta’ s non-
attainment status was, however, also afactor. On construction projects, design was “fast
tracked” as conventionally defined (e.g., smultaneous environmental analysis), but
design/build was not used since the Georgia DOT was not using design/build at that time.



The mechanism for accelerating projects via accel erated funding was the “ Transportation
Choices Initiative’ which provided $8.2 billion. Thisinitiative made funding available
earlier than otherwise could have been possible. Further acceleration was limited by the
reguirements of the public involvement process (which could not be compressed), and air
quality conformity issues relating to the synchronization of long-range plan updates and
the TIP process. The 18-month air quality conformity demonstration requirement was
singled out as especially problematic in this regard.

Thus, transportation system improvements for the 1996 Summer Olympic Games were
expedited by (1) advancing funding originally anticipated over alonger period and by (2)
performing environmental analyses and design in parallel. It was neither appropriate nor
possible to expedite the public involvement or the air quality-related conformity
determination aspects of the projects.

Salt Lake City 2002 - The Winter Games: Activeinvolvement of the Utah DOT began
in 1995 with the award of the games. As was the case with Atlanta, most of the
transportation infrastructure projects supporting the Olympic games were in the planning
pipeline (i.e., included in the long-range plan) prior to the awarding of the Olympics.
Oncealigt of Olympics-related transportation projects was developed, both project
schedules and subsequent stepsin the planning process were expedited. Expediting
included (1) beginning the environmental analyses in anticipation of funding (as opposed
to waiting until funding was approved), (2) the acceleration of funding acquisition
(through coordination with funding agencies), (3) use of design-build for construction
projects (e.g., I-15 reconstruction/improvements), and (4) use of contract sliding
incentives/penalties for contractors to complete construction on/ahead of schedule.

It isimportant to clearly communicate the extent to which Olympics-related
transportation projects were already in the planning process and the extent to which they
were expedited for the Olympics. The case of the I-15 reconstruction/improvementsis
instructive in this regard. Alternatives analyses were originally completed in the mid-
1980s. The Olympics accelerated these improvements by raising their priority and by
accelerating the funding approval process (by raising priority of Olympics-related
projects in the state program). The construction process was al so accelerated through a
design-build protocol with incentives for early completion and penalties for late
completion. Thus, the basic process was unaltered, but the schedule and implementation
were accelerated.

The situation was similar for the other most frequently cited Olympics-related
transportation project, the 2.5-mile light rail transit (LRT) extension to the University of
Utah. The entire 11-mile LRT corridor was in the long range plan well prior to the
awarding of the Olympicsin 1995. In the case of the LRT, the primary objective was to
not allow LRT construction to interfere with the games. In other words, there was an
implicit (and perhaps explicit) recognition that the LRT corridor in general and the
University extension in particular was not critical to the success of the games, but that
avoiding disruptive construction during the games was. Furthermore, the segments of the



corridor were prioritized based on their value to the community, though the construction
schedule was driven by the Olympics (i.e., completion prior to avoid disruption).

To this end, adesign-build compressed construction schedule was used, though there
were no modifications to the actual planning process. Design-build is common in Utah;
however, it was arguably pushed in this case (for example, the notice to proceed was
issued before the grant document was actually in hand, because it was known that project
was approved). The no-disruption objective was recognized as critical and was
formalized to the extent of having strict provisions and contingency plansin place
between the stakeholders, including a deadline go/no go determination process. These
priorities and contingencies notwithstanding, the value and utility of the LRT extension
to the Olympics was widely recognized and appreciated.

While individual projects were expedited using means and mechanisms appropriate for
those specific projects, the main strategy used was to expedite the entire process rather
than focus on individual projects. Key planning personnel were on the early planning
committees, including the Olympic Committee itself. The focus was on interagency
issues for funding. The strategy was to make all transportation improvement funding
totally fungible (i.e., not mode specific) and avoid modal competition issues. This
strategy took full advantage of the “One DOT” philosophy, under the leadership of the
USDOT from both the local office and in Washington.

Obvioudly there was supportive political leadership aswell. State representatives early on
recognized the merit of a single funding package, thus avoiding the classic funding
problems (and delays) associated with zero sum game problems and turf/modal issues.
More specifically, the discretionary funding was largely under FTA. However, since FTA
has no project or construction review capability, the Utah DOT administered the
construction projects.

UDOT’ s leadership role extended to high level membership on the Olympic Committee.
A UDOT staff person was one of the first 30 committee members. The committee
eventually numbered several hundred. This level of local participation and influenceis
very unusual for the Olympic games. This influence extended as far as regulating
Olympic event ticket sales based on access capacity.

Thus, the expediting of the Salt Lake City Winter Olympic transportation construction
projects was highly funding driven. Furthermore, the focus of the expediting effort was
organizational as opposed to project or procedural. Transportation improvement projects
for the 2002 Winter Olympic Games were expedited by expediting funding, using a“One
DOT” approach to eliminate modal differences and competition in the process, using
aggressive contract scheduling, using design-build with incentives and penalties,
involving stakeholdersin the transportation systems improvement process (not just
environmental review or public participation), and making transportation system
effectiveness central to the entire decision process.



Similar findings were derived from conversations about other projects. The only additional
expediting action found was expeditious reviews on minimum time schedules. These were
facilitated by extra communication efforts and reminders of upcoming reviews, strengthened by
direction from senior management regarding the high priority of quick completion of reviews.

Discussion

As noted already, the Olympic games are unique events, but to a certain extent so are all large
projects. More importantly, the principles that expedite unique events are applicable to other
large projects. Further supporting transferability, in many ways the Olympic games are more like
private sector ventures than public projects. From these interviews a number of related themes
were identified.

= [tisclear from theinterviews that the expediting measuresinvolved primarily the
facilitation of the existing process rather than its modification. This facilitation of the
existing process, which resulted in the success of all the specific projects aswell asthe
overall success of transportation improvements, was attributed to early and fundamental
participation and coordination. Moreover, participation and coordination was broadly
defined and included political, senior management, and public support. As a subset of the
participation and coordination theme, it was recognized that for multi-year projects
continuity of personnel was critical, or at least focus and philosophy. This was repeatedly
mentioned in various contexts and by virtually all of the interviewees.

= Invirtualy all cases, desired improvement projects were already somewhat in the
pipeline/planning process. Thisisa function of the nature of the planning process itself.
The purpose of the planning processis to identify and address transportation problems.
Transportation problems are most likely to occur in areas where there is active change
and growth, in other words areas that are desirable and attractive to development. These
are where most economic development projects are likely to occur. Thisisalso where the
transportation planning processis likely to have focused attention, and more importantly,
future projects. Aside from the inherent attractiveness of these active areas, business
siting decisions are likely to be (positively) influenced by the existence of planned future
improvements.

» Respondents agreed that the fundamental planning, funding, environmental, and design
processes are sound and produce good results. The deficiencies and causes of lost time
arein the process management. Respondents felt that each could be expedited, not by
dropping key components, but by improving procedural effectiveness through teamwork
and coordination, by managing funding schedules, and by reviewing submittals early and
resolving issues promptly (meaning when they first arise and at minimum review
periods).

= Expediting was focused ailmost entirely on elevating priority and acceleration of the
schedule. What expediting of the details of the process there were, used relatively
standard successful practices (e.g., design-build, simultaneous completion of
environmental analyses and design, etc.) Thisisdriven by two factors: the inherent merit
and success of the project development process as it currently exists and the various legal



and regulatory requirements that preclude radical modification, compression, or
expediting. Thislast point touches on the objective of thisanalysis, i.e., to identify ways
to expedite the process. The point here (repeated in the conclusions and guidelines) is that
the basic elements on the process are sound. Their removal or radical modification would
weaken the planning and environmental review process and could produce lower quality
results. Thisin turn is predicated upon the idea that the planning and environmental
review process itself isabalancing of interests through an objective process that is both
responsive to the needs of all parties and at the same time respectful of their rights.

Verification Interviews/Cases
Armed with these insights (functioning almost as hypotheses) a subsequent series of interviews
was conducted to determineif these strategies were in fact more generally applicable.

Florida’'sETDM Process: The FHorida Department of Transportation (FDOT), working
with the FHWA and other agencies, is developing arefined and improved methodol ogy
for making better and more efficient transportation decisions. Initially called
“streamlining” in response to Section 1309 of the TEA 21 and associated memorandum
of understanding between federal agencies, the FDOT process redefines how FHorida
accomplishes transportation planning and project development within current statutes and
regulations.

Renamed Efficient Transportation Decision Making (ETDM), this process links land use,
transportation, and environmental resource planning initiatives through early, interactive
agency involvement, which is expected to improve decisions and greatly reduce the time,
effort, and cost to effect transportation decisions. Efficiency is gained by two screening
events built into the current transportation planning process. An Environmental Technical
Advisory Team (ETAT) consisting of planning and resource protection agenciesis
established for each FDOT District to advise the agencies responsible for transportation
planning.

Key features of Forida s ETDM process include early and continuous involvement from
agencies and citizens in decision-making; early identification of avoidance, minimization
or mitigation regquirements (as well asidentification of enhanced or positive benefits);
reducing duplication of effort by multiple agencies; coordinating land use, transportation,
and environmental protection efforts; access to comprehensive data in standardized
formats, early project approvals for less complex projects; reducing the number of
projects subject to detailed reviews; reviews focused on mutually agreed upon key issues;
permit issuance linked to NEPA reviews for more complex projects; and maximized use
of electronic technology for coordination to minimize burdensome paper trails. All of
these efforts are to ease reviews.

The two points in the planning process where screening is focused are the Long-Range
Transportation Plan (LRTP) Screen and the Transportation Improvement Program (T1P)
Screen. These screening events are conducted very early in the process and enable
agencies to identify problems early and recommend avoidance or minimization options.



This early agency involvement coupled with continuous community impact assessment
and involvement is expected to improve the quality of decisions made and reduce late
project changes or challenges. Early in the Project Development phase the ETAT also
conducts a“NEPA Review” to reach a decision on the NEPA scope of work identified
during the TIP Decisions Screen. Theintent isfor ETAT members to coordinate issuance
of their agency’ s permit at this early stage.

[-69 Extension/NAFTA Highway: 1-69 currently connects Port Huron, Michigan, and
Indianapolis, Indiana, a distance of about 360 miles. The planned extension of 1-69 from
Indianapolis to the Texas border with Mexico will add approximately 1,600 miles to the
interstate highway system. When the extension of 1-69 is complete it will cross eight
states and connect Mexico to Canada. (However, over 1,000 miles of 1-69 arein Texas,
hence Texas early action and the research team’ s focus on the Texas strategy.)

The President’ s executive order (EO 13274) to streamline the environmental review of
transportation infrastructure projects will utilize 1-69 as one of several prototype projects.
Based on the experience gained from these projects, the USDOT will develop a series of
best practices for streamlining the decision-making and approval process on all
transportation infrastructure projects.

Asthe Texas Department of Transportation (TXDOT) moves forward with the next phase
of project development for their sections of 1-69, their “streamlining pilot project” will
include defining an improved decision-making process intended to reduce project delays,
aswell as protect and enhance environmental quality. TxDOT, in association with
FHWA, has begun a partnering process for 1-69 with federal and state agencies, which
includes the establishment of both a Steering Committee and a Technical Advisory
Committee (TAC). TAC membership and participation over the life of the I1-69 processis
expected to vary based upon the evolving needs of the project, and decisions by the
agencies on their levels of involvement.

The processis divided into four “Stages’ which contain 11 “ Steps,” including four
“Concurrence Points.” Each “Stage’ generally represents a narrowing of the range of
alternatives (or areato be studied) and an increase in the level of detail. Each “ Step”
represents the completion of a series of tasks or work effort most of which will include
some level of agency input. Four of these “ steps’ will conclude withaTAC
recommendation, followed by Steering Committee approval, and FHWA decision (asthe
lead federal agency). These “Concurrence Points’ represent the critical decision pointsin
the project development process:

e Concurrence point 1—NEPA purpose and need, Section 404 purpose, evaluation
criteria, and study area limits;

e Concurrence point 2—alignment alternatives;

e Concurrence point 3—preferred alignment alternative; and

e Concurrent point 4—environmental mitigation plan and environmental
commitments.



SH 130/SH 45/US 183A in Austin Texas. The Turnpike Authority Division of TXDOT
isresponsible for these three projects. SH 130 is a controlled access transportation facility
from 1-35 north of Georgetown in Williamson County to 1-10 near Seguin in Guadalupe
County, a distance of approximately 91 miles. The purpose of SH 130 isto relieve
congestion on 1-35 and other major transportation facilities within the Austin-San
Antonio corridor. SH 45 is an approximately 15-mile controlled access east-west
highway through the rapidly urbanizing area of northern Travis and southern Williamson
counties in the north Austin area. US 183-A is another planned toll facility west of [-35in
northern Travis and southern Williamson counties.

All three projects connect and will function as an interrelated system. All three are
funded as a package and have been expedited using the Division’s practice of aggressive
management of the planning process from the very beginning. Consistent with the
conclusions summarized above, they do not attempt to modify the steps in the process.
Rather they actively identify the range of outcomes at each stage of the process and
assume the most probable. By acting on these assumptions the planning process
approaches the minimum possible duration (as determined by the legally required
notification and review periods). This strategy is predicated on in-depth project manager
knowledge and organizational risk tolerance, aswell asaclear and collegial
understanding between the partners involved in the project.

These projects are being funded with a combination of conventional funds, loans and
revenue bonds to advance project implementation. There are significant financial benefits
to expediting completion. Design-build and public-private partnerships are also being
used to expedite the project. However, perhaps more important are partnerships among
agenciesinvolved and a consensus of state and local political leadership and community
support that has been created to move the project forward as quickly as possible.

Given the nature of the funding for these projects (i.e., including significant private-
sector funds and revenue bonds), the value of timely completion is believed to offset the
codts of the additional risk incurred by the assumptions/presumptions of outcome of the
various steps (in effect trading a limited amount and somewhat known amount of
uncertainty for completion time). This strategy allows the near optimal compression of
the process while maintaining rigorous adherence to the legal and regulatory
requirements (the risk associated with noncompliance being deemed too great to warrant
variation or compromise). Though it isimportant to recognize that the associated risk will
sometimes result in actual additional costs.

Samsung and Dell cor porate campusesin Austin Texas: Samsung and Dell desired to
locate campuses in the north Austin area, but wanted access improvements to meet their
satisfaction. Consi stent with the approaches described above, the access requirements of
the corporate campuses of Samsung and Dell were accommodated by accelerating two
roadway projects that were in the long-range plan at the time. This was accomplished in
two stages and made use of county funds for this purpose (which was unusual at the
time). Other improvements such as widening and intersection improvements were also
included.



SH 150/ SeaWorld in San Antonio Texas. SH 150 isthe primary access to Sea World
from central San Antonio. Extending SH 150 as a freeway was in the long-range plan to
the extent of having the directional frontage roads already constructed. The main lanes
were accelerated to coincide with Sea World' s opening. The impending/imminent
completion of the SH 150 corridor was a significant factor in Sea World' s siting decision,
along with other factors of course.

Case Study Conclusions

From these general observations and their subsegquent elaboration and confirmation, several
recommendations follow relating to the organizational context most conducive to expediting the
planning process.

No Rule Changes Necessary: Thefirst conclusion that follows from these findingsis
that broad revision or change to the general planning and project development processes
is not needed. No respondent criticized the basic e ements or steps of the existing process.
No one suggested the alteration or elimination of stepsin the basic process. To the
contrary, several expressed satisfaction with the process and concern only with the
duration. The concern and focus was entirely with accomplishing these steps more
expeditiously and efficiently, not with redesigning the fundamental steps themselves.

Cooperation Critical: Early and broad cooperation were found to be critical in
expediting projects. Thiswas consistent across all respondents and was cited as a major
element in all of the expedited planning efforts. Starting early means as soon as the need
for coordination/cooperation is recognized or the opportunity isidentified. Broad means
all the usual stakeholderswith adirect interest, aswell as all those who may have an
indirect interest (e.g., organizational, procedural, etc.). Cooperation means both formal
coordination, aswell asinformal collegiality with true teamwork. It was widely
recognized and commented upon that cooperation must be deliberately facilitated (e.g.,
through formal organizations, informal activities, and the intentional reduction of inter-
agency rivalry). It was also widely noted that thisimplies active interest and support from
the top of the respective organizations (e.g., agency heads and above), as well as from
individual rank and file professionals and staff.

Parallel Processing: The third conclusion involves the implementation of specific
expediting or streamlining measures. Given the nature and focus of the interviews, these
measures were generally categorized as smply performing separate steps of the process
that agencies could perform at the same time. It isimportant to note, however, that this
does not contradict the previous recommendations (i.e., no radical change to process and
the importance of cooperation). In other words, the specific measures and efficiencies are
probably already available or at least known in one form or another; the sequencein
which they are accomplished during the process can be modified. The key isto facilitate
their implementation. (The reader may recall that thisisthe fundamental strategy of the
Texas Turnpike Division’ s approach to time sensitive projects.)



Prioritization of Efforts. The final common thread through the experiences represented
aboveis placing high priority on the selected projects and managing business to make
sure those projects receive attention expeditiously. Senior management, political, and
other leaders cooperate to establish that high priority across all participants.
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CHAPTER 4. ADDITIONAL METHODS FOR EXPEDITING THE
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

The measures described in this chapter are techniques identified through the literature review, the
details of projects discussed in the previous chapter, and experience of the research team that
may be used to expedite the transportation project development process (3,7,8,9). These are
listed below, and then described in more detail in the remainder of the chapter.

1. Coordination and Public Involvement Measures:
e Full participation
Early issue identification
Regular and frequent team meetings and communications
Interagency partnerships
Conflict resolution process

2. Saffing and Training Measures:

e Standard procedure and guidance for preparers
Increased project servicing staff and prioritization of work efforts
Interagency funding of state/federal staff dedicated to expedited projects
NEPA and streamlining training
Increased internal legal staff

3. Information Management Measures:
e Improved early communications
e Comprehensive Geographic Information Systems (GIS) database to improve information
management
e Internet-based project monitoring
e Easy-to-read and understand environmental impact documentation

4. Process Improvement Measures:
e Shorten the contracting process
Provide contract incentives/penalties
Designated high-priority projects and prioritized handling
Use of context-sengitive design
Early information dissemination for reviews
Over-match cash or in-kind

5. Parallel Process Measures:
¢ Intermediate concurrence points between NEPA and project planning
Concurrent environmental reviews
Allow parallel processing of PE and NEPA documents
Use design/build process
Combine PS& E preparation and right-of-way (ROW) acquisition
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e “Overlap” contracting
e One-stop permitting

6. Funding:
e Acceeratefunding
e Usealternative funding source
e Fund all phases of project development

7. Rule Changes:
e Deéeegate more authority to the state at the planning level
Limit review duration
Allow anticipatory or early ROW acquisition
Expand “massive mgor litigation” option
Feein lieu of mitigation
Prohibit lawsuits after Record of Decision

Explanation of Terms and Ratings

Each of the above measures is described in detail below. In addition, each measureis rated
according to several criteriaimportant to expediting projects. Ratings for all measures described
are coded asfollows:

o Low
o0 Medium/Moderate
000 High

[ Jo Ranges from Low to Medium
@00 Rangesfrom Medium to High
@00 Rangesfrom Low to High

A High rating is considered the most desirable for every category. The attributes that are rated
areasfollows:

e “Easeof change’ refersto the time, money, and effort required to implement the
measure. A High (@ @ @) rating for “ease of change” means that the measure can
achieved reasonably inexpensively, without significant additional staff or bureaucratic
difficulty. A low (@) rating means that one or more of these attributes will make the
measure difficult to implement.

e “Congstency with regulations’ refersto how closely the streamlining measure agrees
with or fitsinto current planning and project regulations. A High rating (or n/a)
indicates that no rules need to be changed to implement the measure. A Low rating
indicates that a rule or regulation change would likely be needed to implement the
measure.
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o “Effectiveness’ refersto the potential time savings that could be realized as a result of
implementing the measure. A High rating indicates significant potential time savings, a
Low rating indicates arelatively small time savings.

e A “public acceptance’ rating of High meansthat thereislikely to be public support, or
at least an absence of public resistance, to the measure. A Low rating indicates that the
measure is likely to be opposed by stakeholders and/or the general public.

A rangein ratings (Low to Medium, Medium to High, Low to High) means that the measure’'s
rating in that category (ease of change, consistency with regulations, effectiveness, or public
acceptance) will vary according to circumstances. Where possible, these circumstances are
explained under the “considerations’ column in the ratings table.

Coordination and Public Involvement

Early and active involvement of the public and key stakeholders with planning and implementing
trangportation agencies, plus regular communication between project participants, were found to
be major factors in expediting the project development process.

Full participation. Typical stakeholders that need to be engaged through coordination and
public involvement process include the general public, state legidators, state and local agencies,
city, county, and business associations, credible community and business leaders, the
construction industry, and environmental, labor, and tribal interests. Other special interests may
need to be involved depending on specifics of the project and the area.

Ratings Considerations Examples
Ease of Change ®®® | Requires more staff and Salt Lake City Olympics,
Consistency with Regulations @@ @® | ysyal |y staff time per step 2002
Effectiveness ®®® |\ theprocess; will save
Public Acceptance ®®®  pockiracking” timefrom | Florida's ETDM Process
disagreements after the
fact.
Jurisdiction: Lead agency
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Identify issues early, especially those that could be highly contentious, and start
addressing them before they become critical and cause delay.

Ratings Considerations Examples
Ease of Change ®®® | [ffectivenessvaries with Florida'seEDTM Process
Consistency with Regulations @ @ ® | volatility of project,
Effectiveness @868 | ;ientia for conflict, and
Public Acceptance ®00 | yhsequent actionsto
quickly address the issues
effectively.
Jurisdiction: All
contributing agencies

Regular and frequent team meetings will help streamline the process. Monthly (or
more frequent) meetings are a good way to build trust and cooperation.

Ratings Considerations Examples

Ease of Change ®®® | \ay beresisted duetotime | Salt Lake City Olympics,

Consistency with Regulations @ @ @ | commitments. Potential for | 2002

Effectiveness o0 burnout.

Public Acceptance oo Atlanta Olympics, 1996
Jurisdiction: Lead agency

Interagency partnerships can beformed on specific project or streamlining initiatives
or to address specific types of issues. Partnerships may cover project leadership, planning,
environmental, funding, permitting, or other reviews or process components.

Ratings Considerations Examples
Ease of Change ®0 Territorialisn may be an Salt Lake City Olympics
Consistency with Regulations @ @@ | obstacle. Acceptanceand | 2002
Effectiveness ®®8® | o5 of change vary with
Public Acceptance ®0®® | o ontion of valueamong | Florida’s ETDM Process
participants. Public
acceptance likely high. 1-69
Jurisdiction: Lead agency

Conflict resolution process. Esablish amutually acceptable conflict resolution
process very early. The Transportation Roster provides states and federal agencies with accessto
alist of qualified neutral facilitators and mediators with relevant experience.
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Ratings Considerations Examples
Ease of Change ®®® | [ffectivenessvariesfrom

Consistency with Regulations @ @@ | |ow to hi gh, depending on

Effectiveness @00 | conflictsand ability to

Public Acceptance 08 | |ve Doesnot guarantee

early resolution.

Jurisdiction: Lead agency,
with input from
stakeholders

Staffing and Training

Project development cannot be expedited without adequate manpower with sufficient experience
and qualifications. The following measures address staffing levels, guidance, and training.

Standard procedure and guidance for preparers. Use astandard procedure,
guidelines, or other structured mechanism to guide consultantsinvolved in plan and NEPA
devel opment.

Ratings Considerations Examples

Ease of Change o0 Will facilitate reviews. Florida’'s ETDM Process
Effectiveness ®® | prepare must set/develop | Washington State EAO
Public Acceptance 08 | - ndardsand guidelines,

and convince those
involved to use and follow
them.

Jurisdiction: All funding
agencies and those with
legal rights to approval

27



Draft For Review

Increased project servicing staff and prioritization of work efforts. More
full-time positions, dedicated to servicing aspects such permitting, should be funded at the state
and local levels. Prioritize staff efforts to projects being expedited.

Ratings Considerations Examples
Ease of Change o Needs decision to commit

Consistency with Regulations  N/A funds for additional

Effectiveness ®®® | sjaies Issuesincludejob

Public Acceptance ®® | security, corporate culture,

hiring processes (including
federal or state),
prioritizing staff, and
funding. Also requires
senior management
commitment and
communication to
designate and obtain
expedited handling through
prioritization.

Jurisdiction: State/Federal

Interagency funding of state/federal staff dedicated to expedited
projects. Useinteragency funding agreementsto hire additional staff at state and federal
resource agencies, and dedicate that staff to review or expedite handling of the funding agency’s
documents.

Ratings Considerations Examples
Ease of Change o0 Challenging to keep staff

Consistency with Regulations  N/A focused on only priority

Effectiveness ®®® | rojects, tendency toward

Public Acceptance o0 diversion to “other

priorities.” Main
consideration is cost of
paying for time.

Jurisdiction: Lead agency,
funding agencies
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NEPA and streamlining training. Develop and implement training in NEPA and
planning streamlining methods for agency staff and consultants.

Ratings Considerations Examples
Ease of Change @®®0 | Needscommitment totime | Florida's ETDM Process
Consistency with Regulations @ @ @ | for training. Issuesinclude
Effectiveness ®®® | nding, timeavailable,
Public Acceptance ®® | ond agency reluctance.
Jurisdiction: State/Federal

Increase the internal legal staff for larger agencies to expedite legal review and
approval, and to help avoid lawsuits.

Ratings Considerations Examples
Ease of Change ® See “Increased full-time
Consistency with Regulations @ @@ | staff” above. Legal staff
Effectiveness @00 | does not contribute directly
Public Acceptance o to project completion. Most
beneficial where legal
issues/controversy are

involved. Alternativeis
hiring outside legal
resources.

Jurisdiction: Lead agency

Information Management

Effective information management can play a key role in expediting the project devel opment
process.

Improve early communications. Improve information management and distribution
by identifying and sharing all relevant project and environmental-related information early,
especially information associated with unresolved project issues, necessary approvals, and public
and agency concerns.
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Ratings

Considerations

Examples

Ease of Change

Consistency with Regulations
Effectiveness

Public Acceptance

oo

00
L L Jo)
00

Costs money and staff
time; requires continuing
management direction.

Jurisdiction: Lead agency

Florida’'sETDM Process

Use GIS database to improve information management. GIS may improve
the availability, management, and distribution of information as well as reducing duplication of
effort and resources. GIS technology helps project sponsors and reviewers consolidate
environmental and engineering data, refine the study area to focus review efforts and screen
project alternatives efficiently. GIS can also enable an entire region or state to populate and keep
up-to-date a single database containing all standard resources needed for project development,
particularly environmental data.

needed to establish.
Acceptance high for the
product, lower for cost of
the product. Requires
commitment and resources
to keep database current.

Jurisdiction: Lead agency

Ratings Considerations Examples

Ease of Change @00 | Easeof changeishighifa | FHWA Toolbox for
Consistency with Reguldtions @ @ ® | G|S database already exists | Regional Policy Analysis,
Effectiveness ®®® | (o the areg, otherwiselow | Case Study: Orange

Public Acceptance @00 | juetocos and effort County.

Internet-based project monitoring. An Internet-based tracking system can be
developed so that the progress of projects can be monitored on a semi real-time basis. This
allows participants to keep up-to-date without reports having to be issued by the managing

agency.

Ratings

Considerations

Examples

Ease of Change

Consistency with Regulations
Effectiveness

Public Acceptance

00
00
®0

00

Effectiveness varies with
volatility of process.
Augments communications
between project
participants. Requires
commitment and resources
to constantly update
Internet site.

Jurisdiction: Lead agency
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Easy-to-read and understand environmental impact documentation.
This helps the agencies and the public to easily obtain the required information to address their
concerns and review permit actions. Examples include avoidance of jargon and overuse of
technical terms, concise descriptions, clear comprehensive exhibits, referencing technical support
data (rather than including it), use of bulleted text, displaying environmental features with color
maps, and provision of documentation electronically viaemail, Internet site or CD-ROM,
providing concise but complete documentation, clearly address all the requisite issues and topics.

Ratings Considerations Examples
Ease of Change ®0 ** Effectiveness: savestime

Consistency with Regulations o000 on'y if a probl em or

Effectiveness xx objections arise. Addsto

Public Acceptance ®®® | production time, savestime

in decision process.
Continual changesin
process make editing
difficult.

Jurisdiction:
Environmental
documentation preparer

Process Improvements

The following measures address ways to minimize or prevent delaysin individual steps of the
transportation planning and development process.

Shorten the contracting process. For example, prepare request for qualifications
(RFQs) and request for proposals (RFPs) in advance of actual need, pre-qualify consultants, and
issue RFPs only to the best qualified. Additionally, include draft contracts in RFPs and require
all proposed changes to be specified in the proposal's, del egate signature authority to a
contracting group within the agency, require proposal review and selection and contract
turnaround within specified periods, and develop standard contracts by type of work.
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Ratings Considerations Examples
Ease of Change L Difficult to overcome

Consistency with Regulations  N/A bureaucracy. See additional

Effectiveness ®0®® | (atailsin text.

Public Acceptance 000

* Public acceptance may be
n/a.

Jurisdiction: Contracting
agency (usually lead

agency)

Provide contract incentives/penalties to expedite work by consultants and
contractors.

Ratings Considerations Examples

Ease of Change ®00 | “*Effectiveness varies Houston METRO
Consistency with Regulations  N/A depending on how efficient

Effectiveness o the contractor is already Texas Dept. of
Public Acceptance ®®® | and magnitude of Transportation

incentives and penalties.

Not common, but already
frequently used. Should be
built into contract.
Incentives may not be well
accepted by public dueto
potential cost increase.

Jurisdiction: Contracting
agencies

Designate high-priority projects and prioritized handling. Designate a small
percentage of projects as “high-priority” to expedite internal agency handling and processing of
contracts, reviews, meetings, and approvals.
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Ratings Considerations Examples

Ease of Change ® Requires moving some Atlanta Olympics 1996
Consistency with Regulations @@ @ projectsto lower priority.

Effectiveness O®®® | Rcquires careful leadership

Public Acceptance ®0® | ] sclectivity to avoid

priority inflation.

Jurisdiction: Lead agency

Use of context sensitive design, to beinitiated at the beginning of project planning
to enhance responsiveness to community, environmental, and social concerns. Incorporate
compatibility and aesthetic factors earlier in the process. This can potentially expedite the project
development process, especially interactions with environmental review agencies and the public.

Ratings Considerations Examples

Ease of Change ® 00 | Anticipatory mitigation; FHWA Flexibility in
Consistency with Regulations @ @@ | reduces public opposition | Highway Design
Effectiveness x in sensitive areas and

Public Acceptance ®®® | (sually improveslong-term

project impacts and
benefits. Possible
resistance to added cost.
** Effectiveness depends
on the project’ s natural
compatibility with
surroundings.

Jurisdiction: All
participating agencies,
especially lead agency and
owner of project

Early information dissemination for reviews: Coordinate reviews and approvals
by extracting and reviewing information asit is devel oped to raise potential issues and
difficulties early, to reduce the duration of reviews at submittal time, and to reduce unexpected
and potentially time consuming remedial actions.
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Ratings Considerations Examples

Ease of Change @00 | Easy to circulate early Florida's ETDM Process
Consistency with Regulations @ @ @ | information; may not be

Effectiveness ®® | nossibletoidentify all

Public Acceptance 000 g early; may be

difficult to get responses to
early information.

Jurisdiction: Lead agency

Over match cash or in-kind funding share: Local communities support projects
with additional funding over and above the required match for program funding either in cash or
in services or facilities, including ROW. This can raise the priority and advance project
scheduling.

Ratings Considerations Examples
Ease of Change ®®® | Overmatching increases Samsung-Dell
Consistency with Regulations @ @ @ | project cost to local

Effectiveness ®®® | yency; imparts priority via

Public Acceptance ®00 | henefit/cost ratio. Public

and political acceptance
will vary widely depending
on popularity of project.

Jurisdiction: Local funding
agencies

Parallel Processes

The interviews identified the importance of generally combining steps or performing them
concurrently wherever possible. The specifics provided in the literature and case studies provide
more detail and reinforce the importance of compressing the existing procedures.

Intermediate concurrence points between NEPA and project planning.
Develop concurrence points in the planning and NEPA processes. Specifically, early stages of
the NEPA process should beinitiated earlier in the transportation planning process and
duplication should be eliminated between transportation planning and NEPA studies. At
intermediate milestones, agency agreement and interim approvals can be issued on specific
aspectsto conclude related efforts that no longer should require attention.
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such as an historic building
or environmentally
sensitive area.
Effectiveness depends on
fatal flaws found (if any).

Jurisdiction: Lead agency,
with state/federal
agreement

Ratings Considerations Examples
Ease of Change o0 Initial environmental [-69
Consistency with Regulations @ @@ | screeni ng at planni ng stage,

Effectiveness ®00 | |ooking for “fatal flaws’

Public Acceptance 00

Concurrent environmental

reviews. States can take advantage of the flexibility
inherent in Section 4(f) (historic and park resources) and conduct Section 4(f) reviews
concurrently with Section 106, Endangered Species Act and Section 404, Wetlands reviews.

Ratings Considerations Examples
Ease of Change ®0®® | imited scope internal to | Atlanta Olympics 1996
Consistency with Regulations @ @@ | NEPA.
Effectiveness [ ]
Public Acceptance ® or
n/a Jurisdiction: State/federal

Allow parallel processing of PE and NEPA documents. For example, allow
federal funding of preliminary engineering coincidental with NEPA process or perform EIS/EA
and Preliminary Engineering (PE) in paralld (latter allowed by USDOT, but not often done).

and time can be lost. High
financial risk. Redesign can
be needed if project
changes with EIS.

Jurisdiction: Federal, state

Ratings Considerations Examples

Ease of Change ®®® | [ifectivenessether high or | Salt Lake City Olympics
Consistency with Regulations @ @@ | |ow, with somerisk of ree | 2002

Effectiveness x* work involved:; if project is

Public Acceptance @00 | volatile, preliminary work | Texas Highways SH 130
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Use design/build process to combine plans, specifications, and estimates (PS&E) and
construction sequences, allowing design and construction to be performed in parallel. Thiscan
potentially eliminate one contracting, one review, and (sometimes) one funding step aswell as
making final design and construction nearly concurrent.

as adesign-build, with
design reviews. Must get
an exception to regulations
for same contractor on
design and build
(depending on regulatory
environment).

Jurisdiction: Lead agency

Ratings Considerations Examples

Ease of Change o0 Possible public perception | Salt Lake City Olympics
Consistency with Regulations @ @O | of conflict of interest. Must | 2002

Effectiveness @00 | pealowed to be managed

Public Acceptance o0

San Joaquin Hills Tall
Road (California)

Combine PS&E preparation and ROW acquisition. Acquire ROW from PE
plans. Any locations with ROW requirement uncertainties can be addressed through expedited

final design.

Ratings

Considerations

Examples

Ease of Change

Consistency with Regulations
Effectiveness

Public Acceptance

o0
00
®0
00

May need regulatory
change. Effective only if
NEPA iscleared first.

Jurisdiction: State/federal

“Overlap” contracting: Perform contracting for subsequent phase during the final stages

of aprior phase.

Ratings

Considerations

Examples

Ease of Change

Consistency with Regulations
Effectiveness

Public Acceptance

00
00
L L Jo)
00

Bureaucracy may balk, as
thisisnot usual practice;
agency staffstend to want
to finish one contract
before starting another.

Jurisdiction: Lead agency
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Fund all phases of project development and implement at one time to eliminate
intermittent programming, funding, and construction phases.

Ratings Considerations Examples

Ease of Change ®0® Savesrepdtitive Austin Highways (SH 130/
Consistency with Regulations @ @@ | competition for funds (and | SH 45/ US 183A)
Effectiveness ®®0 | the attendant interruptions

Public Acceptance *x and delays) for high-

priority projects.

** Public acceptance
depends on popularity of
project.

Jurisdiction: Funding
agencies

One-stop permitting: Washington State approved a il to create a state committee to
develop a streamlined “one stop” permit process. The bill may provide a national mode.

Ratings Considerations Examples
Ease of Change ®0 Consolidates processesof | Washington
Consistency with Regulations @ @® | multi p|e agenci es. Public

Effectiveness ®® | cceptance high dueto

Public Acceptance ®0®® | jyctionin bureaucracy.

Jurisdiction: Permitting
agencies

Rule Changes

Specific rule changes and suggestions for rule changes were not identified during the interviews.
However, the clear indication was that some rule modification could facilitate improved
coordination, and cooperation, as well as more efficient (e.g., Smultaneous) processing. The
literature, case studies, and research staff understanding identified the following possible
examples.

Prohibit lawsuits after Record of Decision (ROD). Reduce delays caused by
such suits late in the process.
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Ratings Considerations Examples
Ease of Change ® Ease of change may be low

Consistency with Regulations  N/A due to resistance by legal

Effectiveness ok profession and

Public Acceptance o environmental activists.

** Effectiveness and
acceptance are low if there
isno contention for the
project, high if high
contention is associated
with project.

Jurisdiction: State or
federal

Limit review duration. Specify the maximum durations for completion of project
development, including specific tasks, reviews, approvals, selections, and awards, and then
adhere to those deadlines. These restrictions should be applicable to agencies, consultants,
contractors, and public (reviews).

Ratings Considerations Examples
Ease of Change 0

Consistency with Regulations @@ @

Effectiveness @00 | jyrisdiction: Reviewing

Public Acceptance 00 agenci es

Delegate more authority to the state at the planning level. For example, the
delegation of Section 404 permitting authority to the state allows for extra resources to customize
the program to its particular needs. Michigan and New Jersey are currently the only two states
where wetlands permitting authority rests with the state.

Ratings Considerations Examples
Ease of Change ® Removesalevel of review.
Consistency with Regulations @ State may be more aware
Effectiveness ®0 | of local needs than federal
Public Acceptance ®00 | ygencies. Environmental
review must still be done at
federal level.
Jurisdiction: Federal
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Fee in lieu of mitigation: The payment of afeeinstead of requiring mitigation as part of
the project (e.g., acquiring or agreeing to manage property for the mitigation of an adverse
wetlands environmental impact). (Currently in place in Texas.) Funds received would be used to
mitigate the impacts off-site and might be combined with mitigation of similar impacts of other
projects (e.g., wetlands).

Ratings Considerations Examples
Ease of Change ®0 Intended to providemore | Wetlands
Consistency with Regulations @ @ effective mitigation in a
Effectiveness @00 | |ocation other than the
Public Acceptance ®0 | project site; wetlands are

already being treated this

way. Effectiveness will

vary with type of

mitigation.

Jurisdiction: State/federal

Expand “mitigation banking” option currently limited to wetlands to other areas.
First applied to wetlands, this provision allows for appropriate mitigations without the necessity
of identifying the exact location in advance of construction and the specific site and details of
each individual instance of adverse impact.

Ratings Considerations Examples

Ease of Change ®0 For wetlands, thisreplaces | Wetlands mitigation —
Consistency with Regulations @ OO | gl| affected areason a Katy-Cypress Wetlands
Effectiveness @0 | gecific (typicaly) 3-to-1 | Mitigation Bank

Public Acceptance ®0 | or 4-to-1ratio, for

example. Consistency with
regulations isimpact-
specific. Eliminates piece-
by-piece environmental
reviews; limited
application. May apply to
some environmental,
cultural, recreational
impacts; will not apply to
historical, archeological
areas.

Jurisdiction: State/federal
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Allow anticipatory or early ROW acquisition based on “system” environmental
reviews.

Ratings Considerations Examples
Ease of Change ®0 “Buy at own risk” —

Consistency with Regulations @ miti gate or move if

Effectiveness @00 | environmental analyses so

Public Acceptance @00 require. Agencies want

this, NEPA process and
public more resistant. Still
dependent on project
impacts and surrounding
land uses. Effectiveness
may vary with future
urbanization and size of the
area (only if ROW is
acquired beforethe areais
urbanized). Could be
viewed as land banking at
public cost.

Jurisdiction; Federal
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CHAPTER 5. RECOMMENDATIONS

Conclusions

Research completed for this project demonstrates that transportation agencies have successfully
found methods to expedite project implementation. This has been accomplished within the
context of the rules and regulations that govern the transportation project planning and
development process.

While further expediting could be accomplished if there were fewer requirements, no agency
representative or project sponsor interviewed during this project felt that the requirements were
either unjust or inappropriate. The consensus response was that the processin place, largely
driven by requirements for federal funding, was needed to maintain the overall effectiveness and
integrity of the process. Nevertheless, the research team has identified some rule changes that
could further expedite some projects without compromising the effectiveness of the current
process.

Transportation agencies collectively identified methods for expediting projects using awide
variety of techniques. These covered most major phases of project planning, development, and
design. These methods consisted mainly of introducing efficiencies into the existing processes.
Some of the efficiencies would require changes in agency policies regarding how specific
aspects are conducted rather than policies regarding the projects and their effects.

The expediting actions are of the following categories:

Prioritization of efforts and management of resources and schedules
Process efficiency

Parallel processing

Risk/schedule trade-offs

These actions are described in Chapter 4. Many of these actions can be applied to almost any
project. Some must be used selectively and cannot be used for all projects (e.g., placing highest
priority or advancing funding for projects).

Recommendations

Expediting actions are available for state and local projects. The extents to which the
recommended actions will be effective depend on the requirements for the specific project. For
those involving federal funding, most of the recommended actions can expedite the project. For
projects not involving federal funding, the recommended actions will only help to expedite the
project if the related requirement or processisin place. For example, for alocally-funded project
not requiring NEPA clearance, interim environmental concurrence points may not be applicable.
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For projects being developed and approved by a single agency, the recommended coordination
actions may not be needed.

Actions that can expedite projectsinclude:

Coordination and Public Involvement Measures:
e Full participation

Identify issues early

Regular and frequent team meetings

Interagency partnerships

Conflict resolution process

Saffing and Training Measures:

e Standard procedure and guidance for preparers
Increased project servicing staff
Interagency funding of state/federal staff
NEPA and streamlining training
Increase internal legal staff

Information Management Measures:
e Improve early communications
e Use GIS database to improve information management
e |nternet-based project monitoring
e Make environmental impact documentation easy-to-read and understand

Process Improvement Measures:

e Shorten the contracting process
Provide contract incentives/penalties
Designate high-priority projects
Encourage context-sensitive design
Early information dissemination for reviews
Over-match cash or in-kind

Parallel Process Measures:
e Concurrence points between NEPA and project planning
Concurrent environmental reviews
Allow parallel processing of PE and NEPA or EISEA
Use design/build process
Combine PS& E and ROW
“Overlap” contracting
Fund all phases of project development
One-stop permitting
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Rule Changes:

Prohibit lawsuits after Record of Decision

Limit review duration

Delegate more authority to the state at the planning level
Feein lieu of mitigation

Expand “massive mgor litigation” option

Allow anticipatory or early ROW acquisition

Each is explained in Chapter 4.
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