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Problem Statement
One current focus within the transportation community involves developing strategies to
deliver projects with greater efficiency and speed, in an environment of decreasing resources and
increasing transportation needs. The use of innovative ideas and proactive measures to maximize
overall effectiveness/efficiency can help transportation agencies increase their return on the
investment of resources, with an end result being expedited project delivery. At the heart of
every agency lie its mission, vision, and values, which govern the way it conducts business . The
mission of the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT) is to provide adequate,
safe, and efficient transportation services for the movement of people and goods, through the
systematic planning, construction, maintenance, and operation of the state highway system, and
the development of a statewide intermodal and freight system.
SCDOT is a customer service organization that has consistently remained on the cutting
edge of being a good steward of taxpayer dollars, as is evidenced by its continuous recognition
as one of the most efficient DOTs in the nation. The Department is responsible for approximately
41,393 miles of roads and 8,402 bridges, distinguishing it as the foUJih-largest state-maintained
highway system in the nation (Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Office of Highway
Policy

Information,

Highway

Statistics

2012

[Table

HM-10],

www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2012).
The SCDOT Strategic Management Plan (SMP) was developed to guide the agency's
efforts in accomplishing its mission and vision, and identifies six Critical Management Areas
(CMAs) that illustrate the Department's approach to managing its many responsibilities (See
Appendix A-1):
1. Customer Service - Maintaining Public Trust
2. Partnerships - Advancing Transportation
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3.
4.
5.
6.

Stewardship- Managing Resources
Planning - Getting to Good
Workforce - Foundation of SCDOT
Transportation Systems & Infrastructure - Performing & Preserving

The Certified Public Manager (CPM) project, which is the focus of this report, is closely
aligned with the SCDOT SMP, and has the potential to benefit all six CMAs (See Appendix A-2,
p.7, 9-12, 15, and 18). The impetus for the project stemmed from two major organizational
initiatives within the agency, and a Second Strategic Highway Research Program (SHRP2)
Solutions webinar, summarized as follows:
I. In May 2007, the SCDOT Preconstruction Division was reorganized, in an effort to
improve the delivery of projects and programs. The ?reconstruction Reorganization
created four Regional Production Groups (RPGs), statewide, geographically aligned
around the existing Metropolitan Planning Organization and Council of Government
boundaries throughout the state, and streamlined the decision-making process and
prioritization of resources handled by project teams, including both Headquarters and
District staff(See Appendix B-1 and B-2).
II. In January 2012, SCDOT Secretary of Transportation Robert J. St. Onge, Jr. created a
Manpower Management Task Force (MMTF) team, for the purpose of determining the

agency's manpower requirements, using a broad personnel-to-task or workload analysis
across all work areas and functions of SCDOT. The overall goal of this effort was to
determine the optimum number of employees and type of skills needed to perform the
many tasks within SCDOT, effectively/efficiently, and ultimately, to restructure the
agency as necessary, to operate at a higher standard of excellence.
III. In July 2013, the Pee Dee RPG Project Management unit (PMU) attended a SHRP2
Solutions webinar, entitled Expediting Project Delivery, which emphasized tools and

3

techniques to save time and money, while delivering enhanced transportation and
environmental outcomes. The SHRP2 Solution was the product of extensive research
conducted by a national partnership of key transportation organizations, including
FHWA, the American Association of State Highway Transportation Officials
(AASHTO), and the Transportation Research Board (TRB), which found that strategies
implemented in the early phases of project development could in most cases provide
expedited benefits in subsequent phases (See Appendix C-lA and C-lB).
To further put the CPM project into context, it is important to understand the critical role
that the RPGs play in advancing projects within the agency. The RPGs are the engine of the
Preconstruction Division, and are responsible for the development and delivery of small/medium-/large-/mega-scale transportation improvement projects, from the Preliminary
Engineering phase to the Construction phase. Thus, it follows that the core functions of the RPGs
should focus on production-related tasks, in order to achieve maximum effectiveness/efficiency.
To this end, no project should be assigned to an RPG, without first being primed for production,
where priming projects for production is defined as, using historical project benchmark data and
tested strategies, beginning in the Planning phase and continuing throughout the project
development process, to better inform decisions about manpower/workload requirements and
scheduling/funding goals - the ultimate goal being to maximize overall effectiveness/efficiency,
and expedite project delivery.
The current process for assigning projects to RPG Program Managers (PMs) is based on
geographic location within the state, rather than an assessment of limiting factors, such as current
manpower/workload requirements and available staffing - this can lead to inequities in the
number of projects that are assigned to RPG PMs, who are charged with leading the project team
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,

in a coordinated effort to develop/deliver projects in the most timely/efficient manner possible.
Additionally, the current process could be revised to place more emphasis on clearly defining the
most basic, fundamental needs/risks associated with individual projects, based on level of
complexity, to better inform decisions about manpower/workload requirements and
scheduling/funding goals. In this regard, the current process for assigning projects to RPG PMs
may not maximize the overall effectiveness/efficiency of the RPGs, in the development/delivery
of projects, for the purposes of enhancing project quality, expediting project delivery, decreasing
project costs, boosting employee development/retention/morale, and building public trust.
The project represents the first phase of research to identify a proposed process
improvement that, if implemented, would establish a systematic way of priming projects for
production, using a three-pronged approach:
1. Project Categorization- Entails categorizing individual projects by level of
complexity, derived from historical project benchmark data, for like projects of
similar scope developed and delivered after the Preconstruction Reorganization, to
predefine an acceptable time frame/realistic goal for successfully completing projects
from the Preliminary Engineering phase to the Construction phase;
2. Project Development- Entails developing SHRP2 Expediting Project Delivery Risk
Management Strategy, or like principle, derived from SHRP2 Solutions research and
historical

project

benchmark

data,

to

better

inform

decisions

about

manpower/workload requirements and scheduling/funding goals; and
3. Project Distribution- Entails distributing projects amongst RPG PMs, to better
balance manpower/workload requirements and meet scheduling/funding goals.
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The project complements the organizational initiatives that have already taken place and
are currently underway within the agency, in an effort to:
•
•
•
•
•

Enhance Quality of completed projects and programs
Expedite Delivery of projects and programs
Reduce Total Cost of completed projects and programs
Boost Employee Development/Retention/Morale
Build Public Trust

Additionally, the project is directly aligned with one of the national goals, Accelerating

Project Delivery, of the new transportation legislation, Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21 st
Century (MAP-21). "MAP-21 provides an array of provisions designed to increase innovation
and improve efficiency, effectiveness, and accountability in the planning, design, engineering,
construction and financing of transportation projects. Building on FHWA' s Every Day Counts
initiative, designed to identify and deploy innovation aimed at shortening project delivery, MAP21 changes will speed up the project delivery process, saving time and money for individuals and
businesses, and yielding broad benefits nationwide" (FHW A Office of Policy and Governmental
Affairs,

MAP-21

A

Summary

of

www.fhwa.dot.gov/map21 /summaryinfo.cfm;

Highway
FHWA,

Provisions
Every

Day

[1301-1323],
Counts,

www.fhwa.dot.gov/everydaycounts).

Data Collection
The original project scope included all three components of the proposed process
improvement, and was selected on October 17, 2013 , as one of twelve recipients of a 50,000
dollar funding award, through the SHRP2 Implementation Assistance Program (See Appendix C2A). The scope of the project was later revised, however, since the time frame for approval ofthe
funding coincided with the due date for the CPM project, and no work could begin on the
SHRP2 project until the SCDOT statement of work was approved, and the funding was
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authorized. Thus, the revised CPM project scope (Project Distribution component) represents the
first phase of research for the proposed process improvement, and the SHRP2 project scope

(Project Categorization/Project Development components) represents the second phase, which
was approved for funding on February 7, 2014 (See Appendix C-2B).
The proposed process improvement provided the overall framework for the investigative
approach, which fo ll owed the basic process improvement model. The goal of any process
improvement should include improving customer satisfaction and increasing overall efficiency,
which add value (something the customer is willing to pay for) , and decrease cycle time (total
time to complete a process from beginning to end). True process improvement seeks to learn
what causes things to happen in a process, and then uses that knowledge to reduce variation,
eliminate waste, and improve customer satisfaction. The concept of eliminating waste is defined
as, removing activities from the process that add no value. While some waste is unavoidable,
particularly in state govemment processes, as a result of the nature of work and the
organizational structure, all waste should be reduced as much as possible (Vinson, CPM 2014
Process Improvement Module, p.12, 14-15).
An

integrated

approach was used

for the research

model,

to

increase the

validity/reliability of the data - this consisted of a primarily quantitative study that used
qualitative results to help interpret the quantitative findings (Baltimore County Public Schools
2010 Curriculum Design and Writing Team, Data Collection Instrumentation

[p.4] ,

www.bcps.org/offices/lis/researchcourse/steps.html). The data collection methods included a
follow-up study, an advisory group, document review, and observations. The follow-up study
analyzed all of the quantitative data generated from a previous study by the MMTF Project
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Management Committee, and all of the qualitative data was primarily obtained from existing
materials that were used to support the quantitative findings.
The goal of the data collection was to determine the manpower/workload requirements
and corresponding staffing needs of each RPG PMU, for fiscal year (FY) 2007-2012 - the
governing assumption being that the current process for assigning projects to RPG PMs (based
on geographic location within the state) had a direct impact on these fmdings. The effective date
of the Preconstruction Reorganization (May 2, 2007) marked the starting point of the data
collection, since the RPGs did not exist prior to that date.
Quantitative Data
The quantitative data obtained from the MMTF Project Management study included three
variables. The dependent variable was the Level of Service (LOS), which used a letter designation
to define the standard of excellence/associated range of effort (in available manhours) to manage
the total workload, and served as an indicator of the staffing needs, where LOS A = 100% effort
(Optimal Standard), LOS B = 80% effort (Suitable Standard), LOS C = 60% effort (Acceptable
Standard), LOS D

=

40% effort (Questionable Standard), and LOS F

=

20% effort

(Unacceptable Standard). The concept of LOS can best be explained by contrasting it with a
grading scale, where A =Excellent, B = Good, C =Average, D =Below Average, and F =Failthe key distinction being that grades (in school) are related to performance, and LOS (in the
context of this study) is related to effort, defined as the manhours available to manage the
workload, where manhours are dually defined as the unit of time per year (in hours) allotted in
Consultant contracts to perform project management tasks, or the unit oftime per year (in hours)
available to a single PM to perform project management duties; and workload is defined as the
number of projects per year managed by each RPG PMU, for each project category.
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To help illustrate this relationship, take two PMs with the same workload/available
manhours, who by definition, would operate at the same LOS. However, the same two PMs
would likely produce different outcomes, of different quality, in different amounts of time.
Consequently, the available manhours (related to effort) and actual manhours (related to
performance),

for

each

PM,

would

be

different,

based

on

the

fact

that

the

knowledge/skills/abilities, and attitude/work ethic/drive of each PM play an integral part in
performance, but do not factor into LOS (in the context of this study) - this explains how two
PMs with the same workload/available manhours, by definition, would operate at the same LOS
based on effort, but could operate at a different LOS based on performance.
The independent variables were 1) the total workload, defined as the sum total of projects
per year managed by each RPG PMU, for all project categories; and 2) the current staffing level,
defined as the total number of PMs in each RPG PMU managing the workload. A multiple run
chart was used to display the individual and combined RPG Total Workload (represented by bar

graph), Current Staffing Level (represented by straight line), and LOS A/C/F Staffing Needs
(represented by plotted curves), for each FY.
The LOS calculations were derived from 1) historical data for Consultant projects in five
major categories (Bridge Replacement/Roadway Widening/New Location Roadway/Streetscape
Enhancement/Intersection Improvement}, to establish the LOS manhour multipliers (= average
project management manhours per year allotted in Consultant contracts, for each project
category), where LOS reduction factors were applied to LOS A (1. 0)/B ( 0. 8)/C ( 0. 6)/D (0.4)/F
(0.2); and 2) active projects lists for RPG PMUs (provided by Lead PMs), for all project

categories. The active projects lists were used to i) determine the total workload for each RPG
PMU; ii) then calculate the corresponding LOS manhour requirement(= grand total of sum total
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of projects per year managed by each RPG PMU, for each project category, multiplied by
corresponding LOS manhour multipliers, for each project category); and iii) establish the LOS
staffing requirement (= LOS manhour requirement for each RPG PMU, divided by total

available project management manhours per year for a single PM). For project categories with
limited or no historical data from Consultant contracts, an average from one of the other major
categories was used, to determine the average project management manhours per year, based on
the experience of the PMs on the MMTF Project Management Committee (See Appendix E-6).
Midlands RPG PM Ladd Gibson headed up the MMTF Project Management Committee, and
provided all of the quantitative data from the previous study, including valuable feedback, upon
request, in interpreting the data for the follow-up study. Program Controls Manager Lynsee
Gibson also provided feedback and additional data, upon request, for the follow-up study.
Qualitative Data
The qualitative data obtained from the advisory group, document review, and
observations was extensive. The advisory group consisted of Director of Preconstruction
Mitchell Metts, Director of Planning Mark Lester, Director of Environmental Randy Williamson,
Pee Dee RPG Engineer Mike Barbee, and Pee Dee RPG PM Chris Gossett. The group provided
valuable feedback in formulating a more clearly defined project scope, and in making key
observations about the quantitative data. The document review and observations were used to
support the quantitative data that was analyzed, as part ofthe follow-up study.
Data Analysis

The findings of the quantitative data revealed key trends in the LOS for the individual
and combined RPGs (See Table below). The last column shows the average change in the
number of projects per FY. If the current trend continues, with no increase in the staffing levels,
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the LOS will continue to 1) fall from a LOS D/approach a LOS F, for RPG 1; 2) climb from a
LOS C/approach a LOS B, for RPG 2; 3) fall from a LOS F/approach a minimum LOS F, for
RPG 3; 4) climb from a LOS D/approach a LOS C, for RPG 4; and 5) fall from a LOS
D/approach a LOS F, for Combined RPGs 1-4 (See Appendix E-1 - E-5). A supplemental report,
provided by the Project Applications & Controls Office (updated as of January 2014), further
reveals inequities in the distribution of projects amongst RPG PMUs (See Appendix E-7).
RPG PMU LOS Data for FY 2007-2012
RPG Name

Operated Below LOS C

Current Staffing Level

Average Change

RPG 1 Lowcountry
RPG 2 Pee Dee
RPG 3 Midlands
RPG 4 Upstate
RPGs 1-4 Combined

Number of FYs
2 of6
3 of 6
3 of 6
3 of 6
3 of 6

Number of PMs
6

Number of Projects/FY
+13
+17 (2007-10); -4 (2010-12)
+29
+14 (2007-11); -4 (2012)
+61

8
8
7
29

Source: SCDOT MMTF Project Management Study

Two key observations were made, relative to the qualitative data not captured in the
quantitative findings . Firstly, the manpower management data is only an indicator of estimated
effort, not actual performance. Thus, some variation may logically exist between the LOS
associated with estimated effort (measured by data), and actual perfom1ance (not measured by
data)- the assumption being that actual performance would likely exceed estimated effort, given
the fact that PMs are carefully selected/strategically placed (for "best fit"), when filling
positions, with the expectation that they will successfully overcome most any challenge, while
maintaining a high standard of excellence. However, the reality is that there are only so many
hours in a day, and on ly so much work that one PM can successfully manage, at a certain
standard of excellence, which the findings of this study clearly revealed. Secondly, the
reassignment of projects to available/In-house Consultant PM staff would

introduce

prioritization/coordination/communication challenges that may be difficult to overcome - this
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was the primary purpose for creating the RPGs in the first place, in an effort to streamline the
decision-making process and prioritization of resources.
Implementation Plan

The SCDOT Preconstruction Project Development Process encompasses the Planning,
Preliminary Engineering, Right-of-way Acquisition, and Letting phases of development, which
consist of twenty tasks. The proposed process improvement would modify Task 1 of the current
project development process, to include Project Priming and Reassignment, with a
corresponding Subtask, as follows (See Appendix D-IA and D-IB):

Project Priming and Reassignment has been established for the purpose of using
historical project benchmark data and tested strategies, beginning in the Planning phase and
continuing throughout the project development process, to better inform decisions about
manpower/workload requirements and scheduling/funding goals - the ultimate goal being to
maximize overall effectiveness/efficiency, and expedite project delivery. Prior to projects being
programmed in the STJP, the Project Applications & Controls Office will coordinate with the
appropriate staff to: 1) prepare a Risk Assessment Matrix, to include project characteristics,
level of complexity, quantitative metrics/proactive measures, and time/cost estimates, derived
from historical project benchmark data for like projects of similar scope- the SCDOT Program
Manager will use this information as a tool, in programming and developing the project, and
will update the matrix with known information, throughout the life of the project; and 2) prepare
a Manpower/Workload Distribution Report, to include actual/projected LOS data and multiple
run charts for each RPG, derived from manpower management data for the current STIP period
- the Director of Preconstruction!RPG Engineers will use this information as a tool, in
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allocating manpower resources and reassigning projects to available/In-house Consultant P Ms,
in an effort to maintain a LOS D or better across all RPG Project Management units.

The project represents the first phase of the proposed process improvement. Action steps
necessary to begin the implementation plan would include the following:
1. Discuss proposed process improvement/implementation plan with Director of
Preconstruction, and request feedback on moving forward - if granted approval to
proceed, would need to request feedback from Program Controls Manager/RPG
Engineers/Lead PMs on implementation plan, and begin development of action steps.
2. Generate manpower management data and supporting Manpower/Workload
Distribution Report for FY 2013-2019, based on current staffing levels and
actual/projected workload for each RPG PMU - this includes existing and planned
projects identified in the STIP, as well as projects not identified in the STIP (to be
coordinated with Chief Engineer for Location and Design/Program Controls
Manager/Director of Preconstruction!RPG Engineers/Lead PMs/MMTF Project
Management Committee (or Designee)/Other Appropriate Staff, as needed).
3. Identify manpower/workload requirements necessary for each RPG PMU to maintain
a LOS D or better; available/In-house Consultant PM staff may be assigned additional
projects, as deemed appropriate, in conjunction with this effort - this includes
reviewing the Manpower/Workload Distribution Report, and reassigning projects to
available/In-house Consultant PM staff, where the Lead PM for the geographic region
would continue to serve as the Lead PM, for reporting purposes (to be coordinated
with Chief Engineer for Location and Design/Program Controls Manager/Director of
Preconstruction!RPG Engineers/Lead PMs/Other Appropriate Staff, as needed).
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The action steps would best be performed by the Project Applications & Controls Office
(headed up by Program Controls Manager), in close coordination with the MMTF Project
Management Committee (or Designee) that generated the data from the previous study. The
Project Applications & Controls Office was created through an organizational realignment
(effective July 17, 2013), and is charged with overseeing all of the program and resource
functions, and associated applications necessary to advance the project development process (See
Appendix D-2A and D-2B).
The time frame for implementing the action steps could begin in FY 2015 (effective
October 1, 2014), which would require coordination with the appropriate staff, beginning June 2,
2014. However, a more realistic time frame may be FY 2016 (effective October 1, 2015), as
some time should be allowed to develop an approved implementation plan, communicate the
plan to internal staff, and alert SCDOT Partners/Consultant community of any changes that may
affect how we interface. Resources needed to complete the implementation plan would include
the

appropriate

staff (Chief Engineer for

Location

and

Design/Program

Controls

Manager/Director ofPreconstruction!RPG Engineers/Lead PMs), Primavera, the newly-launched
Project Programming System (P2S), and the current STIP (See Appendix F, Background and
County Tables).
The cost to perform the action steps would be approximately $6,000, which can be
derived from the average salary ($40/hour) of the SCDOT staff required to perform the action
steps, multiplied by the total estimated time (150 hours) necessary to perform the action steps.
This effort would be greatly simplified, due to the fact that the groundwork has already been laid
from the previous study. Also, no cost would be associated with reassigning new/existing
projects to available PMs, since no additional PM positions would be created for this purpose. A
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more costly alternative should also be considered, however, to ensure long-term success of the
implementation plan - this would include the creation of 1) a second Preconstruction Support
Engineer/Management Operations position, parallel to the current ?reconstruction Support
Engineer/Technical Operations position, reporting directly to the Director of Preconstruction

(See Appendix B-1A); and 2) four In-house Consultant Program Manager positions, including a
Lead PM/First Assistant PM/Second Assistant PM/Research Assistant PM. All reassigned
projects would be managed by the new Preconstruction Support P MU. Other duties of the
Preconstruction Support PMU would include i) coordination efforts, as needed, with the Project
Applications

&

Controls

Office,

to

generate

the

Risk

Assessment

Matrix

and

Manpower/Workload Distribution Report, for individual projects across all RPGs; and ii)
ongoing research efforts to develop/implement SHRP2 Expediting Project Delivery strategies or
like principles, for integration into SCDOT common business practices.
Potential obstacles that may affect successful implementation of the action steps are
directly related to two key observations that were pointed out previously: 1) the variation in the
LOS associated with estimated effort (measured by data), and actual performance (not measured
by data) may bring into question the reliability/validity of the data, in identifying staffing needsthis would best be addressed by designating a LOS D as the minimum acceptable standard to be
maintained across all RPG PMUs, based on the assumption that actual performance would likely
exceed estimated effort, and would therefore yield a higher LOS for each RPG PMU, than what
the data revealed; and 2) the prioritization/coordination/communication challenges associated
with reassigning projects to available/In-house Consultant PM staff, may bring into question if
those challenges could successfully be overcome, to yield the desired outcome - this would best
be addressed by i) garnering support early on, from the top down (Chief Engineer for Location
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and Design/Director of Preconstruction/RPG Engineers/Lead PMs); ii) receiving buyin/feedback from key management staff (Program Controls Manager/RPG Engineers/Lead PMs ),
in developing an agreed upon implementation plan; iii) clearly defining/communicating the goal
of the effort, and how it fits into ongoing agency initiatives to maximize overall
effectiveness/efficiency, and expedite project delivery; iv) simplifying the new process as much
as possible, to eliminate waste/add value/facilitate a seamless transition; and v) providing
incentives to all participating staff, where possible, based on measureable success criteria.
Integration of the proposed process improvement into SCDOT common business
practices would require approval from Senior staff, including the Secretary of Transportation,
Deputy Secretary for Engineering, Chief Engineer for Location and Design, and Director of
Preconstruction; and ongoing coordination with key Management staff, including the Program
Controls Manager, RPG Engineers, and Lead PMs.
Evaluation Method

The evaluation method would include 1) an analysis of the actuaVprojected manpower
management data for FY 2013-2019, where projects would be reassigned to available/In-house
Consultant PM staff, as deemed appropriate, with success measured by the ability of each RPG
PMU to maintain a LOS D or better across all FY s; 2) the use of follow-up surveys (to be
completed by Program Controls Manager, affected RPG Engineers/Lead PMs, and available/Inhouse Consultant PMs), to obtain valuable feedback as to whether or not the implementation
plan was successful, and suggestions for improvement; and 3) a comparison of the total cycle
times, from the Preliminary Engineering phase to the Construction phase, for reassigned projects
and like projects of similar scope (derived from historical project benchmark data to be generated
in second phase of proposed process improvement), to quantify any time/cost savings.
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Summary and Recommendations

Overwhelmingly, it seems, the prevailing theme throughout the transportation community
is expediting project delivery, which is evidenced through one of the MAP-21 national goals,
FHWA's Every Day Counts initiative, SHRP2 Solutions, and most notably, right here at home
through the Preconstruction Reorganization that created the RPGs as we know them, and
successfully streamlined the way we do business. The proposed process improvement would
complement the organizational initiatives that have already taken place and are currently
underway within the agency, in an effort to maximize overall effectiveness/efficiency, and
expedite project delivery.
Key findings of the data revealed that the RPG PMUs have not consistently maintained a
LOS C or better, in meeting manpower/workload requirements, which is directly related to the
current process for assigning projects to PMs (based on geographic location within the state).
Recommendations to address this include taking proactive measures to 1) identify staffing needs,
based on projected manpower management data through the current STIP period, to ensure that
each RPG PMU maintains a LOS D or better; and 2) reassign new/existing projects to
available/In-house Consultant PM staff, as deemed appropriate, for this purpose. Action steps
could begin in October 2014, for the development of an approved implementation plan, to be
launched in FY 2016 (effective October 1, 20 15).
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APPENDIX A

---------------------

"South Carolina is one of the smaller
states in the nation ranking 40th in
land area, yet it is responsible for the
4th largest state-maintained highway
system in the nation"
- Robert]. St. Onge, Jr.
Secretary of Transportation

OVERVIEW
This document represents the Strategic Management Plan (SMP) for the South Carolina Department ofTransportation
(SCDOT). This Plan forms an orderly, logical, and disciplined approach in managing SCDOT's many responsibilities. The Plan
conforms to other required development documents such as the Statewide Multimodal Plan and the Statewide Transit
Plan. SCDOT also ensures that the Plan aligns with the evolving performance-based management directives to the states
outlined in the federal surface transportation legislation, Moving Ahead for Progress in the 2l't Century (MAP-21).
The SMP is dynamic and adaptive, so modifications are made when required or needed. The SMP is based upon a
detailed analysis of SCDOT's statutory mission, state laws, guidance from the Governor, direction from the Transportation
Commission, and the requirements imposed on the state by the federal government. It is also based upon analysis of
threats and risks to SCDOT's abilities to accomplish its mission to acceptable standards. These two analyses result in
priorities and the identification of Critical Management Areas (CMAs). The CMAs are further defined by a series of goals,
objectives, tasks, and metrics. This is the basis for the development of the business plans for each activity. The process is
completed through periodic assessments and the resulting recommendations for change. Further detail on the evolution
of the SMP can be found in the Appendices.

VISION
This statement captures the essence of SCDOT's focus and direction and intends to give unity and clarity to individual and
collective efforts to accomplish the agency's mission. The agency strives to provide Infrastructure and effective support for a
healthy South Carolina economy through smart stewardship of al l available resources.

SCDOT Vision: To provide safe, reliable transportation systems.
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Updated July 1, 2013

MISSION (SC Code Section 57-1-30)
"The Department shall have as its functions and purposes the systematic planning, construction, maintenance, and operation
of the state highway system and the development of a statewide intermodal and freight system that is consistent with the
needs and desires of the public.
The department shall coordinate all state and federal programs relating to highways among all departments, agencies, and
other bodies politic and legally constituted agencies of this State and the performance of such other duties and matters as
may be delegated to it pursuant to law. The goal of the department is to provide adequate, safe, and efficient transportation
services for the movement of people and goods."

VALUES
Service (to our State, it's people and visitors)
Commit ment (to excellence)
Delivery (of projects on time to high standards)
O pportun ity (to make a difference)
T rust (from our customers)

PRIORITIES
In light of limited resou rces, SCDOT determined its broad genera l priorities listed below. A list of requ irements that cannot
be resou rced w ill be developed and priorit ized. The requirements wil l be resourced fol lowing the priorit ized sequence.

Priorities
Actively seek all available resources and apply them prudently to ach ieve mission requirements in accordance with the law,
Commission decisions, Governor's guidance, and common sense.
Ensure SCOOT remains compliant with MAP-21 and other federal laws and regulations in order to maintain an uninhibited flow
of federal transportation funds to South Carolina.
Optimize the impact of limited highway resources through focus on safety, early intervention to preserve the existing system,
and major corridors with the greatest impact on the traveling public, commerce and economic development.
Maintain a robust and National Bridge Inspection Standards-compliant program to inspect and monitor all public bridges and
to repair and replace them in accordance with Commission-approved priorities.
Establish a comprehensive Human Capital Investment Program focused on the training, development, safety and well ness of
the workforce in order to ensure that SCOOT can attract, develop, and retain the employees needed for future success.
Establish and execute a management system, supported in part by a comprehensive enterprise Information Technology-based
system, which ensures proper controls are in place, activities are assessed regularly for compliance, and corrective actions are
immediate and effective.
While protecting the environment, take all necessary steps with appropriate regulatory agencies, other governmental entities,
and conservation and environmental groups to build a mu lti-option mitigation program in an effort to speed the permitting
process.
Achieve strong, cooperative and collaborative relationships with key government entities and other stakeholders in the
transportation arena.
Reshape the size of the State Highway System and work with counties and municipalities to reduce segmentation, and
elimination of excess properties.
Develop and aggressively deliver an information campa ign to enhance the trust, confidence, and support of the public, the
Legislature and all key partners through education and information about the activities of SCOOT and the agency's funding
requirements.
4
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CRITICAL MANAGEMENT AREAS
Based on the mission, risk analyses,
and determination of agency
priorities, SCOOT grouped tasks
and requirements, into six Critical
Management Areas (CMAs). The
six CMAs convey how they are
interconnected and relate to
the mission and vision.
Workforce forms the bedrock and
is the foundation of the organization
to carry out management plans.
SCOOT is an agency of dedicated
professionals who perform all
tasks critical to achieve the
agency's vision and mission.
Next, key constituents are
represented by the CMAs
of Customer Service and
Partnerships. Agency customers
are the citizens of South Carolina,
as well as all of the motoring public,
transit riders, and businesses who deserve prompt
and courteous attention to needs and concerns. SCOOT
has many important partners without whom it could not
be successful. These partnerships range from contractors,
consultants, and suppliers, to civic groups and governmental
entities at all levels. Working in harmony with all of these partners is vital to success.
At the next level of the management scheme are CMAs that define "how" SCOOT manages. Stewardship involves the
smart and prudent management of resources. This CMA also ensures that management controls are in place, properly
monitored, and that SCOOT is truly meeting its fiduciary responsibilities in spending the tax dollars entrusted to the
agency.
Planning is another broad CMA, which incorporates the requirements of MAP-21, asset management, and performance
based management. It also includes agency planning interfaces with Metropolitan Planning Organizations and Councils
of Governments, and an integrated budget process.
At the top of the agency's management structure is Transportation Systems and Infrastructure. This CMA addresses
core functions specified in the mission: the planning, construction, maintenance, and operation of the state highway
system; the overwatch of management and the development plans for rail, freight, and intermodal systems; and the
coordination and support to locally controlled transit operations. This CMA addresses most directly"what"we deliver.
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Critical Management Area:
WORKFORCE
WORKFORCE is a CMA because SCDOT employees are the foundation of this
agency. As the CMA title implies, employees perform the work of SCDOT, accomplish
the broad mission, achieve the vision, and strive to satisfy the goals and objectives of
all CMAs. SCDOT's ability to attract, hire, train, develop, and retain ta lented employees
is key to its success. SCDOT must establish and ma intain a work environment in which
al l employees are treated with dignity and respect and all adhere to the ethical standards
expected of public employees. Central to achieving a hea lthy work climate is leadership. Supervisors
must set a proper example and regularly communicate with their employees so that work expectations
are clear and performance feedback is both constructive and collaborative. The human resources staff
must be accessible and convey an attitude of support and care. They wil l ensure that all employees
understand benefit programs and personnel policies. CMA WORKFORCE ma intains organizational
documents, manages staffing requirements and works in close cooperation with CMA STEWARDSHIP to
ensure personnel resources support personnel requirements. CMA WORKFORCE also ensures that safety,
hea lth and wel lness programs are sound and effective.

Goa11 : Establish and sustain a work environment characterized by positive, engaged
leadership, strong adherence to ethical behavior, and fairness in which all employees
are treated with dignity and respect.
Objective A: The public perceives SCDOT as ethical with a decreasing number of
founded complaints concerning employee behavior.
Task 1:
Supervisors receive appropriate training in order to recognize and prevent
harassment and discrimination, and resolve conflicts effectively.
Task 2:
Al l employees receive ethics training.
Metric 1: All employees complete the ethics training course every two years.
Metric 2: All new supervisors receive sexual harassment/workplace violence training
within the fi rst six months of becoming a supervisor.
Metric 3: Al l new supervisors are trained in Essence of Leadership w ith in t he first six
months of becoming a supervisor.
Objective B: Supervisors are required to commun icate with their employees to ensure
work expectations are clear and that performance feedback is both
constructive and co llaborative.
Task 1:

Supervisors must complete Employee Performance Management System
documents on all employees annually (i .e. Planning Stage by April 30th,
Midyear Evaluation by September 30th, and Annual Evaluations by March
17th).

Task 2:

Mid-year performance documents wil l be sentto the Headquarters' Human
Resources Office by September 30th of each year.

Metric 1: A mid-year evaluation must be completed on each employee with the
exception of employees in Trial Status.
Metric 2: Human Resources Office audits 10% of the mid-year evaluations.
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Goal 2: Develop a comprehensive Human Capital Investment Program capable of effectively
integrating manpower management, centralized training management and career
development planning that will enable SCDOT to attract, hire, train, develop and retain
talented and versatile people who are key to our success.
Objective A: Complete a manpower management review and establish an enduring
manpower management process that ensures fu lltime equivalent (FTEs) are
managed within SCOOT's budget.
Task 1:
Task 2:
Task 3:
Task 4:
Metric:

Conduct phased manpower review to identify space requirements for FTEs,
outsourcing and requirements that exceed resourcing limits.
Manage and maintain a centra lized vaca ncy pool for FTE positions.
Conduct on-goi ng analysis of all manpower data and provide updates as
part of the PRAM process.
Implement manpower management.
A central ized management system that will provide time ly and accurate
information to senior leaders in order to prioritize requirements and faci litate
manpower decisions that ensures positions are filled within 12 months of
becoming vacant.

Objective B: Build a centra lized training management program.
Task 1:
Task 2:
Task 3:
Task 4:
Metric :

Determine training requirements for the agency.
Build a model that effectively allows training to be centrally managed, but
admin istered de-centrally.
Develop tools and process for key leaders to use and manage in planning
and administering training .
Implement a centralized managed training program.
A training program that engages leadership, links individual training with
organizational collective tasks and invests in a plan to better develop
employees.
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· Objective C: Develop a career development program that is relevant to all SCOOT
employees.
Task 1:

Task 2:
Metric:

Build a career development plan conceptual model that identifies career
functional branches and integrates training requirements and job experience
values.
Implement, manage and sustain the program.
A program that invests in employees, rewards initiative, and values employees'
desires to plan their SCOOT future.

Goal3: Revitalize programs and develop an investment strategy in order to enhance safety,
health, and well ness programs for all employees.
Objective A: Employees are provided a safe working environment.
Task 1:
Task2:

Task3:

SCOOT employees are trained on safety policy changes by their r~sponsible
offices.
Supervisors and employees are held accountable for the enforcement and
compliance of safety polices via the Employee Performance Management
System (EPMS).
Create an Agency Employee Occupational Safety Council and subordinate
council within each district to analyze trends and to develop countermeasures.

Metric 1: Safety polices are being enforced.
Metric2: Workplace safety deficiencies are identified and countermeasures are
developed and implemented.
Metric3: Reduction of OSHA recordable injuries and vehicle accidents.
Objective B: Employees are provided a "Fit to Task" program, which encourages healthy
lifestyles.
Task 1:
Task 2:
Task 3:
Task 4:
Task 5:
Metric:

Establish liaisons with various health organizations to create a baseline of
recommended fitness to task evaluations.
Create opportunities for employees to participate in healthy lifestyles
programs.
Establish an annual health screening either with SCOOT or with a personal
health care provider.
Require all employees who incur a workplace injury to complete a post injury
drug and alcohol test.
Require all employees in safety sensitive positions to participate in random
drug and alcohol screenings.
An employee wellness program is adopted that promotes wellness by
various incentives.

Objective C: Provide unit and individual safety awards and incentives.
Task 1:
Task 2:

Develop unit safety awards criteria.
Develop individual safety awards criteria.

Metric:

Work units and outstanding individual safety achievements are identified
and recognized.
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Critical Management Area:
CUSTOMER SERVICE
CUSTOMER SERVICE is a CMA integral to the delivery of all SCDOT products
and services. For SCDOT to provide great customer service and maintain public
trust, it must identify and understand its customers and adapt to improve the way
those needs are met. Exceptional customer service requires that SCOOT exceed
expectations. Today, customer expectations are higher than ever and customers want
to interact with SCDOT on their own terms with timely, accurate, easy-to-understand
information and reporting, delivered via their channel of choice.

Goa11: Create a culture of exceptional customer service.
Objective:

SCDOT leadership must communicate the importance of customer
service and ensure that all employees understand how their work serves
both internal and external customers.

Task 1:

Develop an effective customer service training program for al l SCDOT
employees and engage 100 percent of the workforce.

Task 2:

Develop a vision and plan for customer service/workforce branding.

Metric 1: All employees complete training.
Metric 2: Supervisors conduct regularly scheduled staff meetings to discuss
customer service.
Metric 3: Vision is instilled into culture.
Goal 2: Provide consistent, professional and timely service to all customers.
Objective:

SCDOTwill provide consistent service and response statewide. Customers
wil l be able to provide input, request service, and gather information
(plans, solicitations, etc.) across all platforms and get the same level of
response.

Task 1:

Develop standards of customer service for email, telephone, letters,
voicema il, meetings and web.
Identify customers by type and needs.
Conduct fol low-up surveys of customers.

Task 2:
Task 3:

Metric 1: Number of business days to respond.
Metric 2: Survey resu lts.
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PARTNERSHIPS has been identified as a CMA because SCOOT relies heavily
on its partners to advance initiatives that address transportation needs in
South Carolina. SCOOT partners with government officials and agencies, with
regional development groups and non-governmental organizations, with industry
and various associations, and with citizens groups to maxi mize achievement of our
mission. Positive relationships with public and private sector partners help SCDOT to
see itself more clearly, to understand the needs and desires of its partners, and to act on those insights
when appropriate. The PARTNERSHIP CMA has major overlap with the CMAs of PLANNING and CUSTOMER
SERVICE because of the agency's extensive planning responsib ilities and constituent services that require
excel lent communication among stakeholders in those three CMAs.

"Intermodal transportation includes highways, rail, maritime, and
public mass transit. This transportation system is key to jobs and economic
development in SC and the broader region serviced by the State."
- Secretary of Transportation Robertj St. Onge,Jr.
Goall: Achieve and maintain strong, cooperative and collaborative partnerships with key
government agencies, and civic and advocacy groups.
Objective A: Develop or strengthen formal liaisons or partnering agreements, where
helpful, with partners that provide funding or regulatory oversight.
Taskl:
Task 2:
Task 3:

Meet with partners to identify issues of mutual interest and begin
dialogue on formal agreements.
Revise or write partnering agreements. Renew as needed.
Establish schedules for each partner.

Metric 1: Inaugural meetings and then frequency of partnering meetings after.
Metric 2: Success of getting agreements amended and/or in place.
Metric 3: Staying on schedule with meetings and incorporating feedback in future
agreements.
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Objective B: Engage advocacy groups and political subdivisions in development of
beneficial state legislation.
Task 1:
Meet with partners to identify issues of mutual interest and establish a
process to formally communicate impact of legislation.
Task 2:
Use the Governor's Regulatory Review Task Force as a platform to
work with partners to develop legislation that stream lines regulatory
processes that are a burden to business.
Task 3.:
Establish schedules.
Metric 1: Inaugural meetings and then frequency thereafter; a documented
process.
Metric 2: Successful passage of legislation that streamlines regulatory processes.
Objective C: Identify federal issues and communicate with members of congressional
delegations and staff.
Task:

Submit quarterly newsletter to congressional members and staff to
inform them on SCDOT matters and potential impacts of legislation.

Metric 1: A forma l, documented process; actual sharing of information .
Metric 2: Staying on schedule with publications.
Goal 2: Educate partners on SCOOT mission, goals and accomplishments; listen effectively
to partner needs/concerns.
Objective A: Develop information briefings that can be easily interpreted and
delivered.
Task 1:
Reinstitute and promote SCDOT Speaker's Bureau.
Ta sk 2:
Develop and use a feedback tool for all speakers to use after speaking
engagements.
Metric 1: Number of times speakers are utilized.
Metric 2: Percent of survey responses received.
Metric 3: Achieve 75% positive feedback.
Objective B: Increase communications and broaden vehicles used to do so.
Task 1:
Task 2:

Strength en and promote agency publications on SCDOT's webs ite and
encourage feedback.
Publish a daily posting on positive news or agency facts on socia l media
outlets.

Metric 1: Ability to centralize all publications, the amount of "hits" and feedback
received.
Metric 2: Staying on schedule
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The PLANNING CMA is dedicated to the intermodal planning, project development,
right-of-way acquisition, del ivery of plans and specifications, and the necessary
environmental documentation and permits for the state's TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS
AND INFRASTRUCTURE. Thi s effort shall be accomplished by a dedicated WORKFORCE, in
concert w ith CMA STEWARDSH IP and in effective PARTNERSHIP with our local, state, federal, and professiona l
partners, as we ll as the genera l citizenry of the state.

Goal 1: Establish and maintain a long-range transportation vision to define the priorities of
citizens, tourists, and businesses of the State.
Objective:

In accordance with MAP-21, finalize and publish the Statewide Multimodal
Transportation Plan which identifies and establishes planning guidance to
both federa l and state resources in support of economic and development
policies in South Carolina.

Task 1:

Identify key stakeholders of the state and establish a collaborative, recurring
process for producing and maintaining a Statewide Multimoda l Plan.
In federal fiscal yea r 2014, adopt and publish a Statewide Mu ltimoda l Plan.
Annua lly review the Statew ide Mu ltimodal Plan to ensure its goa ls and
objectives match the state's econom ic development policies.

Task 2:
Task 3:
Metric:

Multimoda l Plan is approved by FHWA and endorsed by key state participants.

Goal 2: Optimize time to deliver engineering projects to contract letting.
Objective A: Achieve systematic workflow process for each project development group.
Task 1:

Task 3:

Publish workflow process analysis and documentation for each area
responsible for project development.
Identify work processes that improve accuracy of anticipated completion
dates for contract lettings.
Develop method for tracking accuracy of project schedu les.

Metric:

Identify percentage of projects that achieve development targets.

Task 2:
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Objective B: Reduce the time to obtain environmental permits.
Task 1:
Task 2:

Develop an environmental compliance training program.
Build a multi-option wetland and stream mitigation program to utilize the
in-lieu fee programs that are approved by the US Army Corp of Engineers.

Metric 1: Conduct internal and external compliance training.
Metric 2: Track average time required for each permit type.
Objective C: Improve planning responsibilities of project selection and project
programming based on MAP 21 guidelines to support Metropolitan Planning
Organizations (MPO) and Councils of Governments (COG).
Task 1:
Task 2:

Incorporate MAP-21 guidelines into MPO and COG project selection
processes.
Establish formal review process by SCDOT that validates planned projects
for scope and budget prior to being incorporated into the Statewide
Transportation Improvement Plan.

Metric:

Publish all MPO and COG MAP-21 compliant program updates

Objective D: Improve the efficiency and timely use of Value Engineering in the project
development process.
Task 1:

Review the process and plan that establishes Value Engineering and evaluate
its timing and effectiveness in preconstruction project development process.

Metric:

Adopt amended process for Value Engineering in project delivery.

.Objective E: Establish an agency plan to utilize the Design Build method of project
delivery.
Task 1:

Develop a formal process and plan that establishes guidance and the use of
resources to support a plan for the use of Design Build construction method.

Metric:

Adopt and publish formal agency process for the Design Build Method of
project delivery.

Goal 3: Advocate for increased County Transportation Committee (CTC) spending on the state
system.
Objective:
Task 1:

Task2:
Task3:
Metric:

Increase the amount of funding CTCs allocate on the state system.
Establish formal guidance to identify attendance at all regularly scheduled
CTC meetings by a Resident Construction Engineer or Resident Maintenance
Engineer.
Have District office staff to attend at least one CTC meeting annually.
Quarterly, submit complete resurfacing packages or other engineering
projects for CTC consideration.
Quantify the number and amount of CTC programming requests for work on
the state system.
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Critical Management Area:
STEWARDSHIP

STEWARDSHIP has been identified as a CMA because SCOOT is committed
to smart and prudent management of its resources. Effective STEWARDSHIP
ensures that management controls are in place and properly monitored so that
we meet our fiduciary responsib ilities in spending the tax dollars entrusted to
us. This responsibility shall be fulfilled through project oversight activities to ensure
compliance with federal and state requirements, maintaining adequate operating policies and procedures,
a sound accounting system with proper interna l controls, and appropriate independent audit activities.
Effective PLANNING and implementation ofTRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS & INFRASTRUCTURE projects also
facilitates proper STEWARDSHIP of the resources entrusted to the agency.

Goal 1: Optimize the management of financial operations.
Objective A: Achieve a reliable, rolling 3-year cash flow model for use as a financia l and
management tool.
Task 1:
Task 2:
Task 3:
Task 4:

Change the internal structure of the cash flow model so that it contains the
basic components of SCOOT financial statements.
Expand the cash flow model to include a ro lling 3-year forecast.
Analyze actual versus projected month end cash.
Refine the model components as necessary to enhance their predictive
quality.

Metric 1: Projected month-end cash balance over the next 12 months is no lower than
$50M.
Metric 2: Actual month end cash ba lance is no lower than $50M.
Objective B: Ensure all requests for payments are identified, validated and processed
promptly.
Task:
Identify operational or business practices that prohibit requests for payments
from being processed promptly and take corrective action.
Metric:
Achieve 95% of va lidated payment requests are paid within 30 ca lendar days.
Objective C: Strategically plan and execute monthly requests for federal reimbursements.
Task1:
Task 2:
Task 3:
Metric:

Request at least two federa l re imbursements per month.
Publish an Accounting calendar identifying the planned monthly quantity
and timing of federal reimbursement requests.
Submit monthly federal reimbursement requests within 3 business days of
the planned date.
Cash flow is managed by schedul ing federa l reimbursement requests in
a manner that ensures va lidated payment requests are made within 30
calendar days.
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Objective D: Deploy finan cia l reports for use in maintaining fiscal responsibility.
Task 1:

Task 2:

Task 3:
Metric:

Develop and provide to the SCOOT Commission and Senior Leadership a
comprehensive monthly financial report capturing revenue and expense
streams.
Develop and distribute monthly budget and expenditure reports to SCOOT
unit managers which are presented in a manner to assist in the effective use
and allocation of available resources.
Implement a comprehensive budget process resulting in the creation of a
biennia l budget plan.
Agency cost centers manage spending at a level consistent with available
resources.

Goal 2: Optimize the management of all SCOOT financial resources.
Objective A: Maximize leverage capability of limited state resources by ensuring the full
federal aid program is achieved.
Task 1:
Task 2:
Task 3:
Metric:

Ensure that federal aid dollars are monitored carefully and unused project
dollars are relea sed and reprogrammed for appropriate activities.
Establish policy and threshold for combined advance construction and debt.
Prepare and monitor a list of all projects vulnerable to potentia l repayment to
the FHWA. FTA. and FRA.
All available federal aid obligation limitation is utilized including any afterAugust redistribution.
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Objective 8: Offset the demand on state resources as match for the federal aid program
by maximizing innovative financing opportunities.
Task 1:
Task2:
Task3:

Generate and utilize soft match credits and local matching fund opportunities.
Execute an Indirect Cost Recovery Plan.
Finalize Freight Plan in order to maximize reimbursement ratio and eligibility
under MAP-21.

Metric:

Achieve a reversal of the downward trend in the funding levels available for
the state program.

Objective C: Implement a system for cost-control across all major elements of expense.

Task3:

Identify major elements of expense and their components.
Develop a plan to identify, evaluate and implement cost reduction
opportunities.
Deploy more efficient IT and operational technologies.

Metric:

Achieve an annualized operating expense reduction of 1% each year.

Task 1:
Task2:

Goal3: Establish the centralized oversight and effective management of SCOOT Procurement
functions.
Objective A: Deploy a systematic approach to SCOOT's procurement activities to ensure
compliance with state and federal requirements.
Task 1:
Task2:
Task3:

Enumerate all procurement functions throughout SCOOT.
Restructure the SCOOT Procurement Division to provide oversight and
assistance with all procurement functions throughout SCOOT.
Publish updated procurement processes and procedures for use in the
agency's daily business operations.

Metric 1: Reduce the number of findings on procurement audits and reviews by
oversight agencies.
Metric2: Achieve an increase in the procurement authority levels delegated to SCOOT
at the state level.
Goal4: Maximize the utility of the SCOOT Information Technology Enterprise System.
Objective:

Develop a comprehensive plan that leads to better utilization of the Enterprise
System and facilitates efficient and effective management.

Task 1:

Task 3:

Prepare a comprehensive analysis of all SCOOT systems identifying archaic
systems and devices.
Determine if SCEIS can replace, supplement or be integrated to provide a
more cohesive system architecture.
Develop and implement electronic file storage and utilization standards.

Metric:

Present a concept and investment plan to SCOOT's IT Council.

Task 2:
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Critical Management Area:
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS &
INFRASTRUCTURE

Transportation
Systems&
Infrastructure

The TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS & INFRASTRUCTURE (TS&I) CMA largely involves
the products that SCDOT is responsible for facilitating and delivering to its customers
and public partners in a safe and efficient manner. Focus is on activities central to the
state's economic growth and development efforts, within the limitations of existing resources. Activities
typically involve highway and public transit projects, system management and operation activities, and
safety activities. Because of these activities, the TS&I CMA closely aligns with and benefits from CMAs of
PLANNING, PARTNERSHIPS and STEWARDSHIP. Coordinated planning and development activities with the
SC Department of Commerce and State Ports Authority illustrate the merits of these partnerships. It is the
TS&I CMA that most directly impacts the lives and livelihood of the state's citizens and businesses on a daily
basis.

Goal1: Support of Asset Management Plans consistent with MAP-21 .
Objective:

Task 1 :
Task 2:
Task 3:
Task 4:
Task 5:
Task 6:
Metric 1:
Metric 2:
Metric 3:
Metric 4:
Metric 5:
Metric 6:

Develop a risk- and performance-based asset management plan for the
National Highway System (NHS) to improve or preserve asset condition
and system performance, including public transit assets funded through
SCDOT.
Establish performance measures to achieve desired pavement and bridge
conditions established for Interstate and NHS routes.
Evaluate the condition of pavements on the NHS and make appropriate
adjustments in resources.
Evaluate the condition of bridges on the NHS and make appropriate
adjustments in resources.
Establish performance measures of NHS performance.
Evaluate the performance on the NHS and make appropriate adjustments
in resources.
Establish asset management performance measures based on
manufacturers or other useful life standards.
Measures are defined and approved.
Condition of pavements annually on the NHS are reported.
Condition of bridges annually on the NHS are reported.
Measures are defined and approved.
Annual performance on the NHS are reported.
90% Of public transit agencies develop and maintain approved Asset
Management Plans on an annual basis.

Goal 2: Implement a multimodal maintenance program that maximizes preservation of our
state's transportation infrastructure.
Objective A:

Prioritize pavement rehabilitation in a manner that reduces the percentage
of state strategic (NHS and Freight network) corridor highway miles moving
from a "fair" to "very poor" rating.

Task:

Allocate resources in a manner to maintain or improve the NHS.

Metric

Annual rate of change of highways fall ing into the "poor" category by
International Roughness Index rating category.
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Objective B:
Task:
Metric:

Objective C:

Ensure that public transit vehicles for which SCDOT holds title are not in
general public transit service beyond the designated useful life.
Prioritize implementation of a vehicle replacement program that utilizes
the recommended useful life as a guide.
80% of active duty transit vehicles for which SCDOT holds title are within
FTA's prescribed useful life.
Ensure that transit agencies operating services and capital replacement
commensurate with current and forecasted tangible revenue sources.

Task:

Require public transit agencies to develop and adhere to an approved
Operations and Capital Replacement Plan on an annual basis.

Metric:

90% of transit agencies develop and adhere to an approved, fiscallyconstrained operations and capital replacement plan.

Goal 3: Ensure that federal resources expended on preconstruction and other transportation
infrastructure activities are for projects that are highly likely to be taken to completion.
Objective:

Review and update the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program
(STIP) project programming categories to ensure that funding is available.

Task 1:

Verify available funding for al l projects programmed in years 1-3 of both
the State Program and the STIP to complete construction at the time of the
initial design programming.
Complete compliance and oversight reviews of at least six transit systems
annually.

Task 2:

Metric 1: Perform biennial review of the state and federal programs.
Metric 2: 100% of projects identified in the STIP can be completed based on
reasonable availability of funding.
Metric 3: Number of transit systems reviewed annually.
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Goal4: Maximize expenditures on safety projects with demonstrable impact in reducing the
occurrence of crashes.
Objective:

Task 1:
Task2:
Task3:

Task4:

Based on data driven analyses, identify and prioritize spot highway safety
projects or systematic highway safety improvement to reduce fatalities and
crashes.
Implement systematic highway safety improvement in accordance with
the emphasis areas established in the Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP).
Measure effectiveness of safety projects.
Implement a systematic improvement program to reduce the percentage
of at-grade rail crossing locations with higher-than-average incident rates
on an annual basis.
Develop a safety and security check list to be used to conduct on-sight
review of transit agencies' emergency readiness.

Metric 1: Reduction in numbers of fatalities and serious injuries on an annual basis.
Metric2: Reduction in rates of fatalities and serious injuries on an annual basis.
Metric 3: Reduction in the percentage of at-grade rail crossing locations with higher
than average incident rates.
Metric4: 90% of public transit agencies develop and adhere to approved Safety and
Security Plans on an annual basis.
GoalS: Execute a bridge management program that is highly compliant with National Bridge
Inventory System (NBIS) requirements.
Objective A:
Task 1:

Task2:
Task3:

Meet or exceed FHWA NBIS metrics.
SCOOT bridge management teams will be fully staffed and resourced to
meet requirements and provide sufficient equipment and budgetary
authority to meet this objective.
Periodic reviews will occur with FHWA staff for feedback and to ensure
program goals are being maintained.
Critical Highway Maintenance Management System (HMMS)
recommendations based on bridge inspections will be performed on
schedule according to the HMMS Business Plan for compliance.

Metric 1: All Bridge inspections will occur on schedule.
Metric2: Quarterly meetings will be held with FHWA staff.
Metric 3: Areas of noted deficiencies will be addressed and progress targets set to
achieve and maintain a compliant rating.
Objective B:

Task 1:

Task2:

Task3:

Utilize the Bridge Management and ACT 114 project evaluation process to
develop and complete an Asset Management Plan for SC Bridges on the
National Highway System.
Develop and implement written procedures to complete and document
the process to be used to develop the Asset Management Plan requirement
of MAP-21 for bridges.
Present the Asset Management Plan to stakeholders to identify resource
and project selection requirements to achieve compliance with national
goals for bridge conditions.
Communicate the Asset Management Plan to transportation stakeholders
on a regular basis.

Metric 1: Publish the Plan.
Metric 2: Provide annual status to stakeholders.
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Goal6: Ensu re state transportation netwo rk moves people and goods as efficiently as possible.
Objective A: Utilize the existing transportation system to facilitate enhanced modal
options for a growing and diverse population and economy.
Task 1:
Task 2:

Promote increase of state public transit ridership.
Meet federally recommended truck travel times and reliability goals.

Metric 1: Percentage change in public transit ridership annually.
Metric 2: Truck travel time index on strategic corridors.
Metric 3: Commuter travel time index on urban interstate corridors.
Objective B:
Task 1:
Task 2:

Task 3:

Identify key bridges, corridors and other transportation infrastructures that
have national, statewide or regional significance.
Complete detour route development and communication plans and
develop a playbook for the identified corridors.
Initiate pre-development and preliminary permit information activit ies for
assets that may have substantial lead t imes involved with replacement or
recovery.
Initiate streamlined negotiation of agreements with state and federal
agencies involved in approvals, including Federal Highway Administration,
Department of Health and Environmental Control and Corps of Engineers.

Metric 1: Detour and communications plans are completed 12 months after
identification of Critical infrastructure.
Metric 2: Pre-development and preliminary activities initiated on the top 5 identified
Critical Infrastructures.
Metric 3: Streamlined approva l/agreements in place within 18 months ofidentification
of Critical Infrastructure.
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Appendix 1
THE MANAGEMENT PLANNING PROCESS
Given our mission and Critical Management Areas (CMAs), SCDOT conducted a risk assessment with responsive mitigation
efforts. The matrix below reflects the initial risk analysis at the macro, departmental level. While these risks are major factors in
identifying management goals and objectives, risks that are more specifi c are identified in each CMA and in each organization,
and contribute to the development of goals, objectives, and metrics. See Figures below.
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GOALS, OBJECTIVES, METRICS
The lead staff division for each of the CMAs worked with other divisions to develop goals and measurable performance
objectives for each priority area. The objectives must be SMART: Specific, Measureable, Attainable, Rea listic, and Timely.
Additionally, SCDOTwill display all goals and objectives on a DASHBOARD, which wil l be updated on a regular basis to reflect
the status of each measure.

BUSINESS PLANS
The Strategic Management Plan drives business plans and budgets of the major activities of SCOOT. Business plans must
include management controls for all important functions and activities. These controls set specific standards to meet and a
schedule of management reviews to ensure the activity's systems are working properly and are prepared for inspection or
audit. Business plans also drive the performance requirements and standards for each employee's planning and evaluation
phase under Employee Performance Management System along with an up-to-date position description and the supervisor's
direction.

MANAGEMENT REVIEW
The CMA goals, objectives and the business plans will be assessed periodica lly in collaboration with the Program and
Resources Analysis Meeting (PRAM). Like the entire plan, goals and objectives are dynamic and adaptable, and can be
changed, replaced, or cancelled. Management will strive to ensure that objectives focus on actions and results that SCOOT
can control and affect. The proponent office for updates and modifications to this plan is SC OOT's Office of the Chief of Staff.
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Appendix 2
RISK ANALYSIS
Risk
Insufficient resources to adequately maintain and
preserve transportation infrastructure and
support economic development

Loss of federal transportation funds due to
non-compliance with MAP-21 and other
requirements

Loss of public trust and confidence through a
perceived lack of SCOOT responsiveness,
transparency, or focus on safety

Mitigation

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.

Insufficient systems and controls in place and
working to properly manage SCOOT or to prevent
serious incidents of fraud or mismanagement

Inadequate preparation for or response to a
natural disaster or prevention of a catastrophic
loss of vital infrastructure

.
.
.
.
.
.

Failure to maintain healthy and functional
relationships with key partners inhibiting mission
achievement

Inability to attract, develop, and retain the
workforce necessary for mission success

.
.
.
.

Present updated analysis of requirements
to legislators, civic groups, and others as frequently as possible
Seek new funding to tackle major capital improvements projects
Complete lntermodai/ Freight study and gain eligibility for more
favorable federal match rates
Preserve state funds by developing expanded ways to use federal
reimbursement, e.g. soft match, etc.
Work to reshape the size of the state highway system; propose
legislation to achieve reshape
In coordination with FHWA develop an Asset Management Plan
compliant with MAP-21
Ensure that federal resources expended on pre-construction activities
are for projects that are highly likely to be taken to completion
Negotiate performance-based management standards and rules that are
realistically aligned with anticipated federal and state resources
Maximize expenditures on safety projects with demonstrable impact
in reducing loss of life
Strive for transparency through education, press releases and
cooperative partnerships
Provide responsive customer and constituent services through a
first-class Customer Service Center
Ensure controls are in place, activities are assessed regularly, and
corrective action taken
Invest in an enterprise system that facilitates efficient and effective
management
Ensure all obligations are entered into the cash management forecast
model and cash balances remain within the directed range
Execute a fully NBIS-compliant bridge program
Identify infrastructure and prepare for safety concerns and/ or major
disruptions to the traveling public, commerce or economic development;
prepare contingency plans to address potential issue
Continue to fully integrate all emergency plans and preparatory activities
with State EMD
Strive to establish solid relations including periodic partnering meeting
with key regulatory agencies in order to speed the permitting process
Build a multi-option mitigation program that facilitates timely project
approval and delivery
Establish a comprehensive Human Capital Investment Program for
employee development that ensures SCOOT
has the future workforce necessary for success
Revitalize policies and invest in programs pertaining to occupational
health, personnel safety and well ness
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Expediting Project Delivery (C19)
July 23, 2013
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• SHRP2 Overview
-What is SHRP2?
-Focus Areas
-Implementation Assistance
• Technical Product Description
• Product Implementation
• Implementation Timeline
• Questions?

Source: Sonoma Land Trust and Ca/trans

SHRP2 C19 I July 2013
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Save lives. Save money. Save time.
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• Products developed from objective, credible research
• Solutions that respond to transportation community
challenges- safety, aging infrastructure, congestion
• Tested products, refined in the field
SHRP2 Solutions offer new technologies and processes to enhance the
efficiency of transportation agencies
SHRP2 C191 July 2013

3

Tools for the Road Ahead
SHRP2 Solutions have the power to change the way
transportation agencies do business.
•

By providing new research-based
tools and innovative products and
processes ...

_.,

That will create more efficiencies and
a smarter use of state and federal
investments of taxpayer dollars.

SHRP2 C191 July 2013

4

Safety: fostering safer driving through analysis of
driver, roadway, and vehicle factors in crashes,
near crashes, and ordinary driving
Renewal: rapid maintenance and repair of the
deteriorating infrastructure using already-available
resources, innovations, and technologies
Capacity: planning and designing a highway
system that offers minimum disruption and meets
the environmental and economic needs of the
community
....

\.

,

I

I

...

I

I \.

Reliability: reducing congestion and creating more
predictable travel times through better operations
SHRP2 C191 July 2013

5

Moving Forward
• Approximately 66 high-priority
products introduced over the next
several years
• Users run the gamut of the
transportation industry
• Selected products integrated into
current transportation practices

SHRP2 C19 I July 2013

6

Proof of Concept Pilot
• Funds for piloting products to evaluate readiness for implementation
• Contractor support to collect data and evaluate the application

Lead Adopter Incentive
• Funds for early adopters to offset implementation cost and mitigate risks
• Recipients required to provide specific deliverables designed to further
refine the product, and possibly "champion" the product to other states
and localities

User Incentive
• Funds for implementation support activities after early adopter use
• Used to conduct internal assessments, build capacity, implement system
process changes, organize peer exchanges, or offset other
implementation costs
SHRP2 C19 I July 2013
7

First Round.at a Glance
• 34 states and the District of Columbia
• 6 SHRP2 Solutions at work on
108 transportation projects
• 2 proof of concept pilots
• 74 lead adopter incentives
• 24 user incentives
• Limited technical assistance to
8 states
SHRP2 C191 July 2013
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8

Capacity

• Expediting Project Delivery (C19)

@Renewal
• Performance Specifications for Rapid Renewal (R07)
• Managing Risk in Rapid Renewal Projects (R09)
• Railroad-DOT Mitigation Strategies (R 16)

SHRP2 C19 I July 2013

9

C19: Expediting Project Delivery

5

R07: Performance Specifications for Rapid
Renewal

4

R09: Managing Risk in Rapid Renewal

4

R 16: Railroad-DOT Mitigation Strategies

4

SHRP2 C191 July 2013

10

General Criteria for Participants
(will vary somewhat among products)
• Geographic diversity of participants
•

Demonstrated culture to implement new products or processes

•

Demonstrated past interest and/or efforts to implement similar
products or processes

•

High commitment to making institutional/organizational changes

• Commitment to conduct demonstration workshops
• Willingness to share experience by facilitating peer-to-peer
activities
• Commitment to dedicate staff to the implementation project
SHRP2 C191 July 2013

11

TOOLS FOR THE ROAD AHEAD

Bringing greater collaboration
for better, faster decisions
Capacity Focus Area Expediting Project Delivery

Challenge
• Navigating the environmental planning process associated with
highway capacity projects can be time-consuming and costly.
• At the same time, elected officials and the public demand that
highway projects be delivered with fewer delays, with greater
transparency and collaboration, and in ways that address
environmental challenges.

Solution
Guidebook that identifies 24 strategies for
addressing or avoiding 16 common constraints
in order to speed delivery of transportation
planning and environmental review of projects.
SHRP2 C19 I July 2013

13

• 13 case studies
• Geographic distribution
• Mostly large projects and
programs

Lessons Learned
Sources

SHRP2 C191 July 2013

14

• Avoiding decisions through continual analysis
• Conflicting resource values
• Difficulty agreeing on impacts or mitigation
• Inability to maintain agreements
• Ineffective internal communication
• Inefficient agency consultation
• Inordinate focus on singular issue
• Insufficient public engagement or
support
SHRP2 C191 July 2013

15

• Issues arise late in process
• Lengthy review/revision cycles
• Negative or critical media coverage
• Relocation process delays
• Revisiting past decisions
• Shortage of staff dedicated to project
development
• Slow decision making
• Stakeholder controversy and opposition
• Unusually large or complex project

SHRP2 C191 July 2013

16

SHRP2 C191 July 2013

17

24 Strategies; Organized in Six Groups (overlap)
1. Improve internal coordination and communication
2. Streamline decision making
3.

Improve resource agency involvement and collaboration

4.

Improve public involvement and support

5.

Demonstrate real commitment to the project

6. Coordinate work across phases of delivery

SHRP2 C19 I July 2013

18

• Facilitation to Align
Expectations
• Risk Management
• Project Change Control
• Readiness Assessment
• Team Co-location

SHRP2 C19 I July 2013

19

• Readiness
Assessment
• Expedited Internal
Review and
Decision Making
• Decision Council

SHRP2 C191 July 2013

20

• Dispute Resolution Process
• Performance Standards
• Real Time Review
• Batched/Programmatic Permits
• Regional Environment Analysis Framework
• Funded Agency Liaisons

SHRP2 C19 I July 2013
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• Planning-level Screening
• Planning and
Environmental Linkages
• Regional Environmental
Analysis Framework
• Tiered NEPA process

SHRP2 C191 July 2013
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• Fewer project delays through earlier and more accurate
prediction of potential problems
• By applying strategies early in planning, subsequent project
development phases can be expedited
• Faster resolution of expected delays by applying proven
mitigation strategies
• Lower project costs as a result of expedited project
development
• Improved public trust through on-time and on-budget project
delivery
SHRP2 C19 I July 2013
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• Implementation Planning Workshop
-May 14-15, 2013
• Implementation Strategy Themes
-Organizational awareness of, and access to, C19 suite of
strategies
-Training and technical resources for executives and
practitioners
-Incentives for collaboration, relationship building, and
knowledge sharing
-Formal implementation of C19 strategies through
guidelines, model agreements, policies, and processes
-Marketing and branding of the C19 suite of strategies
SHRP2 C19 I July 2013
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C19- Expedited Project
Delivery

5

5

• Option for FHWA to facilitate an assessment workshop to
identify constraints and develop an action plan
• DOT/MPO will provide feedback on process and benefits of
product
• DOT/MPO will become champion for product implementation
in other states or to other agencies

SHRP2 C191 July 2013
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Don't
Make your application clear and
.
conc1se

Apply if you do not represent a
state DOT or MPO

Have your project relate to
transportation

Rely on your attachments;
narrative should be complete

Describe specifically what the
funds will be spent on

Be late; applications are due on
September 6

Describe the timeline, outcomes,
and deliverables you expect to
achieve

Forget that implementation
assistance is to advance
Expediting Project Delivery

Expect to share the results of
your project

Focus on a unique process for a
single project

I

SHRP2 C191 July 2013
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• Product Webinars held in July
R16 - Railroad-DOT Mitigation Strategies

July 18

2-3:30 p.m.

C19 - Expediting Project Delivery

July 23

12-1:30 p.m.

R07 - Performance Specifications for Rapid Renewal

July 24

12-1:30 p.m.

R09 - Managing Risk in Rapid Renewal

July 26

12-1:30 p.m.

• Implementation Assistant Timeline
-Application period opens

August 2

- Application period closes

September 6

-Awards announced

Mid-October

• More information at www.fhwa.dot.gov/goshrp2
SHRP2 C191 July 2013
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• State Visits

• SHRP2 Tuesdays
C19 June 4 http://www.trb.org/PianningForecasting/Biurbs/168845.aspx
RO? June 11 http://www.trb.org/Pavements/Biurbs/168927.aspx
R16 July 9 http://www.trb.org/Railroads/Biurbs/169188.aspx
R09 August 20 at 2:00 p.m. ET
SHRP2 C19 I July 2013
..-.

__

.....-.
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• goSHRP2 {launches Aug. 2)
www.fhwa.dot.gov/goSHRP2
- Comprehensive information about
SHRP2's implementation phase
- Launch coincides with opening of
Round 2 Implementation Assistance

• SHRP2 @TRB
www.TRB.org/SHRP2

...

-'\~·

- Information about research phase

---,
·,
- __/ 1

.....

-~-

· - lA

• SHRP2 @AASHTO

Sollll.ktn$ b)' ~· AAloll

http ://SH RP2. transportation .org

•

- Implementation information for
AASHTO members
SHRP2 C191 July 2013
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SHRP2 Implementation Assistance:
Final report:

www.fhwa.dot.gov/goSHRP2

http://www.trb.org/Main/Biurbs/165282.aspx

Assessment:
http://www. transportationforcom mu n ities. com/sh rpcO 1/expediting project
delivery questions new

For more information:
Neel Vanikar

FHWA

Neei.Vanikar@dot.gov

Shannon Eggleston

AASHTO

seggleston@aashto.org

goshrp2@dot.gov
SHRP2 C191 July 2013
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REPORT S2-C19-RR-1

Expedited Planning
and Environmental
Review of Highway
Projects

STRATEGIC HIGHWAY RESEARCH PROGRAM
Accelerating solutions for highway safety, renewal, reltab .rty, md capacity

TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH BOARD

C-18

OF THE NATIONAL ACADEMIES

TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH BOARD 2012 EXECUTIVE COMMinEE*
OFFICERS
Professor ofPlanning, University ofArizona, Tucson
Vice President, Planning, and CIO, Norfolk Southern Corporation, Norfolk, Virginia
ExECUTIVE DIREOOR: Robert E. Skinner, Jr., Transportation Research Board

CHAIR: Sandra Rosenbloom,

VICE CHAIR: Deborah H. Buder, Executive

MEMBERS
Victoria A. Arroyo, Executive Director, Georgetown Climate Center, and Visiting Professor, Georgetown University Law Center, Washington, D. C.
J. Barry Barker, Executive Director, Transit Authority of River City, Louisville, Kentucky
William A. V. Oark, Professor of Geography (emeritus) and Professor of Statistics (emeritus), Department of Geography, University of

California, Los Angeles
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FOREWORD
Stephen J. Andr1e, SHRP 2 Deputy Director

This report will be ofinterest to practitioners who are expediting the delivery oftransportation
projects in the areas oflong-range planning, corridor planning, programming, and environmental review. It describes constraints on expediting project delivery and useful strategies for
achieving expedited delivery. While the strategies and constraints are associated with planning
and environmental review, many of the strategies are applicable to design and construction.
The results of this project are also available on the SHRP 2 website Transportation for
Communities-Advancing Projects through Partnerships (TCAPP). TCAPP provides a series
of self-evaluation questions organized around the constraints to help determine whether an
agency is structured to regularly deliver projects in an expedited manner.

Delay in delivering new transportation projects is a national concern because it increases costs,
prolongs congestion, and denies the nation the economic and mobility benefits of added
transportation capacity. Congress charged the SHRP 2 Capacity focus area with producing
"approaches and tools for systematically integrating environmental, economic, and community
requirements into the analysis, planning, and design of new highway capacity" (emphasis
added). Strategies to expedite project delivery, therefore, must reflect this broad mandate.
Further, to have an impact on the nation, they must become standard practice. This report
identifies strategies that have been successfully used to expedite planning and environmental
review of transportation and some nontransportation projects within the context of existing
laws and regulations.
In this report, 16 common constraints on project delivery are identified from the literature and case studies. Twenty-four strategies are discussed for addressing or avoiding the
constraints. These strategies are grouped into six expediting themes:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Improve public involvement and support;
Improve resource agency involvement and collaboration;
Demonstrate real commitment to the project;
Improve internal communication and coordination;
Streamline decision making; and
Integrate across all phases of project delivery.

The report catalogs the constraints, their potential severity, and the effect they can have on
project delivery. Since it is not always clear to practitioners that they are facing a constraint,
leading and lagging indicators are provided. The likely effects of not addressing a constraint
are categorized as low, medium, and high; multiple strategies are suggested for each severity
category. The report describes each mitigation strategy, links it to the constraints, and
references cases where the strategy was used and to what effect.
A significant but perhaps obvious finding is that benefits do not always accrue in the stage
of a project to which a strategy is applied. For instance, making up-front commitments to
environmental enhancements does not necessarily expedite planning but will likely expedite
later phases, such as NEPA compliance, permitting, design, and possibly construction.

Strategies such as programmatic permits or regional analysis frameworks can expedite project delivery but must be established before the project begins.
All these strategies are associated with cases in which projects were advanced through the
planning and environmental review process faster than usual. Cases for analysis were found
through a review of transportation and nontransportation literature, award programs, projects funded through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA), and a review
provided by the Federal Highway Administration of its internal Environmental Document
Tracking System. The cases were searched using terms associated with expediting delivery.
Analysis of the cases focused on application of a specific expediting strategy, including project attributes that influenced success; constrains that were addressed or proactively avoided;
and lessons learned by the project team through follow-up interviews.
The information in this report and its companion website will be useful to planners and
engineers in state departments of transportation, metropolitan planning organizations, special
transportation authorities, environmental resource agencies, and local governments. The strategies have broad applicability and, although applied to expansion of highway capacity, are
relevant to adding capacity to any transportation mode or major infrastructure development.
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·Executive Summary

The main objectives of this study were to identify, describe, and evaluate effective tools and techniques for expediting the delivery of transportation projects and to present that information so
that it is accessible and useful to practitioners and decision makers. In addition to this report, key
findings will also be available on the Transportation for Communities website (1). That site will
provide tools and information that can be used to understand and implement specific strategies
for expediting project delivery. The literature review indicated !hat the transportation sector
dominates the pool of existing studies and information related to evaluating project delay and
promoting expedited project delivery. The reasons for this are probably twofold: first, completing
the environmental impact statement (EIS) process-a task that consumes a substantial share of
the overall schedule to deliver large, federalized projects--consistently takes longer for transportation projects than for any other sector (2); second, starting in the late 1990s, federal legislation,
executive orders, and policies directed the transportation sector to improve the speed of project
delivery. The last three federal transportation authorization bills have included language aimed
at reducing project delay. Most recently, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) launched
the Every Day Counts initiative, which is "designed to identify and deploy innovation aimed at
shortening project delivery" (3).
Projects can be either delayed or expedited in every phase of delivery. This study was specifically directed to evaluate the earlier phases of delivery that lead up to final design and construction. Nearly all of the strategies described here are implemented during the planning, National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA}, or permitting phases. There are two important points to
make in regard to the timing of the strategies. The benefits of many strategies are not always
realized in the phases in which they are implemented; sometimes the expediting benefits do not
accrue until later phases of project delivery. For example, making up-front commitments to
environmental enhancement during the planning phase of a project will not necessarily expedite
planning, but such commitments are likely to expedite subsequent phases such as NEPA compliance, permitting and design, and possibly even construction. The other important point is that
although programmatic instruments such as programmatic permits or regional analysis frameworks can expedite project delivery, they typically need to be developed before the project begins.
This research began with reviewing existing studies, award programs, agency databases, and
other information relevant to delay and streamlining. The purpose was to begin identifying areas
in which the existing literature was relatively thorough and areas in which it was limited and to
begin identifying potential projects that could provide examples of successful expediting strategies. Research then continued with interviews of members of the teams who had implemented the
identified projects and/or with stakeholders familiar with the project. The strategies were then
evaluated based on the constraints they address, the effect they have on project schedules, general
cost considerations for implementing the strategies, any risks the strategies might introduce, other
benefits of the strategies, and considerations for applying or transferring these strategies to other

1

2
projects. This report includes case study descriptions for many of the projects from which the
strategies have been drawn. However, if the projects are already adequately described in other
documentation or web sites, this report generally refers to those sources rather than repeating
lengthy case study descriptions.
This report presents research methods and findings (Chapter 1), common types of expediting
constraints (Chapter 2), specific strategies that can address these constraints (Chapter 3), and
case studies that provide further illustration of how these constraints have been encountered and
successfully addressed (Chapter 4). The report conclusion (Chapter 5) considers the results of
the study and recommends areas for additional research. The documentation in this report that
is likely to be most immediately useful to practitioners includes
• Constraints and strategy analysis (Chapter 2 ): Constraints to expediting are described and linked
to the strategies that address them. The discussion and presentation of constraints provide diagnostic information that allows a practitioner to identify both leading and lagging indicators for
each of the listed constraints and potential strategies to eliminate or reduce delay.
• Expediting strategies (Chapter 3 ): Each strategy outlines key information, including the project
development phase( s) in which the strategy is applied; the decision points it helps to inform or
expedite (many strategies address multiple decisions); the particular constraints or causes of
delay the strategy addresses; a description of the strategy; examples of specific successful applications of the strategy (including references and links to more information, if available); an
evaluation of the strategy's implications for schedule, cost, risks, benefits, and transferability;
notes about applying the strategy; and lessons learned from previous applications.
The lists of constraints and strategies in this report are not exhaustive. The strategies included
are those that met the criteria described in Chapter 1 and that could be completed within the
time restrictions of the study. The research team began drafting a list of fundamental expediting
themes during the initial phase of the research and refined this list as the research progressed.
The six final expediting themes, with expediting strategies organized by theme, are introduced
in the following sections.

Improve Public Involvement and Support
Building and maintaining public support can be one of the most crucial yet challenging keys to
expediting project delivery. Significant controversy and opposition commonly delay project
delivery. Some of the evaluated strategies that can be applied to public communication and
involvement in order to expedite project delivery include
• Conducting highly responsive public outreach that addresses more than the narrowly defined
transportation objective to improve public interest and engagement;
• Employing principles of context-sensitive solutions to better understand and address community values;
• Hiring a media relations manager to more effectively engage and communicate with media
outlets; and
• Providing up-front commitments to ensure a net benefit to affected resources that are important to stakeholders.

Improve Resource Agency Involvement
and Collaboration
Fostering trust and constructive engagement with resource agencies can minimize or avoid a
variety of factors that delay project delivery. Some strategies include
• Using performance measures in permits to provide assurance to resource agencies (this can
minimize protracted analysis and debate over impacts and mitigation);
• Using concurrent, rather than sequential, review of documents and permits;

3
• Developing programmatic permits and approvals to streamline permitting for individual
projects;
• Developing and using an interagency dispute-resolution process;
• Funding dedicated transportation liaison positions to ensure resource agencies can dedicate
staff to collaborate during project development;
• Using a facilitator to more clearly align expectations up front;
• Being particularly engaged with and responsive to resource agency issues; and
• Providing up-front environmental commitments to proactively address resource concerns.

Demonstrate Real Commitment to the Project
Financial, political, staffing, and other commitments are needed for a project to succeed. A highprofile demonstration, including a commitment to do what is necessary to expedite delivery, can
be a major factor in overcoming challenges and achieving success. Strategies include
• Securing early commitment to construction funding to create momentum, engaging stakeholders, and demonstrating that the project is a high priority;
• Making early commitments to environmental or community enhancements that go beyond
basic regulatory requirements; and
• Empowering a high-profile, project-level decision council with direct access to agency executives and elected officials.

Improve Internal Communication and Coordination
Cumbersome communication within project teams or unclear protocols and responsibilities are
commonly cited constraints that are typically within the direct control of the transportation
agency. Some of the expediting strategies evaluated to improve internal communication and
coordination include
• Establishing protocols and time frames to expedite internal review and decision making (see
the next section on streamlining decision making);
• Conducting a readiness assessment with strategic oversight to ensure the project has the
resources needed;
• Co-locating project teams; and
• Reviewing documents and permits concurrently rather than sequentially.

Streamline Decision Making
Projects cannot start or progress without numerous, periodic decisions, both large and small.
Decisions are often needed within specific time frames to avoid delay, but if made hastily decisions can create more time loss when they must be revisited. Strategies include
• Developing and implementing a process to expedite internal decision making by assigning
clear roles, responsibilities, and time frames for decisions;
• Developing a consolidated decision council of senior agency staff with authority to make most
decisions and with ready access to agency executives; and
• Developing a dispute-resolution process to avoid protracted or stalled debate.

Integrate Across All Phases of Project Delivery
Every phase of project delivery involves analysis, findings, documentation, and decisions that
allow a project to progress. As projects advance from one major phase to the next (e.g., from
planning to NEPA, NEPA to final design, and final design to construction), the responsibility for
implementing project delivery typically transitions from one group or division to another. These
transitions pose risks that previous work and decisions will be reopened or redone either because
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6
the previous work may not adequately support or reflect the needs of the subsequent phase, or
because the previous work may not be understood by those implementing the subsequent phase.
It is important to integrate the considerations, findings, decisions, and documentation across
phases (in both directions) in order to minimize repeating work and reopening decisions. Managing these tasks to expedite project delivery involves ensuring that expectations are well aligned,
data and analysis are transferable across phases, and analysis is well coordinated and focused on
informing decisions. Strategies include
• Leveraging analysis and decisions from planning phases during the NEPA process;
• Employing environmental criteria during planning to better support subsequent project
development;
• Using a tiered NEPA structure to ensure that corridor planning-level work is reliable for subsequent project-level analysis;
• Using facilitated meetings with resource agencies and stakeholders to align expectations up
front; and
• Using change-control practices to manage and reduce unnecessary project changes.

Expediting Strategies by Project Phases
Table ES.l ties the strategies described in this report to specific phases of project delivery and
issues that may be encountered during the project. As noted above and elsewhere in this report,
some strategies expedite the phases in which they are applied, while others help to expedite subsequent phases. The table indicates when to apply each strategy. The particular benefits of each
strategy, including the timing of those benefits, are discussed in Chapter 3. While this study
focuses on describing expediting strategies that can be implemented during the planning, NEPA,
and permitting phases of project delivery, some of these strategies can also be applied during
construction, as indicated in Table ES.l.
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CHAPTER

1

Research Approach

were then evaluated, and a comprehensive account of each
strategy was developed that included

The main objectives of this study were to identify, describe,
and evaluate effective tools and techniques for expediting
delivery of transportation projects and to present that
information so that it would be accessible and useful to
practitioners and decision makers. This study is intended
to add to the growing body of research and understanding
about expediting transportation project delivery, focusing
in particular on the early planning and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) phases of delivery, including
corridor planning. The study also includes strategies that
cross over into the design, permitting, and right-of-way
phase. It is worth noting that strategies implemented in the
early phases typically provide expediting benefits in subsequent phases of project delivery. While the focus of this
research was on specific expediting strategies, this report
also addresses barriers (constraints) and includes focused
case study write-ups to the extent they are needed to understand or evaluate the strategies.
The terms expedited delivery, accelerated delivery, and
streamlining are used in various regulations, executive orders,·
and other directives aimed at reducing delay and speeding
project delivery. In reviewing the existing literature, these
terms are generally used interchangeably. For this report,
expediting is used unless quoting or referring to other documents or programs that have used a different term. This
report does not attempt to build a case for expediting, but
rather to describe the constraints to expediting and to provide useful strategies for achieving expedited delivery.
This research began with a review of existing studies and
information to help refine the research work plan and a preliminary identification of potential projects that could provide examples of expediting strategies. Once a starting list of
strategies and projects was developed, research progressed by
interviewing members of the project teams, staff from
resource agencies involved with the projects, and other stakeholders who could provide insight into the techniques used
to expedite these projects. These techniques, or strategies,

• A description of the strategy;
• The project development phase(s) in which the strategy is
applied;
• The decision points that the strategy can help to inform or
expedite (many strategies address multiple decisions);
• The particular constraint( s) or causes of delay the strategy
addresses;
• Examples of specific successful applications of the strategy
(including references and links to more information when
available);
• An evaluation of the strategy's implications for schedule,
cost, risks, benefits, and transferability;
• Notes about applying the strategy; and
• Lessons learned from previous applications.

Review of Existing Information
and Early Identification of
Potential Expediting Strategies
At the outset of this research, the research team used a literature review and web-based search to better define what is
known and unknown about expediting project delivery. This
process helped to refine the work plan for the research and to
begin identifying potential expediting strategies for further
study. The review included a broad literature review, a webbased search, a review of projects funded through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA), and an updated
review ofFHWXs internal environmental document tracking
system.

Literature Review Approach
The literature review included a search for both transportation and nontransportation studies related to expediting

7

8
project delivery. This review, including a web-based search,
confirmed that the transportation sector appears to be much
more interested than any other sector in studying this topic.
The small number of streamlining studies that did not come
from the transportation sector came primarily from the energy
sector and from local jurisdiction building permitting (this
report includes two case studies of expediting from the energy
sector that provide strategies applicable to transportation).
The emphasis on expediting within the transportation sector appears to have begun in earnest in the late 1990s, probably
in response to a series of federal directives, starting with the
1998 Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21 ).
TEA-21 suggested that environmental streamlining processes
could provide potential solutions to interagency dispute resolution. The FHWA Office of NEPA Facilitation, in collaboration with the U.S. Institute for Environmental Conflict
Resolution, subsequendy developed interagency and intergovernmental conflict-management and dispute-resolution
guidelines (1, 2). Section 1309 ofTEA-21 provided congressional direction for environmental streamlining, including
expedited delivery and cost savings on federalized transportation projects combined with environmental, cultural, and
historic resource protection. Executive Order 13274, signed
in 2002, provided further direction for interagency coordination among federal, state, and local governments and tribes. In
2005, the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation
Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) further refined
the environmental streamlining framework.
Web-Based Search

The internet search for potential streamlining strategies and
related information was guided by the use of a protocol that

detailed how the search would be conducted and documented. The objective of the web-based search was to review
and screen the relevant literature, awards, or recognition for
rapid delivery of highway projects and other published case
studies. Using these criteria, strategies and case studies were
selected for more in-depth investigation. Separate searches
were conducted for transportation projects and nontransportation projects.
The search protocol had an initial list of the electronic
databases, metasearch engines, and library collections to be
searched (see Table 1.1). Databases, search engines, and collections were added or dropped as the search progressed.
In addition, known case studies were reviewed and specific
websites and web pages were targeted, including those of
FHWA, the American Society of Civil Engineers, the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
(AASHTO), the U.S. Department of Energy's NEPA Lessons
Learned Program, and others.
The protocol also specified an initial list of key search
terms and Boolean operators for use in searches. Search terms
were added or dropped as the search progressed, and a list of
the search terms was maintained. The list of streamliningrelated search terms is as diverse as the practice itself. The list
of terms was expanded based on key words used within websites and documents describing streamlining.
While the research team originally assumed that the
selected studies might be evenly balanced between transportation and nontransportation projects, transportationrelated streamlining activities dominated the search results.
As the team has found in the past, few other sectors have
had such a large web presence documenting streamlining
activities. Two notable exceptions include the U.S. Department of Energy's NEPA Lessons Learned Program and the

Table 1.1. Initial List of Databases, Search Engines, and Collections
Databases

AGRICOLA: USDAINAL
AGRICOLA: EBSCOhost
Dissertation Abstracts: FirstSearch
LexisNexis Academic: LexisNexis
PapersFirst: FirstSearch
ProceedingsFirst: FirstSearch

Search Engines

Google Scholar
Google
Bing

Collections

Oregon State Library
Oregon State University Library
Portland State University Library
University of Oregon Library

Note: All university library collections were accessed through the Online Computer Ubrary Center.
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Streamlining the Nation's Building Regulatory Process
project (3).
In addition to these, the team reviewed discussions and
concerns reflected in the Re: NEPA discussion forum hosted
by FHWA (4). The forum captures questions, issues, and solutions from practitioners who participate in the forum.

Review of Executive Order 13274 Efforts
Executive Order 13274 calls on executive departments and
agencies to "take appropriate actions, to the extent consistent
with applicable law and available resources, to promote environmental stewardship in the Nation's transportation system
and expedite environmental reviews of high-priority transportation infrastructure projects." Three key actions were identified for realizing the objectives of Executive Order 13274:
1. Develop and implement administrative, policy, and procedural mechanisms to conduct environmental reviews in
a timely and responsible manner;
2. Advance environmental stewardship in planning, development, and operations and maintenance; and
3. Develop a priority list of transportation projects to receive
expedited agency reviews.

Implementation of Executive Order 13274 is the responsibility of the interagency Transportation Infrastructure
Streamlining Task Force. This task force is responsible for
both selecting the priority transportation projects and promoting the mechanisms and policies to "conduct reviews in
a timely and responsible manner." To achieve these objectives, three work groups were formed by the task force to
analyze the challenges associated with, and to develop recommendations for improving, aspects of project delivery
associated with environmental analysis and documentation
in the following areas:
• Project purpose and need;
• Indirect and cumulatiye impacts; and
• Integrated planning.
The work groups' findings were made in three baseline
reports {5-7) that reflect the key issues listed in the bullet
points above; these reports are briefly discussed in the next
three sections.
PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED

The project purpose and need work group focused its analysis
on determining whether the definition of project purpose and
need contributes to delays in project delivery. The work group
concluded that "there have been sufficient instances of problems and project delays attributed to purpose and need to

frustrate applicants and agencies" (5). Challenges leading to
delay include managing the expectations and conflicting goals
of multiple participating or reviewing agencies. Agencies sometimes have different ideas about how a purpose and need statement must be developed. In practice, individual agencies may
view purpose and need statements only from the perspective of
their individual agency, thus creating disagreements between
agencies regarding the appropriateness of the statement
Environmental review agencies may attempt to assign a
broad role for resource protection in a DOT project Information that should be presented elsewhere, such as an individual
agency's environmental protection goal, is sometimes included
in the purpose and need statement. Such an inclusion, particularly when it is not the primary purpose of the project,
unnecessarily complicates the statement and distracts readers
from the project's true purpose.
Disagreement on how narrow or broad the statement must
be causes disagreement and delay. Resource agencies sometimes
perceive transportation agencies as crafting their purpose and
need statement around a presumed solution to the project,
rather than incorporating a broader statement that stimulates
more consideration of potentially viable alternatives. Purpose
and need statements are sometimes too broadly crafted and
include alternatives that are unreasonable or infeasible.
While merging NEPA and Section 404 processes can be
beneficial, challenges can result from the fact that NEPA purpose and need statements are usually developed before the
Section 404 permitting process is initiated, thus creating the
potential for the alternatives considered during Section 404
review to differ from those developed under NEPA. The different perspectives various federal agencies may bring to the
development of purpose and need statements can "actually
drive differences in approaches to purpose and need." Confusion and frustration can result, for example, "if a Section 404
project purpose is different from the transportation purpose
of the lead agency and leads to different alternatives that may
not address the key transportation needs" (5).
Despite the fact that a variety of agency training tools exist,
the issue of how to effectively deal with "cross-agency purpose
and need concerns identified by agencies and applicants" is
poorly defined.
Recommendations for improving project delivery identified in the purpose and need baseline report include the need
to assess how the fact that different agencies approach, scope,
and interpret purpose and need differendy creates conflict
and affects project delivery timelines. Role clarification
between transportation agencies and other engaged agencies
is needed to improve the purpose and need statement development process and, when necessary, to reinforce the expectation that the transportation agency's perspective will be
given deference in the event that a disagreement capable of
causing long delays occurs. Interagency guidance should be
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developed to address "the need for responsibly scoped, concise, and dearly written purpose and need statements" (5).
The guidance should provide examples of acceptable purpose
and need statements, and it should clarify any special considerations that may apply (e.g., the issue of the appropriateness
of including economic development in the purpose and need
statement depending on project specifics).
INDIRECT AND CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The NEPA permitting process requires the evaluation of a
proposed project's direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts.
Indirect impacts are defined as those "which are caused by the
action and are later in time or farther removed in distance, but
are still reasonably foreseeable." Cumulative impacts, as
defined in 40 CFR, Parts 1508.7 and 1508.8, are "the impacts
on the environment [that] result from the incremental impact
of the action when added to other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions."
Recognizing the common challenges of evaluating indirect
and cumulative impacts that impede the environmental
review of transportation projects, the indirect and cumulative
impacts work group developed a baseline report that summarizes laws pertaining to indirect and cumulative impacts,
identifies training programs available to help practitioners to
better evaluate these impacts, and describes case studies with
noteworthy practices regarding indirect and cumulative
impacts (6). This 2005 report also presents the challenges of
accounting for indirect and cumulative impacts that reduce
the expediency of environmental review of transportation
projects, as well as solutions for overcoming these challenges.
The challenges and recommendations identified by the work
group are summarized below.
Practitioners increasingly recognize the importance of identifying and accounting for indirect and cumulative impacts in
preparing and reviewing environmental permitting documents.
While there is a trend toward greater accounting and scrutiny
in the review of transportation infrastructure projects, this
increased awareness has not translated to a consistent analysis
of indirect and cumulative impact assessment in environmental
impact statements (EISs). Further, the work group's review of
existing EISs found significant differences in the degree to
which these impacts were addressed, if they were addressed at
all. The work group's findings were that these areas tended to be
misunderstood and/or neglected.
Based on this analysis, the work group identified several
pervasive issues related to the evaluation of indirect and
cumulative impacts. The analysis noted a lack of recognition
of the difference between indirect impacts and cumulative
impacts. In addition, there was confusion over what impacts
must be analyzed and how to capture causality, especially in
regard to the determination of significant impacts. A lack of

rigorous analysis and confusion over analytical issues such as
proper boundaries for analysis, approaches, and documentation requirements were also identified as key problems.
In addition to commenting on these challenges, practitioners
at state DOTs, FHWA division offices, and research agencies
provided feedback on the training and guidance currently
available to address indirect and cumulative impacts. Their
concerns (which are presented here as challenges) over existing guidance and training programs included the following:
• More specific guidance is needed for transportation agencies, including case studies that demonstrate examples of
how indirect and cumulative impacts have been evaluated
in the past.
• Federal training programs typically evaluate indirect and
cumulative impacts separately, while state DOTs and
FHWA tend to categorize the evaluation of these impacts
together. This lack of consistency creates interagency confusion over terms and fragments existing training efforts.
• Training opportunities are not consistently available to the
practitioners with the greatest needs.
• Cumulative impact assessment is the subject of several
courses. However, there is a lack of information and disagreement between transportation and resource agencies
in regard to the evaluation of indirect impacts.
The work group developed several recommendations for
increasing agreement and coordination between transportation and resource agencies when evaluating indirect and
cumulative effects. Early coordination between transportation
and research agencies is critical to identifying the resources
most likely to be affected by indirect and cumulative impacts
and to reaching agreement on the most appropriate methodology and analysis to investigate impacts, including the establishment of a shared vision of the appropriate boundaries for
analysis. The work group recommended that practitioners use
geographic information systems (GISs) and transportationland use models to better characterize the regional indirect
and cumulative impacts of propose!i projects. While the use of
GIS and models provides information, there is considerable
uncertainty in using models; as a result, review may be expedited by assembling a panel of experts who can agree on what,
if any, .are reasonable project impacts. While indirect and
cumulative impacts are typically reviewed at the project development stage, there is a significant opportunity to improve the
process by shifting the discussion of indirect and cumulative
impacts to the planning stage, when it may be easier to integrate land use, transportation; and environmental planning.
Another opportunity identified was local governments, which
have authority over land use decisions and are in a position to
help avoid or mitigate potential adverse indirect and cumulative impacts.
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Applying a watershed or ecosystem-level approach to transportation planning enables practitioners to identify a watershed's most critical or high-quality resources, as opposed to
focusing mitigation narrowly on the direct location of impact.
In this way, applying a watershed approach allows practitioners
to avoid or minimize potential adverse impacts.
Senior officials in transportation and resource agencies have
the opportunity to significantly improve indirect and cumulative impact analysis by providing strategic leadership and
ensuring thorough, consistent communication and training
opportunities are made available to practitioners.
INTEGRATED PLANNING

Transportation agencies have identified economic development, sustainability, and stewardship as objectives of the
transportation system planning process. However, there is an
increasing awareness that these goals are not realized without
an integrated analysis and decision-making framework. To
better understand the barriers to and opportunities for enhancing coordination between transportation planners and stakeholders, the integrated planning work group evaluated when
and how integrated planning efforts could effectively coordinate local and state transportation system planning with efforts
to conserve and protect environmental and cultural resources.
The integrated planning group's baseline report defines integrated transportation planning as "a collaborative, wellcoordinated decision-making process that solves the mobility
and accessibility needs of communities in a manner that optimizes across multiple community goals-from economic
development and community livability to environmental protection and equity" (7).
To develop a baseline understanding of current surface
transportation planning practices, the work group surveyed
practitioners to identify symptomatic obstacles to adopting an
integrated planning approach. Often by the time resource
agencies review transportation project plans, advance planning
has already occurred. Thus, conflict between agencies over
transportation plans typically occurs after significant progress
toward a development plan has been made, and consequently
dispute is more expensive and opportunities to mitigate environmental impacts are less efficient. Further, there is a lack of
comprehensive, landscape-scale data on natural and cultural
resources, and staffing and financial constraints prevent transportation planners from collaborating with the resource
agency staff that will ultimately become responsible for reviewing the transportation plans.
While a few states have developed their own processes for
incorporating resource agency feedback earlier in the transportation planning process, the majority of resource agencies
are not involved until they are asked to review the NEPA permitting process. Resource agencies have limited staffs that are
forced to balance planning activities that foster conservation

and procedural responsibilities associated with planning and
environmental review. The political pressure commonly
associated with high-profile transportation projects places
significant demands on resource staff to thoroughly review
planning documents, making it less likely that they are available to participate in early planning efforts.
Each agency is driven by a different mission and operates
according to unique administrative rules and regulations.
The work group found that "sustained participation in integrated planning and project development processes may
necessitate consolidation of expertise and re-arrangements
of staff resources" (7). Further, there can be a lack of trust
between agencies primarily responsible for safeguarding
resources versus agencies fostering development. Land use
planning is often driven by local processes and concerns, yet
there are several financial mechanisms (including tax structures) that prevent local processes from being incorporated
into landscape-scale planning processes. There is a lack of
information and shared understanding between agencies of
the physical characteristics and biological relationships necessary to adequately identify and mitigate impacts from
transportation projects.
The work group summarized general strategies that would
overcome these obstacles and result in a more integrated planning process. To foster an integrated planning approach and
allow for earlier evaluation of the effects of alternative transportation solutions on environmental and cultural resources,
transportation agencies must have a deeper understanding of
the planning processes at resource agencies. In cases in which
numerous agencies and stakeholders are involved in the transportation planning process, agency leaders must agree to a
shared vision of project success. A transparent decisionmaking process is needed to develop solutions that reflect the
diverse and sometimes contradictory goals (efficient transportation networks and preservation of environmental and
cultural resources) expressed by communities. Land use planning is a critical component of human and ecological functions; therefore, local land use planning efforts must be
pursued in tandem with transportation decision making. GIS
and remote sensing technologies are being used in some states
to compile diverse resource information, from cultural resources
to endangered species habitat displays, enabling a more
integrated approach to transportation planning.

Council on Environmental Quality Efforts to Expedite
The Council on Environmental Quality established a NEPA
task force in 2002 to review current NEPA practices, provide
recommendations to better integrate NEPA into federal
agency decision making, and make the NEPA process more
effective, efficient, and timely. The result of these efforts was
the 2003 report Modernizing NEPA Implementation, which
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identified actions to implement the recommendations of the
task force, including guidance and several handbooks (8).
The report provided a comprehensive review of issues facing projects. The NEPA task force noted the importance of
collaboration among federal agencies and stakeholders for
efficient and effective decision making. Using suggestions
from training, detailed guidance documents, and A Citizen's
Guide to the NEPA (9) were noted as ways to further collaboration. The task force also identified programmatic analyses
and tiering as opportunities to improve the study of cumulative effects. The report stopped short of direct guidance
as this tool is very specific to implementation scenarios.
The task force did call for a committee to evaluate and
improve the use of these methods. The report also reviewed
further areas for improvement, including managing public
opinion, agency trust and credibility, and resource allocation.

AASHTO's Center for Environmental Excellence
AASHTO's Center for Environmental Excellence maintains a
database that provides information on transportation project
delivery and environmental streamlining mandates under federal surface transportation law (10). Topics in the database are
designed to address the many factors that impede project delivery, both factors that are internal to transportation agencies
(e.g., project priorities, staffing, funding, and communication),
as well as external factors (e.g., public opposition, interagency
communication, and conflicting review procedures). The database provides links to a variety of relevant research, documents,
case studies, and reports completed by federal and state agencies, nongovernmental organizations, and TRB.
The AASHTO database does not provide independent key
findings or study results, but rather cites the key findings of
federal initiatives and task forces to identify opportunities to
improve the coordination and efficiency of the environmental review process. These include
• SAFETEA-LU environmental provisions;
• FHWA and Federal Transit Administration (FTA) initiatives, including a July 1999 national environmental streamlining memorandum of understanding among the various
federal agencies involved in environmental reviews for
transportation projects; and
• Executive Order 13274 (Environmental Stewardship and
Transportation Infrastructure Project Reviews), which
established an interagency task force, chaired by the U.S.
DOT and including seven other federal departments and
agencies, to ensure that transportation projects are not
held up unnecessarily by environmental reviews.
The database also describes the various agency programs
and strategies that have been developed to address emerging

issues in transportation project delivery, such as congestion
relief, public-private partnerships, innovative financing,
and tolling pricing programs, acknowledging that addressing these concerns will require a nontraditional approach
to satisfying environmental requirements. The actions and
programs described by various agencies, including programs created under SAFETEA-LU, the U.S. DOT, and
FHWA, all acknowledge the trend away from local, state,
and federal agencies exclusively managing the design, construction, maintenance, and operation of transportation
projects toward a project approach in which the private
sector is intimately involved throughout all stages of design
and implementation.
In 2005 and 2006, AASHTO hosted a series of workshops
on managing the NEPA process for complex projects (11).
These workshops provided tools and methods to deliver complete NEPA documents on an acceptable schedule, with a
focus on how to manage the teams involved in the review process, ways to anticipate sources of delay, and building on other
planning efforts.

Review of American Recovery and Reinvestment
Act Recipient Projects
Transportation projects that received funding through ARRA
provided another source of potential expediting strategies and
case studies. In order to receive funds through ARRA, projects
had to meet aggressive schedules so that they could be ready
for construction within required time frames. There was some
indication that agencies applying for this funding might have
employed innovative methods for expediting their projects'
schedules in order to meet the time frames required by ARRA,
which would provide recent case study examples.
TRBcommitteesADCIO(EnvironmentalAnalysisinTransportation) and ADCSO (Historic and Archaeological Preservation in Transportation) held a joint conference session
devoted to the topic of"Learning from ARRA Successes in the
Environmental Review Process." This session included presentations and discussions on lessons learned from meeting
aggressive ARRA schedules and creative approaches to environmental review to meet the ARRA objectives. The projects
discussed during this session added to the list of potential
case studies for further review.

Review of FHWA Environment Document
Tracking System
FHWA maintains an internal database that tracks the timeline of each EIS that the agency has published. Along with the
project title and state where the project was located, this database includes dates for the publication of the notice of intent
(NOI), draft EIS, final EIS, and record of decision (ROD).
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The database also provides the number of months between
the NOI and ROD, which is assumed to be the best available
measure of the duration of the NEPA process when an EIS is
prepared.
Working with FHWA, the research team used this database
to identify recent projects (NOI published after January 2004)
that completed an EIS process (publication of the NOI to issuance of the ROD) in less than 3 years. Project titles were also
considered for indicators of projects constituting major
capacity-expanding endeavors or other major actions. Nearly
a dozen projects met these criteria and were selected for further research to determine whether they provided examples of
successful implementation of streamlining strategies. The
team contacted the identified project sponsor agencies (mostly
state DOTs) or others who would know more about these
projects. Based on the additional information learned, most of
these projects were dropped from the list of potential expediting examples for a variety of reasons:
• Project staff indicated that the project had started as an environmental assessment (EA), but after the EA was prepared,
the agency decided to prepare an EIS. The time spent initially preparing the EA (including data collection, impact
analysis, and documentation) was not included in the EIS
duration time but was integral to reducing the EIS duration.
This was not considered an actual expediting measure, since
it would increase the overall duration of project delivery.
• Project staff indicated that the EIS duration shown in the
database was for a limited-scope supplemental EIS and
that the total NEPA duration was considerably longer than
shown. Again, this was not considered to be a strategy to
achieve overall expedited delivery.
• Project staff indicated that the EIS was completed quickly
because the project was very small and/or simple and
probably could have been done without an EIS.

Key Findings from the Literature Review
Several of the studies and reports prepared between 1998 and
2010, together, cover a range of study methodologies and topics, including identifying the causes of delay, identifying
streamlining approaches and strategies, providing case studies of expedited projects, and developing a baseline against
which to measure the success of future streamlining efforts.
A 2001 streamlining study evaluated eight case studies that
highlighted successful measures used to advance highway
projects through the NEPA process (12). The eight cases were
selected from FHW.Ns EIS timeline database, which tracks the
NEPA milestones (NOI, draft EIS, final EIS, and ROD) for all
FHWA EISs. The eight projects selected had completed the
NEPA process (from publication of the NOI to the signing of
the ROD) in 33 months or less. In all these cases, the ROD was

issued between the years 1998 and 2000. The 33-month EIS
process threshold was shorter than the national EIS mean
duration of 3.6 years for all FHWA projects completed
between 1970 and 2000. The study identified the following
recurring lessons learned for successful NEPA streamlining:
• Capitalize on extensive project development and analysis
performed in studies prepared prior to initiating the NEPA
process;
• Initiate NEPA-type studies in advance of the formal NEPA
process;
• Promote interagency coordination and cooperation via
formal or informal memoranda of understanding;
• Implement early and continuous public involvement programs in an aggressive fashion;
• Pursue high-level political support for the project;
• Develop and use state-initiated streamlining programs; and
• Develop any of a variety of procedures for facilitating document preparation and review.
The streamlining study did not identify or evaluate streamlining measures or approaches. Rather, it sought to "provide a
more comprehensive, less subjective, and statistically-based
approach to identifying NEPA process delays and evaluating
their impact on time and cost of the overall project delivery
process" (12). This research was directly related to Section 1309
ofTEA-21. The study reviewed several data sets, including the
FHWA database, and randomly selected 100 FHWA EISs conducted for projects that had completed not just the NEPA process but also design and construction, and that were now
operating. Statistical analysis was used to identify a set ofNEPA
process baselines (representing various conditions) against
which to evaluate future efforts to streamline the implementation of the NEPA process. Some of the key findings and conclusions of the study regarding projects that required the
preparation of an EIS under NEPA included the following:
• The typical length of time for preparing an EIS pursuant to
NEPA was 3.0 years (median) or 3.6 years (mean);
• The mean time required for the entire project development process was 13.1 years;
• The NEPA process accounted for approximately 27% to
28% of the total time required for the entire project development process;
• The mean duration for preparing an EIS pursuant to NEPA
increased from 2.2 years in the 1970s to 5.0 years in the
1990s; and
• Variables associated with increased duration to complete the
EIS process included a required Section 404 permit, a
required Section 4(f) evaluation, the number of agency
meetings held, the number of public meetings held, and the
presence of highway noise issues.
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The statistical analysis also found that EIS completion
times varied by the former FHWA region in which the project
was located.
Several studies have focused on identifying the causes of
project delay, or at least variables associated with project
delay. In a study of 12 Oregon DOT highway projects, environmental issues such as endangered species listings, wetlands mitigation, and other factors were implicated in delays
in one-third or fewer of the projects (13). Statistical analysis
indicated that project size, scope, and complexity were associated with delays more often than were the regulatory requirements of the environmental review process. For instance, the
two variables most associated with delays were design changes
and concerns raised by citizens and property owners. The
next three factors associated with extended project timelines
were found to be communication, staffing (including tumover), and funding problems. Moreover, analysis of the actual
project timelines did not show that any of the environmental
process variables were related to longer overall review periods
(1, 13). The researchers acknowledged that the available data
set used in the statistical analysis was limited. Further examination of the methodology and report also indicated that
there were overlapping variables, and that measuring delay
was problematic. It is worth noting that the factors most associated with delay indicate that those projects were characterized by substantial controversy, had difficulty maintaining
decisions, and had funding problems. These problems tend to
be indicators that decisions are being made without adequate
information or buy-in, that internal and possibly external
communications are inadequate, and that the agency may not
have made the commitments to the project that were necessary to advance the project in a timely way.
A study conducted for the Texas DOT (TxDOT) sought to
develop a guidebook for streamlining the project development
process at the agency (14). The research included questionnaires, interviews, and workshops to identify roadblocks to
streamlining and to solicit successful streamlining practices. A
practitioners' workshop identified the following main roadblocks:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Lack of trust between agencies;
Resource agencies not having vested interest in project;
Lack of flexibility and rigid interpretation of laws;
Too much comfort in the old ways;
Different agency agendas and goals;
An us versus them mentality;
Misunderstanding of agency roles and process;
Turnover and new staff in all agencies, and staff that lacks
experience and knowledge;
• Inconsistency caused by agency staff in different districts
interpreting rules differently and having different expectations (also affected by turnover) and changing priorities;

• Lack of communication:
o Internally, on status of projects and on potential impacts,
and
o Externally, with other agencies;
• Lack of conflict-resolution procedures;
• Lack of clearly defined environmental requirements;
• Lack of empowerment of staff ready and willing to
participate;
• Desire by resource agencies to know more detail before
that information is available;
• Too many projects and too few full-time employees on all
agencies' parts; and
• Revisiting work and decisions that have been made.
The study also identified the top eight streamlining strategies, as ranked by practitioners:
• Greater (or less restricted) access to the internet for coordinators and practitioners;
• Joint environmental education and training with participation from design staff, construction inspectors, and
environmental coordinators;
• Early (and continuous) involvement of environmental
coordinators on projects;
• Attendance by environmental coordinators at preliminary
design and project coordination meetings;
• Environmental education for design and construction staff;
• More interaction and cooperation between TxDOT and
resource agency senior management;
• More on-the-ground environmental monitoring and
inspection at construction projects; and
• More programmatic agreements and programmatic permits
(14).
Strategies and Approaches for Effectively Moving Complex
Environmental Documents Through the EIS Process: A Peer
Exchange Report (15) included selected streamlined projects
from five states: Maryland's Intercounty Connector, Missouri's Paseo Bridge, Montana's 1-15 Corridor and US-2,
Utah's Mountain View Corridor, and several projects in
Florida. The participants noted that a few streamlining tools
and techniques were common to several of the projects; these
identified strategies were categorized as communication, collaboration, and commitment. This peer exchange report
listed 25 streamlining tools and techniques and identified the
strategies used on each of the featured projects, but it provided very little detail on the strategies.
A number of studies have found that despite the normative, instrumental, and substantive arguments supporting
environmental streamlining, agencies often encounter significant organizational and institutional barriers when trying to develop the collaborative relationships needed for
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environmental streamlining. Constraints to collaboration
and change include perceived (and in some cases real) conflicts in missions, difficulty in changing or reinterpreting policy and procedures, inadequate resources--especially budget
shortfalls-and lack of appropriate interorganizational structures. Fragmentation of authority and information also has a
negative influence on joint problem solving {1, 16, 17).
Furthermore, many well-documented strategies for environmental streamlining can incur costs without necessarily
producing immediate benefits. These strategies include
(a) early consultation among federal, state, and local government entities; (b) concurrent rather than sequential review
of plans and projects; (c) stakeholder participation; and
(d) adequate levels of information, funding, and staff for
environmental review {1, 13, 18-20). The benefits of implementing expediting strategies are often realized in a later phase
or phases of project development. For example, increased
agency coordination and collaboration during early planning
is likely to actually increase the labor cost and time required
to complete the early planning phase. However, as the project
then enters the NEPA phase and continues on to permitting,
it starts those phases with better and more information,
designs with lower impacts, and better relationships. The
added investment in the early planning phase is likely to
accrue cost and schedule benefits in the subsequent NEPA,
design, and permitting phases.
In 2010, the National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) completed a study that looked at the full project delivery process from initial conception to completion of
construction (21 ). Part of the impetus for this life cycle approach
was that most agencies are organized such that different divisions and staff manage different phases of project development, but there are factors affecting project delay that cross
multiple phases of project delivery. The handoff from one
group to another creates risk for project delay, especially when
the handoff is associated with those factors that cross multiple
project phases. The study was also based on the assertions that
(a) delays arise from the way programs are structured and
administered and (b) there are opportunities to accelerate
project delivery through better organization and management
of the overall delivery process. The study identified eight state
DOTs that had successfully accelerated project delivery. These
cases revealed trends and organizational and process issues
affecting delivery and provided summary descriptions of the
different accelerating strategies, techniques, and practices.
Accelerating trends identified in this study include
•
•
•
•
•

Performance measures;
Front-end approach;
Project management;
Communication, collaboration, and cooperation;
A team approach;

•
•
•
•

Creative destruction and realignment;
Organizational profile and structure;
Regionalization; and
Transparency.

Several of these trends are expressed in the specific expediting strategies that are described in more detail in this report.

Building from Existing Research
The literature review, web-based search, and review of other
sources revealed that specific aspects of project expediting
have been well documented, while others have only limited
coverage in the existing pool of studies. The following topics
have been addressed in multiple studies, and these findings
are relatively well documented:
• The causes of project delay;
• General principles and approaches to expediting delivery
of transportation projects (e.g., collaboration has been
widely identified as an expediting principle and general
approach);
• Detailed case studies (most existing reports include
detailed descriptions of the projects that have been successfully expedited); and
• Identification of specific strategies for expediting (a reasonably large number of strategies have been identified,
but much less has been done to describe or evaluate the
strategies).
Information that is relatively limited in the existing literature includes
• Descriptions of specific expediting strategies and tools.
While the general approach of collaboration has been
widely identified as helpful to expediting, there is limited
information on specific strategies for implementing collaborative techniques aimed at expediting specific tasks.
• Evaluations of specific expediting strategies. Little information is available on the risks, costs, benefits, applicability, and other factors associated with specific strategies.
• Transferability of strategies. Information is lacking on how
the strategies may or may not apply to various types of
projects, programs, or agencies, and on what should be
considered when trying to transfer the strategy to another
location or situation.
• Accessibility of useful information. Much of the information is contained in lengthy reports that may not be readily
accessible.
These findings led the project team to make slight revisions
to the research work plan in order to avoid duplicating existing
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studies and to build on, and fill gaps in, the existing body of
knowledge about project expediting. The revised work plan was
similar to the original but placed more emphasis on evaluating,
rather than merely identifying, streamlining strategies and constraints. The final work plan was intended to accomplish the
following:
• Confirm (or identify) and evaluate constraints to project
expediting as they relate to the specific streamlining
strategies;
• Keep case studies succinct and focused (i.e., minimize
repeating lengthy, existing case study descriptions);
• Focus on the expediting strategies;
• Provide descriptions of specific strategies;
• Evaluate each strategy;
• Include nontransportation examples when appropriate; and
• Present information on strategies and constraints so that it
will be accessible and useful to practitioners.

Constraints to Expediting
Studies vary in how they identify, describe, and label the
causes of project delay. There is also some debate about what
actually causes delay versus what is a symptom or indicator of
project delay. This study does not attempt to differentiate
causes from symptoms, choosing instead to identify constraints to expediting. It further describes indicators (both
leading and lagging) that can allow practitioners to identify
when a project is likely to experience, or is already experiencing, a given constraint to expedited delivery.
The primary intent of identifying constraints in this study
is to allow practitioners to link the constraints to the specific
expediting strategies and tools. From the practitioner's point
of view, whether the constraints are labeled as causes or symptoms is less important than being able to identify the specific
strategies and tools that can be used to overcome or reduce a
given constraint.

Case Studies
The review of past expediting research indicated that little
information has been provided on the specific strategies
used to expedite projects. In addition, members of the
SHRP 2 Capacity Technical Coordinating Committee and
the expert review group for this project suggested that this
study should put greater focus on the expediting strategies
and less focus on detailed case studies. As a result, this report
includes fewer and shorter descriptions of case studies and
focuses more on the expediting strategies. Sources that
provide detailed descriptions of projects (cases) are cited
but not discussed in detail; however, when existing case
study write-ups do not capture the particular streamlining

strategies studied in this report, related case study information is included.

Expediting Strategies
As noted above, this study focuses on describing and evaluating specific expediting strategies. Most previous studies on
expediting have focused on projects or programs that were
comprehensively expedited. Project C19 includes those types
of projects, as well as projects that may have expedited just
one phase or one aspect of project delivery. This allowed the
scope of the study to include a wider range of expediting
strategies. For example, a given project may have developed a
strategy for expediting internal decision making but did little
to expedite permitting, and therefore the overall project experienced delays. Regardless of how the project performed in
other areas, if it employed a strategy that effectively expedited
a particular phase or constraint, that strategy was included in
this report.
This report describes 24 strategies for expediting project
delivery and evaluates those strategies for schedule implications, costs, risks, other benefits, applicability, and transferability. Each strategy is linked to the specific constraint(s)
that it addresses, to the project phase and decision points
when it can be used, and to one or more specific project
examples for which it has been successfully implemented.

Making the lnfonnation Useful to Practitioners
Accessibility in the present report is partially achieved by presenting the information about each of the constraints and
mitigation strategies in standardized formats (see Chapter 2).
These formats describe the key. information relevant to a
practitioner. They also include hyperlinks to more information about the strategies, related case studies, and other information that may be useful for implementing the strategy but
is not necessary for understanding and selecting an appropriate strategy. The greatest accessibility will be realized as the
information and findings are incorporated into SHRP 2's
capacity-focused website (22). At the time this report was
written, this integration was set to occur in late 2010.

Selection of Strategies
and Case Studies
From the research described above, the research team identified a long list of potential case studies for further evaluation
to determine which projects would provide the most useful
cross-section of strategies. Individuals were contacted who
worked in key functions (such as project manager or environmental manager) on these projects to determine if they
felt there were specific tools or approaches that helped to
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expedite the project. These initial phone conversations were
informal and focused on determining key factors that helped
the project succeed or assisted in expediting a particular
phase or element of project delivery.
Using the information gleaned from the research and from
these initial conversations with project staff, the team selected
projects for case studies to illustrate the use of specific strategies. The most important factor in selecting the projects was
the initial determination, based on the research and initial
phone conversations, of whether a project appeared to have
successfully employed a specific technique or approach (strategy) to either proactively avoid or minimize potential delay
or to address a source of delay.
Of course, determination could not be fully informed until
the research team had committed to and conducted the full
interviews described below. Consequently, the selection of case
studies included consideration of other criteria gathered during the research; these other criteria are also described below.
No formal ranking or rating was used to select these projects.

Geographic Breadth
Ideally, projects would not be clustered in a certain region,
but spread throughout the country. The web search and literature review included a variety of international sources, but
the recognition and study of methods explicitly designed to
streamline project delivery are domestic. At least one was
modeled after a strategy first used in Europe.

Contemporaneity
Regulations, and in particular, agencies' policies for compliance techniques, change rapidly. Coupled with an evergrowing understanding of how human actions affect the
environment, the research team wanted to pick projects that
occurred relatively recently and to include a few projects that
were very recent-within the last year.

Breadth of Function
The following broad functions helped the team to categorize
the likely strategies that could be illustrated from the potential case studies:
•
•
•
•
•

Internal communication and organization;
External coordination and communication;
Commitments;
Analysis; and
Decision making.

By selecting case studies and strategies in each of these
functional categories, rather than focusing on a small set of

elements of project development, the results of this study should
be more broadly useful to a wider range of practitioners.

Effectiveness
To help gauge the merit of case studies and the strategies they
were likely to yield, the team considered several types of effects,
both beneficial and detrimental, that could be expected from
the strategies. These include
• Schedule implications. How a strategy affects project
schedules is of course the most important consideration
for this study. Many best practices can be culled from projects that are not directly relevant to expediting, and at this
preliminary phase it helped to double check that the case
study and strategy would provide a practice that directly
addressed the ability to maintain or accelerate at least one
element of project delivery and contribute to the overall
expediting of a project's schedule.
• Cost. The monetary cost to implement a strategy, as well as
the potential cost savings, was also something the research
team wanted to be able to address, albeit qualitatively.
• Risks. Many times, innovative approaches to expediting
carry risks, either that the intended benefit will not be realized or (and often equally important) that ancillary effects
will occur that may not be immediately linked to implementing the strategy. During selection, the team wanted to
be sure that potential risks that were considered and/or
experienced by the project could be discussed for each case
study.
• Applicability. An important consideration in selecting the
case studies was how broadly applicable they would be for
practitioners' projects. Solutions to unique or very rare
problems were generally avoided.
As noted above, the research team did not discriminate
between whether the overall project was expedited or whether
only some aspects of the project were expedited. The most
important factor was evidence that an expediting strategy
helped the project to progress faster or to avoid or minimize
delay. This analysis approach also favored cases that required
an EIS and not some other class of action. With a focus on
projects that add capacity to the highway network, the
assumption was made that cases with NEPA expediting strategies would primarily be ones requiring an EIS due to the
nature of the projects.

Interviews
Data for each case study were collected through a review of
secondary documentation and through purposive, semistructured interviews. Before conducting the interviews, the
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research team thoroughly examined information available on
websites associated with the selected cases. Using public
records and personal knowledge of the cases, the team developed an initial interview contact list. Initial interviewees were
known to be transportation practitioners, state and federal
natural resource agency employees, contractors, consultants,
and/or other stakeholders from the selected case study projects. This population was targeted because of their unique
ability to identify and discuss the streamlining activities in
the context of the selected case study projects. Interviewees
were offered an opportunity to identify alternative or additional potential interviewees knowledgeable about the case in
question, and they were asked to provide any applicable
reports and related information that the team had not been
able to obtain during its preliminary research.
An inductive approach was taken by conducting semistructured interviews using open-ended questions. The development of the interview guide was an iterative process as the
research team attempted to focus on the most essential questions while creating the least inconvenience for DOT interviewees. The intent of the guide was to solicit specific
information about streamlining activities by describing their
uses, advantages, disadvantages, applicability, and implementation in the context of planning through final design. Interview questions were roughly grouped into three categories:
(a) questions related to challenges in project delivery,
(b) questions about how these project delivery challenges and
project-specific challenges were addressed with specific
streamlining activities, and (c) questions about the transferability and applicability of the streamlining activities to
future projects and operational procedures within the interviewee's agency. Since the selected cases and their streamlining activities covered a broad range of scenarios, from
single-project expediting initiatives to nationally based ones,
not all questions were appropriate for all cases. Extensive
information about projects for which the streamlining activities were implemented was not elicited in the interview;
rather, the researchers relied on web-based information as a
means of initially choosing projects as case studies, and asked
the interviewees to point the team to any additional sources
of information about the project as a whole.
Most interviews were conducted between March and July
2010. They were conducted by phone and lasted approximately 1 to 1.5 hours, although in some cases interviews went
longer. Written notes were taken and were reviewed both for
technical information and for patterns in responses that indicated critical factors influencing expedited project delivery.
Confidentiality is essential to this type of research to ensure
that interviewees freely express opinions and observations.
When direct quotations are used, any language that might
identify the individual making the statement has been
removed.

Two limitations must be noted with regard to the research
design and methodology. First, it was important that the
interviewees had both broad and deep knowledge of the specific case and the expediting tools used. The sample was
therefore purposive rather than random. As a result, interviewees were not neutral observers regarding the case itself.
Bias beyond responses to questions about technical procedures likely exists. Second, the results are not generalizable;
however, generalizability is not the objective of qualitative
research. Rather, such research provides the potential to
extrapolate results, in whole or in part, to similar contexts.
These are precisely the objectives of this project and report:
first, to add to the understanding of streamlining (expedited
delivery) by describing the uses, advantages, disadvantages,
applicability, and implementation requirements of expediting strategies in the context of planning through design; and
second, to describe the application and utility of these expediting strategies so that DOTs can use them.

Evaluation of
Streamlining Strategies
Projects included in this study are ones that were identified as
successes in expedited delivery, at least during the phases that
were evaluated. Initial review of the case studies identified the
challenge of developing a common unit of analysis across the
cases. The varying regulatory settings, project histories, and
agency practices made finding a common denominator difficult. The project team chose a constraint-based model as the
best method of analysis across all of the case studies. This
model relies on distilling a common set of constraints and
using these to identify indicators and organize the expediting
strategies. This model also provides better opportunities to
make the information gathered here transferable to future
projects, as a constraint model captures common issues faced
by transportation projects.
The first step in the review was the identification of expediting strategies from the case studies. The raw case study
information was developed into specific expediting strategies. Chapter 3 provides the individual strategy profiles and
details the implementation of the strategy, the constraints it
addresses, and specific references to projects that have successfully employed the strategy. The entries in Chapter 3 were
designed as stand-alone guides for practitioners to use as references as future projects are planned or managed.
For each expediting strategy, a list of constraint factors was
developed. Many of the constraints were initially project specific, based on the local set of issues or on the actors involved.
To develop a more comprehensive view, these constraints
were grouped into common sources of delay. The constraints
related to common sources of delay were identified from the
case studies examined and are discussed in Chapter 2. Each
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constraint was investigated to identify the leading and lagging
indicators of its presence and measures of severity. Indicators
are the project characteristics, events, stakeholder comments,
or problems encountered that indicate the constraint may be
present. To assist practitioners in assessing their own projects'
potential constraints, the indicators were developed to form
a questionnaire for self-diagnosis.
Next, each constraint was refined with specific measures of
severity from low to high. Severity was based on an examination
of the case studies, literature, and the experience of the research
team. In many cases, severity was captured in qualitative measures; however, when possible, quantitative measures were also
included. For example, severity is captured in measures of stakeholder opposition, numbers of issues raised in opposition,
length of delays, and other similar measures. This analysis
allows for the constraints to be understood across the diverse set
of projects examined in this study and to be more broadly useful
for practitioners. Like the indicators, the measures of severity
are designed to be readily incorporated into a questionnaire format for studying future transportation projects.
Finally, expediting strategies were identified that can help
to address each constraint at the differing levels of severity.
Some strategies apply only to certain levels of severity or must
be implemented before a project starts in order to be effective.
For example, programmatic agreements may expedite delivery, but they require preproject development and implementation and are recommended only for larger projects or
programs that can expect to encounter constraints with more
severe implications. These considerations are captured in
each of the constraint analyses presented in Chapter 3.
Throughout the development of this methodology, the
goal has been to provide information on expediting strategies
that can be included in a user-based product such as the
Transportation for Communities: Advancing Projects
through Partnerships (TCAPP) website (22). The project
team coordinated with the Capacity Project COl team to
identify opportunities for this product to be integrated in a
way similar to the collaborative assessment tool on the
TCAPP website. A web-based questionnaire can be adapted
based on the constraint-based model employed in this study.
The constraint indicators and severity measures provide the
basis for a guided survey for users to diagnose potential and
existing constraints and to identify appropriate expediting
measures. After this self-diagnosis, users can follow up by
reviewing the detailed strategy profiles and case studies that
document implementation.
This evaluation structure is followed in the form of this
report. Chapter 2 provides the diagnostic tools for identifying
and assessing constraints and their severity. Chapter 3 follows
by providing detailed strategies to respond to constraints,
and Chapter 4 provides concise case studies showing implementation of these strategies.
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CHAPTER

2

Common Constraints to Transportation
Project Delivery
·
Constraint 1: Avoiding
Policy Decisions Through
Continual Analysis

This chapter documents the general types of constraints
addressed by the strategies described in Chapter 3. As described
in Chapter 1, the evaluation portion of this study used a
constraint-based model to analyze the effectiveness of the
strategies identified in the case studies. From the specific constraints addressed by the case studies, a list of 16 general constraints was developed that are more broadly applicable for
practitioners attempting to diagnose and solve problems.
The following sections discuss the 16 generalized constraints.
Under each heading is a brief description of the constraint followed by a list of potential indicators that this problem may
occur during a planned project (a leading indicator) or that it
may already be occurring (a lagging indicator). Practitioners
considering or beginning a project should look at the leading indicators to determine potential constraints they might
encounter; the lagging indicators are useful for diagnosing
constraints that might be delaying an existing project.
Below the list of indicators for each constraint is a table
that describes (a) the likely effects from the manifestation
of the constraint at different severities and (b) the strategies
that may help to prevent or address the constraint at each
degree of severity. Most tables show three levels of severity
(low, medium, and high). For some constraints, providing a
medium-severity category is not useful. Depending on the
nature of the qualitative measures, and when the measures
of severity for such constraints are particularly subjective,
the accompanying tables provide only low and high levels of
severity.
Each section concludes with a brief description of how the
strategies apply to the constraint.
It is worth noting that the risk management strategy is
applicable to nearly all constraints as it helps agencies to
anticipate potential constraints before they arise. This enables
project teams to implement strategies to avoid the constraint
or proactively address it before it causes delay. Risk management is not listed under each constraint below but is described
in greater detail in Chapter 3.

Projects can be delayed or stopped as continual requests for
further analysis come in from team members or stakeholders.
Sometimes this is a request to reanalyze data already available
or to consider something new. Often these requests are seen as
ways to settle decisions through an analytical route as opposed
to a political one. Sometimes the requests are a way to avoid
the needed policy decision that may require a trade-off or
settling of concerns. Such requests can indicate an unwillingness to support or agree on project issues, with increased focus
on analysis intended to reduce the risk associated with making
a bad decision or to derail or delay moving on.
Indications that this constraint may occur or has already
occurred include
• Leading
o Difficult or new policy decisions will need to be made.
• Lagging
0 There are repeated requests to generate more detailed
analysis;
o There are requests to invite outside experts for additional review of analysis; or
o Analysis requires new models or new data sets.
Table 2.1 describes the likely effects from the manifestation
of the constraint at different severities and the strategies that
may help to prevent or address this constraint at each degree
of severity.

Application of Strategies
Consolidated Decision Council
A decision council can provide the authority for addressing
policy issues that technical staff can rely on.
21
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Table 2.1. Constraint 1: Effects and Mitigation Strategies
Severity
Low

Medium

High

Effects

• One issue is requested to be
reviewed with new data or analysis
that was not anticipated
• Umited to one type of issue or
resource

• Technical analyses might be broadening
analysis outside the scope needed for
the project analysis (e.g., cumulative
effects are being considered that are
unforeseeable)

• Calls for high-effort analysis coming
from multiple parties
• Multiple issues are presented for
reanalysis or have new data collected
that were not anticipated
• Analytical methods have not been
used in the region or in the agency
• Analyses try to capture entire systems
at the project level or proposed
analysis of factors that project
cannot address or affect

Mitigation
strategies

• Consolidated decision council
• Regional environmental analysis
framework
• Expedited internal review and
decision making

• Consolidated decision council
• Regional environmental analysis
framework
• Expedited internal review and decision
making
• Dispute-resolution process
• Programmatic permitting

• Consolidated decision council
• Regional environmental analysis
framework
• Expedited internal review and
decision making
• Dispute-resolution process
• Programmatic permitting
• Up-front environmental commitments

Dispute-Resolution Process
A dispute-resolution process can define how to take policy
questions out of the technical realm and resolve them at the
appropriate level.

relies on identifying key resources of concern and committing
to a high-level restoration, protection, or some form of
enhancement. The commitment can be made by including the
action in the project's purpose and need statement or by specifying it in the draft EIS (DEIS) or the final EIS (FEIS).

Programmatic Permitting
Programmatic permitting based on preproject considerations of resource issues and impacts allows policy decisions
to be settled before the project begins. If the assumptions of
the programmatic permits are challenged on technical
grounds, there is a dear path to deciding whether this is
truly a technical concern or an attempt to change policy.

Regional Environmental Analysis Framework
When the regional environmental policy and technical
resources are set in a framework, the rules are defined for
considering data and impacts at the project level. This creates
a clear distinction between policy and technical issues.

Expedited Internal Review and Decision Making
Establishing commitments from agencies to expedite decision making can avoid protracted analysis and discussion
surrounding potentially difficult policy decisions.

Up-Front Environmental Commitments
Commitments can resolve policy and technical issues by agreeing early on to a higher standard of mitigation. This strategy

Constraint 2: Conflicting
Resource Values
As DOTs work with resource agencies to evaluate potential

effects on the environment, differing opinions and understandings about the value, extent, and location of natural and
cultural resources can hamper progress. Such differences can
occur if the agencies have each undertaken separate resource
inventories at different times and using different techniques,
or they can result from a simple perceived or real conflict in
protecting the different resources under the jurisdictions of
different agencies. These differences can cause misunderstandings, create debate, and require project-specific inventories rather than relying on more efficient regional surveys.
Cumulative effects analyses can be especially challenging when
assessing past impacts that were made with different assumptions and used different methodologies.
Indications that this constraint may occur or has already
occurred include
• Leading
o DOT embarks on a resource survey with little or no
coordination with applicable resource agencies; or
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o Multiple data sets exist across different agencies for the
same resource(s).
• Lagging
o Resource agencies or stakeholder groups question analysis based on the data employed;
o Past analyses of impacts have produced different, incongruous data; or
o Past impacts to the resource have not been well documented or evaluated.
Table 2.2 describes the likely effects from the manifestation
of the constraint at different severities and the strategies that
may help to prevent or address the constraint at each degree
of severity.

Application of Strategies
Regional Environmental Analysis Framework
This strategy provides a common understanding for multiple
agencies with shared concerns or differing interests in natural
and cultural resources. Developing this common understanding, particularly on a larger regional scale, can help to address
some of the data and analytical challenges of major projects.

Facilitation to Align Expectations Up Front
Facilitated meetings with resource agencies and stakeholder
groups during the early phases of project development can
identify discrepancies between parties and allow DOTs to
address them before undertaking analysis using data or
methods that would later be questioned.

Planning-Level Environmental Screening Criteria
and Leverage Planning During NEPA
Incorporating environmental factors during planning-level
screening can help to provide agencies with a broad understanding of how potential projects may affect natural and
cultural resources. When planning considers environmental
factors, it can more easily be leveraged during subsequent
NEPA phases for individual projects to help avoid conflicting
assumptions and understandings among different agencies
and stakeholder groups.

Coordinated and Responsive Agency Involvement
Working closely with resource agencies can help all parties
involved to agree on resource values and other data that
underpin environmental analyses. This strategy will also help

Table 2.2. Constraint 2: Effects and Mitigation Strategies
Severity

Low

Medium

High

Effects

• Rework or additional analysis required
because agencies or stakeholder
groups request the use of different data
about resource locations/quality; this
can be accommodated with little effect
on the overall project schedule.

• Rework or additional analysis required
because agencies or stakeholder
groups request the use of different data
about resource locations/quality; the
magnitude of additional work delays
subsequent tasks, but milestone dates
are maintained.

• Rework or additional analysis
required because agencies or
stakeholder groups request the use
of different data about resource
locations/quality; the magnitude of
this work delays achievement of
milestone dates.
• Agreements or approvals denied or
delayed based on disagreements
over data relied on for impact assessments or for mitigation design.
• New or different alternatives required
based on faulty understanding of
resource locations/quality.

Mitigation
strategies

• Regional environmental analysis
framework
• Facilitation to align expectations up
front
• Planning-level environmental screening
criteria
• Leverage planning during NEPA
• Coordinated and responsive agency
involvement

• Regional environmental analysis
framework
• Facilitation to align expectations up
front
• Planning-level environmental screening
criteria
• Leverage planning during NEPA
• Coordinated and responsive agency
involvement
• Dispute-resolution process

• Regional environmental analysis
framework
• Facilitation to align expectations up
front
• Planning-level environmental
screening criteria
• Leverage planning during NEPA
• Coordinated and responsive agency
involvement
• Dispute-resolution process
• Up-front environmental commitments
irrespective of impacts

Note: NEPA = National Environmental Policy Act.
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to identify potentially conflicting assumptions earlier, when
they are more easily addressed.

Dispute-Resolution Process
A formal approach for resolving disagreements with resource
agencies may be helpful if disputes between agencies regarding data or analysis cannot be readily resolved among the
working parties.

Up-Front Environmental Commitments
Irrespective of Impacts
A significant environmental commitment made early in project
development, regardless of what impacts are later determined
during evaluation, can go a long way toward alleviating concerns from resource agencies and stakeholders worried about a
project's potential impact to their resource interests and make
them less likely to request new data collection or analysis.

Constraint 3: Difficulty
Agreeing on Impacts
and Mitigation
The process of identifying and developing agreement on the
nature and scope of environmental impacts and negotiating
and designing mitigation can be challenging and is a frequent

source of delay for projects. Debate or disagreement over mitigation decisions can delay overall project progress because it
typically occurs late during the NEPA phase and is often on
the critical path.
Indications that this constraint may occur or has already
occurred include
• Leading
o Project has diverse and/or significant impacts;
o New or different resources are present (e.g., new listed
species); or
o New or changing regulations concerning environmental
resources are present.
• Lagging
o Project is drawing criticism from stakeholder groups
over impacts;
o Initial identification of impacts is challenging and
requires more time than initially planned; or
o Initial identification on appropriate type and/or extent
of mitigation is challenging and requires more time than
initially planned.
Table 2.3 describes the likely effects from the manifestation
of the constraint at different severities and the strategies that
may help to prevent or address the constraint at each degree
of severity.

Table 2.3. Constraint 3: Effects and Mitigation Strategies
Severity

Low

Medium

High

Effects

• Analysis of impacts and development
of mitigation are taking longer, but
are unlikely to delay overall project
schedule
• Disagreement about appropriate
analytical methods or accounting
techniques
• One or two resources involved for
mitigation considerations

• Disagreements over impacts are
leading to disagreements about the
project's NEPA classification (e.g.,
dispute over a finding of no significant
impact [FONSID
• Impacts are leading to an Endangered
Species Act (ESA) determination of
incidental take

• Analysis of impacts and development
of mitigation are delaying
overall project schedule
• Fundamental disagreement over type
or magnitude of impacts and/or
whether mitigation is necessary
• Several different resources, including
some that may compete, are involved
in the project's impacts and mitigation
designs
• Disagreements over impacts are leading to disagreements about the projact's ESA determination (e.g., jeopardy)

Mitigation
strategies

• Facilitation to align expectations up
front
• Planning and environmental linkages
• Planning-level environmental screening
criteria
• Coordinated and responsive agency
involvement

• Facilitation to align expectations up front
• Planning and environmental linkages
• Planning-level environmental screening
criteria
• Coordinated and responsive agency
involvement
• Up-front environmental commitments
• Programmatic permitting
• Regional environmental analysis
framework

• Facilitation to align expectations up
front
• Planning and environmental linkages
• Planning-level environmental
screening criteria
• Coordinated and responsive agency
involvement
• Up-front environmental commitments
• Programmatic permitting
• Regional environmental analysis
framework
• Interagency dispute-resolution process
• DOT-funded resource agency liaisons

----

----------------------------------------------
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Application of Strategies
Facilitation to Align Expectations Up Front
Early facilitation allows for issues, concerns, and values to be
clearly identified before conflict arises. These issues can then
be addressed before reaching agreement becomes difficult.
Facilitation also allows for working relationships to develop,
helping parties to understand what is necessary for a successful decision.

Planning and Environmental Linkages
Referencing work done during prior planning studies, rather
than redeveloping it, can make building consensus on impacts
and mitigation simpler and potentially less contentious if the
planning work involved agencies and stakeholders engaged
during NEPA.

Planning-Level Environmental Screening Criteria
Consideration of environmental factors during planning
studies can streamline the evaluation of impacts during the
NEPA phase and expedite agreement with resource agencies
and stakeholder groups.

Coordinated and Responsive Agency Involvement
Collaboration with resource agencies early and continually
during project development can help all parties to develop a
mutual understanding of the resources in the project area and
the analytical techniques for assessing how the project could
affect these resources.

Interagency Dispute-Resolution Process
Developing a clear process for handling disputes within a
decision-making process allows any issues that arise to be
handled swiftly. A dispute-resolution process can also outline
when it is and is not acceptable to revisit a decision.

Programmatic Permitting
Programmatic permitting based on preproject considerations of resource issues and impacts allows for project-level
decisions to be governed by a larger agreement. This both
expedites decision making and prevents agreements from
falling apart.

Regional Environmental Analysis Framework
The development of an analysis framework allows for key
critical decisions on impact calculations and mitigation
options to be discussed in the context of the watershed or
relevant ecosystem. This approach allows for consideration

of cumulative impacts and provides the basis for rapid
project-level impact calculations and mitigation decisions.

Up-Front Environmental Commitments
In some cases, substantial early commitments regarding environmental resources can prevent disagreement on the
impacts or mitigation. This strategy often relies on identifying key resources of concern and committing to restoration,
protection, or some form of enhancement. The commitment
can be made by including the action in the project's purpose
and need statement or by specifying it in the DEIS or FEIS.

DOT-Funded Resource Agency Liaisons
Resource agency staff dedicated to working with the transportation agency can help both agencies to develop a common understanding on the location and value of resources
and agreed-on techniques for assessing impacts to these
resources. Funding these positions is rarely project specific,
and typically done to develop these interagency agreements
to benefit most transportation projects.

Constraint 4: Inability to
Maintain Agreement
Changing or reopening decisions lengthens schedules and
delays progress. For project expediting, decisions should be
maintained across the parties and over time. While many
decisions evolve and shift, sometimes agreements can deteriorate or not be reliable for reasons that could be actively
managed and avoided. The most challenging situation occurs
when a decision is revisited repeatedly, changed, ignored, or
contested after agreement has been reached. For example,
decisions made during a planning study, such as corridor
plans, are vulnerable during subsequent NEPA phases for
individual projects as new agencies are involved.
Indications that this constraint may occur or has already
occurred include
• Leading
o Undefined structure and process for decision making at
the outset;
o No clear champion, convener, or proponent;
o Multiple agencies leading the project;
o Complex, diverse set of parties;
o Assigned staff not empowered to make decisions;
o Questions about whether an issue is settled or how it was
settled;
o Changing representatives or staff;
o Agreements and commitments not being documented;
o Planning process that narrows alternatives for subsequent projects does not involve coordination with applicable federal agencies; or
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o Decisions with significant influence on future work
made without written agreements or commitments
from agencies with future decision-making authority or
strong influence over the project.
• Lagging
o Changing project scope (may indicate decision was
premature);
o As NEPA process begins, prior planning evaluations are
redone to develop a range of alternatives;
o Different interpretation of agreements or what a decisionmeant;
o Changes in decisions causing work to stop;
o Range of alternatives changes; or
o Changes in representatives or staff.
Table 2.4 describes the likely effects from the manifestation
of the constraint at different severities and the strategies that
may help to prevent or address the constraint at each degree
of severity.

Application of Strategies
Consolidated Decision Council
Establishing a council of high-level staff from multiple
agencies involved on a project can help to ensure that decisions made by these parties are adhered to and are more
reliable.

DOT-Funded Liaisons
For DOTs with a consistent need for decision making or
review by resource agencies, liaisons offer an opportunity to
make sure that staff time is dedicated to facilitate decision
making. Liaisons can provide a constant conduit back to the
agency providing information and can build trust as decisions are made. This also requires that liaisons are empowered by their regulatory agency to hold the agreement on the
agency's behalf.

Table 2.4. Constraint 4: Effects and Mitigation Strategies
Severity

Effects

Mitigation
strategies

Low

Medium

High

• Single decisions difficult to maintain
(one-time issue)
• Disagreements are primarily over
technical issues
• Technical champions or experts
missing
• Involves lower-level decision makers
(frontline staff or reviewers)
• Revisiting a prior decision adds time
as the process is replayed, but the
outcome is substantively similar,
requiring little or no additional
analysis
• Minor design decisions are revisited
and changed

• Problems thought to be technical are
actually policy
• Trying to use more science or more
data to hold the decision together
• Involves midlevel participants from
their organizations

• Endless loop of decisions being made
and revisited multiple times without
progress
• Persistent across many different
decisions and topics
• Interpersonal conflicts become part of
the problem
• Issues are more philosophical than
technical
• Higher-level decision makers have a
hard time committing
• A major decision is revisited and
changed (e.g., the range of alternatives
to be considered), stalling progress
and then requiring additional design
and evaluation
• Decisions are continually revisited,
preventing progress to the next
milestone

•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

Consolidated decision council
Highly responsive public engagement
Strategic oversight
Aligning expectations up front
Interagency dispute-resolution process
Coordinated and responsive agency
involvement
Planning and environmental linkages
Tiered NEPA process
Planning-level environmental screening
criteria
Change-control practices
Real-time collaborative interagency
reviews

•
•
•
•

Consolidated decision council
Highly responsive public engagement
Strategic oversight
Aligning expectations up front
Interagency dispute-resolution process
Coordinated and responsive agency
involvement
Planning and environmental linkages
Programmatic permitting
DOT-funded resource agency liaisons
Early commitment of construction
funding

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Consolidated decision council
Highly responsive public engagement
Strategic oversight
Aligning expectations up front
Interagency dispute-resolution process
Planning and environmental linkages
Programmatic permitting
Tiered NEPA process
Planning-level environmental
screening criteria
• Change-control practices
• Early commitment of construction
funding
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Facilitation to Align Expectations Up Front
Early facilitation allows for issues, concerns, and values to be
clearly identified before conflict arises. These issues can then
be addressed before agreements become difficult. Facilitation
also allows for working relationships to develop, helping parties to understand what is necessary for a successful decision.

effective at the project level. This strategy focuses on developing a management plan for decision making either before the
project begins or at the very beginning of the project. In this
context, strategic oversight can be scaled to meet various
project needs.

Early Commitment of Construction Funding
Highly Responsive Public Engagement
By thoroughly addressing the public's concerns, parties to
agreements can feel safer that their positions are in line with
public opinion. This is particularly important for appointed
or elected decision makers.

Interagency Dispute-Resolution Process
By developing a clear process for handling disputes within a
decision-making process, any issues that arise can be handled
swiftly. Additionally, a dispute-resolution process can also
outline when it is and is not acceptable to revisit a decision.

Coordinated and Responsive Agency Involvement
Consistently involving resource agencies during project development and at decision points can keep them engaged in a
project and avoid staff turnover and loss of understanding
about prior agreements.

Planning and Environmental Linkages
Using decisions and agreements forged during planning once
NEPA has begun can be more effective and efficient than
recreating similar decisions. Of course, this requires that the
planning process is structured in a manner that produces
results and decisions that are reliable in NEPA.

Programmatic Permitting
Programmatic permitting based on preproject considerations
of resource issues and impacts allows for decisions at the project level to be governed and guided by a larger agreement. This
both expedites decision making and reduces the risk that
project-level decisions based on those programmatic agreements will fall apart.

Strategic Oversight and Rapid Assessment
Through identification of decision points, decision makers,
issues, and resources early on, decision making can be more

This can provide projects with momentum and add pressure
to agencies and stakeholders to abide by existing agreements
to maintain progress toward construction.

Constraint 5: Ineffective
Internal Communication
Quick, easy communication within a project team is vital
for rapid progress, but it is often difficult for project managers and agencies to define and achieve. As project teams
grow in size and complexity, so does the need for strong
internal communication. This ensures everyone understands priorities, new decisions, and changing directions
and that everyone is working with the latest data. Hindrances to internal project communication can disrupt or
delay discussions and decisions that are necessary to maintain project momentum.
Indications that this constraint may occur or has already
occurred include
• Leading
o Large project team;
o Complex project team (high mix of disciplines and/or
agencies involved in the project team);
o Geographically disparate work locations for project
team members; or
o Transition in project phase that results in gradual
project team turnover (e.g., transition from planning
toNEPA).
• Lagging
o Project staff are working on out-of-date data or
assumptions;
o Staff complain that they are the last to know important
information;
o Decisions are revisited or delayed because some staff
were not brought into the discussion initially; or
o Internal communication is rarely as simple or easy as
walking down the hall to have a casual conversation.
Table 2.5 describes the likely effects from the manifestation
of the constraint at different severities and the strategies that
may help to prevent or address the constraint at each degree
of severity.
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Table 2.5. Constraint 5: Effects and Mitigation Strategies
Severity
Low

Medium

High

Effects

• Multiple agencies are staffing the
project, but these agencies have
worked together successfully
before
• Internal communication seems
cumbersome or time consuming,
but is generally effective
• Internal communication often requires
scheduling meetings, and cannot
often be done less formally. However,
meetings are typically easy to
schedule and are effective
• Work needs to be redone because
staff used out-of-date assumptions or
data, but with little effect on the project
schedule

• Internal communication consistently
requires more formal gatherings to
discuss information about the project
and maintain progress
• Work needs to be redone because
staff used out-of-date assumptions
or data, causing ancillary effects on
the project team's morale

• A project is being sponsored by multiple
agencies with little experience working
together and/or with substantially different
mission statements and policies
• Decisions must be revisited because
some project staff were not properly
involved in the initial decision making
• Work needs to be redone because staff
used out-of-date assumptions or data,
causing the project to miss key milestone
dates

Mitigation
strategies

• Strategic oversight, readiness
assessment
• Real-time collaborative interagency
reviews
• Expedited internal review and decision
making

• Strategic oversight, readiness
assessment
• Real-time collaborative interagency
reviews
• Expedited internal review and decision
making
• Consolidated decision council
• Team co-location

• Strategic oversight, readiness assessment
• Real-time collaborative interagency reviews
• Expedited internal review and decision
making
• Consolidated decision council
• Team co-location

Application of Strategies

Consolidated Decision Council

Strategic Oversight and Readiness Assessment

A consolidated decision council can simplify the decisionmaking processes of complex projects by reducing the management structure that may otherwise form organically when
multiple agencies are leading or participating in project
development.

This technique is designed to assess staffing requirements
from multiple agencies and to install a single, cohesive system of project management protocols for finances, schedule, and oversight. Aligning staff from multiple agencies and
providing a common system of project management can
streamline internal communication and coordination.
Real-Time Collaborative Interagency Reviews
Interagency reviews can be complicated when done separately
in a sequence of review-revision cycles. Real-time reviews
among several agencies can reduce the communication and
coordination required to reconcile comments from different
reviewers.

Team Co-location
Having the team in one location can improve internal communication and decision making on projects with diverse
teams consisting of different agencies and consultants who
would otherwise be working from multiple, disparate offices.

Expedited Internal Review and Decision Making

Constraint 6: Inefficient
Section 106 Consultation
With State Historic
Preservation Officer

Expediting applications such as internal review and decision
making establishes commitments from agencies and staff on
a project for the protocols and time frames for these activities.
Up-front agreement on this process can improve internal
communication and coordination and avoid misunderstanding among different parties.

Most DOT projects and activities have little or no potential to
affect historic or archaeological resources, but they are nonetheless often subject to project-by-project review from the
state historic preservation officer (SHPO). These reviews can
add time and expense to these projects and sap resources
that might otherwise be better spent on projects with more
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likelihood of affecting resources protected by Section 106.
The traditional approach of individually submitting most
DOT projects and activities to SHPO for review and comment is generally inefficient. This approach may ultimately
inhibit agencies from providing the appropriate resources on
projects that do pose concern for historic and archaeological
resources.
Indications that this constraint may occur or has already
occurred include
• Leading
o Lack of programmatic agreement among the transportation agency, applicable federal agencies (e.g., FHWA or
FTA), and SHPO that defines certain types of projects
and activities that are categorically excluded from individual review and coordination with SHPO.
• Lagging
o Projects with almost no likelihood of affecting Section 106
resources take additional time and expense because of the
need to submit information for review by SHPO; or
o SHPO staff are overwhelmed or stretched thinly across
the transportation projects they must review for potential effects on Section 106 resources.
Table 2.6 describes the likely effects from the manifestation
of the constraint at different severities and the strategies that
may help to prevent or address the constraint at each degree
of severity.

Application of Strategies
Coordinated and Responsive Agency Involvement

While the strategy of coordinated and responsive agency
involvement typically is considered for projects that require

more complex permitting or reviewing needs, it can also help
to streamline interactions on projects with minimal need for
review (i.e., on projects less likely to affect Section 106
resources) by establishing criteria for reduced timelines and
process.
Planning-Level Environmental Screening Criteria

Establishing planning-level screening criteria can allow DOTs
to better prioritize and anticipate Section 106 consultation
requirements with SHPOs. By identifying projects with
more and less likelihood of affecting Section 106 resources,
these agencies can allocate staff more efficiently and develop
more realistic project schedules early in project development.
DOT-Funded Liaisons

DOT funding can help SHPOs to provide staff dedicated to
working on transportation projects and developing and
implementing protocols for Section 106 consultation. This
DOT investment can improve interagency coordination and
reduce delay during review of environmental documentation
and permit applications.
Programmatic Agreements for Section 106

Agreements among DOTs, FHWA, and SHPOs have proven to
be an effective method for identifying classes of projects and
activities that do not require individual Section 106 review by
SHPO and for defining evaluation techniques undertaken on
projects with the potential to affect Section 106 resources.
These and other streamlining measures can be developed in a
programmatic agreement to enhance interagency coordination, avoid unnecessary time and effort on routine activities,
and ultimately improve Section 106 review and compliance.

Table 2.6. Constraint 6: Effects and Mitigation Strategies
Severity

Low

High

Effects

• Lack of programmatic agreement but strong relations
between agencies involved in Section 106 reviews helps
to ensure they rarely hold up projects
• Programmatic agreement in place between state DOT,
SHPO, and FHWA, but its use is limited because of
narrow provisions, out-of-date information, or lack of
understanding or appreciation from some parties
• Section 106 consultation is functioning acceptably, but
agencies desire a more streamlined approach

• Coordination with SHPO and its Section 106 reviews is
requiring additional time and cost on many projects
unlikely to affect Section 106 resources
• SHPO resources are severely strained due to the high
volume of projects to review

Mitigation strategies

• Coordinated and responsive agency involvement
• Planning-level environmental screening criteria

•
•
•
•

Coordinated and responsive agency involvement
Planning-level environmental screening criteria
DOT-funded liaisons
Programmatic agreement for Section 106
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Constraint 7: Inordinate Focus
on Single Issue
Projects can become paralyzed if an inordinate amount of
focus is placed on one resource or issue. This focus can be
driven by an influential stakeholder with a particular interest
or by an agency or stakeholder with a deep commitment to
the resource. It is normal for resources to be divided up by
groups and agencies; it is part of the structure within which
planning occurs. However, sometimes an inordinate level of
concern for a given resource seems to consume all the energy
for a project.
Indications that this constraint may occur or has already
occurred include

Application of Strategies
Facilitation to Align Expectations Up Front
Early facilitation allows for issues, concerns, and values to be
clearly identified before conflict arises. Facilitation can set
limits early in the process on how extensive the focus will be
on specific resources.

Interagency Dispute-Resolution Process
By developing a clear process for handling disputes within a
decision-making process, any issues that arise can be handled
swiftly.

Real-Time Collaborative Interagency Reviews
• Leading
o Stakeholder focuses on a narrow portion of his or her
organization's interests.
• Lagging
o A single resource dominates all decision conversations
or analyses;
o A subset of regulated resources is the sole concern,
although other subsets are present;
o Technical background of participants drives the conversation or focus; or
o Technical concerns are coming into policy processes
with more detail than would be expected.
Table 2. 7 describes the likely effects from the manifestation
of the constraint at different severities and the strategies that
may help to prevent or address the constraint at each degree
of severity.

Reviewing issues collaboratively in real time allows the entire
team to address the importance of issues. This ensures that all
issues are considered appropriately and that no one issue
dominates the process.

Planning and Environmental Unkages
Similar to using planning-level environmental screening criteria, utilizing work done during the planning phase can help
to frame the issues faced during NEPA and avoid focusing on
topics of little concern or relevance to the project.

Coordinated and Responsive Agency Involvement
Consistent engagement with resource agencies can establish
and maintain mutual agreement on the issues that are relevant to a project. This consistency helps to avoid the diversion

Table 2. 7. Constraint 7: Effects and Mitigation Strategies
Severity
Low

High

Effects

• One resource drives technical conversations and dominates
the analysis
• Only one participant and one resource is the source of focus
• Weak regulatory connection to resource being focused
on (e.g., Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act)

• Multiple groups hyper focus on one resource or a very
narrow aspect of the resource
• Technical focus dominates conversations among
senior-level staff, including policy makers
• Strong regulatory connection to resource being
focused (e.g., ESA)

Mitigation strategies

•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Facilitation to align expectations up front
Interagency dispute-resolution process
Real-time collaborative interagency reviews
Planning and environmental linkages
Coordinated and responsive agency involvement

Facilitation to align expectations up front
Interagency dispute-resolution process
Real-time collaborative interagency reviews
Planning and environmental linkages
Coordinated and responsive agency involvement
Consolidated decision council
Up-front environmental commitment
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to inapplicable or less important topics that can occur when
resource agencies are only sporadically engaged.

Consolidated Decision Council
A decision council can provide direction, focus a project team on
the relevant issues to be addressed, and enable participants in the
process to keep each other within a reasonable set of decisions.

Up-Front Environmental Commitment

o Project needs to engage low-income and/or minority
groups; or
o Plan or project is looking at issues that have historically
caused constituents to lose interest or to not take the
latest efforts seriously.
• Lagging
o Turnout at public meetings is poor;
o Input from participants at meetings is low; or
o Complaints from stakeholders, press, or the public that
outreach is ineffective.

If project stakeholders have a known concern and interest in
a specific resource that could be affected by a project, transportation agencies can prevent this issue from delaying the
project by providing a commitment early in project development to avoid or enhance the resource.

Table 2.8 describes the likely effects from the manifestation of the constraint at different severities and the strategies
that may help to prevent or address the constraint at each
degree of severity.

Constraint a: Insufficient
Public Engagement or Support

Application of Strategies

Obtaining meaningful public engagement can be difficult unless
people understand how they could be directly affected by a
project. Attracting public interest in long-range planning efforts
is chronically difficult because activities 10 to 20 years or more
in the future do not have the same potential to concern or appeal
to a community as more imminent projects. Socioeconomic
barriers, lack of transportation, or perceived disempowerment
can make engagement even more difficult. Insufficient public
participation can make transportation planning less effective
at supporting subsequent project development.
Indications that this constraint may occur or has already
occurred include
• Leading
o Project requires long-range planning;
o Project has large and/or diverse constituencies;

Highly Responsive Public Engagement
A highly responsive public engagement campaign can encompass a variety of techniques to generate more interest from the
public and determine how public input is responded to and
addressed during the development and screening of alternatives.

Media Relations Manager
A dedicated media relations manager may be an unaffordable
luxury on some projects, but this person can provide valuable
benefits to public participation by increasing media exposure
and improving the accuracy of media reporting.

Context-Sensitive Design
Context-sensitive design can increase public support for a project by respecting local values and resources and by providing

Table 2.8. Constraint 8: Effects and Mitigation Strategies
Severity
Low

High

Effects

• There is little public participation, largely because of the
nature of the project, either because there is low public
interest in the issues involved or because input is
inherently simple given the issues being explored
• Some potential stakeholder groups are disengaged due to
lack of interest or awareness

• Lack of public input is delaying consensus and decision
making
• Stakeholder groups are disengaged because they
feel disempowered or lack trust in the project's
sponsoring agencies

Mitigation strategies

• Highly responsive public engagement

•
•
•
•

Highly responsive public engagement
Media relations manager
Context-sensitive design
Early commitment of construction funding

32
amenities and benefits sought by the community. Modifying a
design to achieve context sensitivity may be cost prohibitive or
require compromises, but serious consideration of this strategy
will likely attract more public engagement and support.

Early Commitment of Construction Funding
Early commitment of construction funding makes a project
appear more real and imminent. It can be especially effective
during early planning and the NEPA process for attracting
more public engagement, if not support.

Constraint 9: Issues Arising
Late Cause Project Change
Late issues or seemingly new issues introduced late in the planning or review process can lead to project delay. Sometimes this
constraint stems from new participants entering the process, or
it is used as a tactic to stall the overall process by requiring
consideration of new options that may not be relevant.
Indications that this constraint may occur or has already
occurred include
• Leading
o Project relies on planning work that is several years old;
o Project is large and/or complex;
o Stakeholders present new reports; or
o New stakeholders appear.
• Lagging
o Challenges on alternatives are considered;
o Range of alternatives expands; or

o New issues emerge from stakeholders late in review,
comment, or decision processes.
Table 2.9 describes the likely effects from the manifestation
of the constraint at different severities and the strategies that
may help to prevent or address the constraint at each degree
of severity.

Application of Strategies
Aligning Expectations Up Front
Aligning expectations up front by using a facilitator early in
the NEPA process to solicit stakeholders' ideas, desires, and
concerns about a project (in addition to doing so during
planning) can help to reduce the likelihood of issues ambushing the project leaders later on.

Real-Time Collaborative Interagency Reviews
Real-time collaborative interagency reviews that allow resource
agencies and cooperating agencies to review NEPA documentation together with the NEPA lead agencies can allow project
teams to more efficiendy and effectively address any new issues
that are raised during these reviews.

Highly Responsive Public Engagement
Highly responsive public engagement encourages greater
involvement from the public early on and reduces the likelihood that unanticipated issues will crop up later in the process when they are more difficult to address.

Table 2.9. Constraint 9: Effects and Mitigation Strategies
Severity
Low

Medium

High

Effects

• Single issue added with analysis
using existing data
• New information results in refining
design elements
• Stakeholders raising narrow policy
concerns (local, single issues)

• New issue or consideration
requiring new data
• Stakeholders raising concerns that
require changes to permitting
requirements

• Fundamentally different alternatives
included
• New alternatives are added, reevaluation
is needed, or class of action moves up
• Stakeholders with broader policy concerns
(national, multiple-issue groups)

Mitigation

• Facilitation to align expectations up
front
• Highly responsive public engagement
• Planning and environmental linkages
• Planning-level environmental
screening criteria
• Regional environmental analysis
framework
• Real-time collaborative reviews

• Facilitation to align expectations up
front
• Highly responsive public engagement
• Planning and environmental linkages
• Planning-level environmental
screening criteria
• Regional environmental analysis
framework
• Change-control practices
• Interagency dispute resolution
• Tiered NEPA

•
•
•
•

strategies

•
•
•
•

Facilitation to align expectations up front
Highly responsive public engagement
Planning and environmental linkages
Planning~level environmental screening
criteria
Regional environmental analysis
framework
Change-control practices
Interagency dispute resolution
Tiered NEPA
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Planning and Environmental Linkages

Regional Environmental Analysis Framework

Leveraging planning work during the NEPA process helps
project leaders to identify potential issues earlier, when they
can be proactively addressed and are less likely to cause unexpected work and delay.

A regional environmental analysis framework improves the
ability of transportation agencies to identify potential issues
early in planning and project development. Providing data on
the location of natural and cultural resources allows agencies
to make better-informed decisions during early phases and to
avoid problems during later phases that require design changes.

Planning-Level Environmental Screening Criteria
Planning-level environmental screening criteria allow transportation agencies to identify potential issues early on and
avoid surprises during later phases of project development
when they are more likely to cause delay.

Change-Control Practices
Change-control practices can minimize the frequency and
severity of changes to project design after preliminary design
and environmental documentation and thus can reduce the
chances of delay due to revising prior permit applications,
environmental documentation, and other prior work.

Interagency Dispute-Resolution Process
An interagency dispute-resolution process can address disagreements that arise when resource agencies raise issues later
than expected. An established resolution process can help parties to arrive more quickly at a determination on how to proceed

Tiered NEPA Process
A tiered NEPA process allows analysis and decisions completed during project planning to be more reliable during the
next phase of project development, reducing the likelihood
that issues already addressed will need to be looked at again.

Constraint 10: Lack of
Dedicated Staff
Transportation agency resources are often stretched thinly
across many different projects and initiatives, which can
result in insufficient staffing resources and delayed progress.
Projects can suffer from insufficient staff resources because of
programmatic or agencywide changes that compete with
project staff time or because of new developments specific to
the project that require additional staffing.
Indications that this constraint may occur or has already
occurred include
• Leading
o Agency rapidly assumes more projects;
o Agency assumes new jurisdiction or provision of new
services;
o Agency changes priorities; or
o Project undergoes changes that introduce new significant impacts or greatly increase design complexity.
• Lagging
o Progress is slowed or halted because the project team is
not able to complete work on time.
Table 2.10 describes the likely effects from the manifestation of the constraint at different severities and the strategies

Table 2.10. Constraint 10: Effects and Mitigation Strategies
Severity
Low

Medium

High

Effects

• Project delay due to staff resources
that are temporarily unavailable or
insufficient, but that will become
available either as they finish other
priorities or through reprioritization

• Staffing deficiency in agencies outside of
those leading the project

• Insufficient staff resources for tasks
demanding expertise that is difficult
to obtain
• Widespread deficiency in staff
resources that will require major
hiring, reallocation, and/or additional
consultant services

Mitigation
strategies

• Strategic oversight, readiness
assessment

• Strategic oversight, readiness
assessment
• DOT-funded liaisons
• Early commitment of construction
funding

• Strategic oversight, readiness
assessment
• DOT-funded liaisons
• Early commitment of construction
funding
• Team co-location
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that may help to prevent or address the constraint at each
degree of severity.

Constraint 11: Lengthy Review
and Revision Cycles

Application of Strategies

Preparation and publication of planning studies and NEPA
documentation can be delayed by protracted review and revision cycles. Delay can occur on projects with multiple reviewing
agencies, particularly if their reviews occur sequentially (i.e.,
lead agency review first, then cooperating agencies, followed by
resource agencies); if additional reviews are requested; if
reviewers require more time than originally allotted; and/or if
time is needed for reconciliation between conflicting reviewers.
Indications that this constraint may occur or has already
occurred include

Strategic Oversight and Readiness Assessment
This strategy focuses on developing a management plan for
staff resources across all agencies before the project begins.
If a deficiency is identified, resources can be reprogrammed
if possible.

DOT-Funded Liaisons
For DOTs with a repeated need for decision making or review
by resource agencies, liaisons offer an opportunity to make
sure the staff time is dedicated.

Early Commitment of Construction Funding
When a project has money for construction, it can be much
easier for agencies to justify hiring or reallocating staff to the
project. In some cases, the construction funds may be useable
prior to construction to pay for additional staff.

Team Co-location
Projects staffed by multiple agencies can often suffer sporadic
neglect as one or more agencies reallocate staff to other priorities. Providing a single office for all project staff to work in
reduces the likelihood of this occurring.

• Leading
o Multiple lead agencies have different implementation
policies;
o Resource agencies will review major documents before
publication; or
o There are several cooperating agencies.
• Lagging
o Multiple, sequential reviews are on the critical path toward
completing the plan or NEPA documentation; or
o Reconciliation of comments is delaying the document.
Table 2.11 describes the likely effects from the manifestation
of the constraint at different severities and the strategies that
may help to prevent or address the constraint at each degree of
severity.

Table 2. 11. Constraint 11: Effects and Mitigation Strategies
Severity
Low

Medium

High

Effects

• Lead agency unwilling to engage in
concurrent reviews with other agencies
• More than one round of review by the
same parties

• Several rounds of review by the
same parties
• Conflicting comments require
reconciliation process

• Reconciliation of comments becomes
cyclical, with reviewers requiring additional reviews and introducing new edits
• Irreconcilable comments are stagnating progress toward finalizing and
publishing the document

Mitigation
strategies

• Real-time collaborative interagency
reviews
• Expedited internal review and decision
making
• Planning and environmental linkages
• Planning-level environmental screening
criteria
• Coordinated and responsive agency
involvement
• Facilitation to align expectations up
front

• Real-time collaborative interagency
reviews
• Expedited internal review and
decision making
• Planning and environmental linkages
• Planning-level environmental
screening criteria
• Coordinated and responsive agency
involvement
• Facilitation to align expectations up
front
• Early commitment of construction
funding

• Real-time collaborative interagency
reviews
• Expedited internal review and decision
making
• Planning and environmental linkages
• Planning-level environmental screening
criteria
• Coordinated and responsive agency
involvement
• Facilitation to align expectations up front
• Early commitment of construction funding
• DOT-funded resource agency liaisons
• Team co-location
• Programmatic permits

'
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Application of Strategies

Early Commitment of Construction Funding

Real-Time Collaborative Interagency Reviews

Having construction funding in place can add pressure for a
project to progress through the environmental process toward
construction. With funding accounted for, agencies and individual reviewers should be less likely to feel they can delay the
preparation of environmental documentation by extending
the review and revision process.

Concurrent reviews among multiple agencies, as well as realtime drafting and revising, can expedite agreement on environmental documentation. Allowing resource agencies and
cooperating agencies to review documentation at the same time
as DOT management and FHWA or FTA staff can substantially
shorten the review-revision cycle for NEPA documentation
and facilitate reconciliation of conflicting comments.

Expedited Internal Review and Decision Making
This strategy entails establishing internal protocols and time
frames for reviews. By establishing early agreement among
reviewing agencies on the review process, a project can avoid
uncertainty, more accurately develop a schedule, and maintain
planned progress when distributing environmental documentation for review.

Planning and Environmental Linkages
Referencing work done during prior planning studies,
rather than redeveloping it, can make review and revision
of NEPA documentation simpler and potentially less contentious if reviewing parties were involved during the early
planning work.

Planning-Level Environmental Screening Criteria
Incorporating environmental factors into planning-level
screening can help to address a wide set of potential issues
and concerns early on and allow NEPA documentation to
incorporate the planning work by reference, thereby simplifying the documents and their review.

Coordinated and Responsive Agency Involvement
Stronger collaboration with resource agencies throughout,
and even before, the NEPA process can streamline their review
of the environmental documentation. They will have a better
understanding of the project and how it has developed, and
project leaders will be able to proactively address their interests and concerns.

Facilitation to Align Expectations Up Front
Explaining a project's goals, constraints, and intended process to resource agencies and stakeholders early on--during
planning or at the outset of a NEPA process-can reduce
unrealistic expectations from these parties and alert the
transportation agencies to their interests earlier. This can
avoid delay later on when these parties review environmental
documentation.

DOT-Funded Resource Agency Liaisons
Reviewing environmental documentation often requires more
staff commitment from resource agencies than they can readily
provide. An expensive but potentially worthwhile option can be
for transportation agencies to fund dedicated liaison positions
at these resource agencies.

Team Co-location
Providing a single location for a project team is helpful on
projects involving multiple agencies, particularly when these
agencies are each reviewing a complex NEPA document.
Having these reviewers work in the same office cuts down on
the effort and time required for communication and coordination of their reviews.

Programmatic Permits
Relying on policies and stipulations previously developed and
agreed on by relevant agencies can reduce resource agency
review effort. Using preexisting policies and stipulations, rather
than crafting project-specific variants, minimizes the amount
of scrutiny required from resource agencies, so long as an applicable programmatic permit is available. If one does not already
exist, developing a programmatic permit may also be helpful
for DOTs pursuing multiple projects with similar permitting
requirements.

Constraint 12: Negative
or Critical Coverage
from the Media
Projects often encounter challenges when media coverage
highlights or stokes controversy and opposition. A variety of
factors can create or contribute to these difficulties. Projects
leaders can fail to anticipate hot-button issues with local
media outlets or stakeholder groups, or they may identify the
issues but not develop effective methods for addressing these
issues or working with these groups. Transportation agencies
often struggle to communicate information, either in meetings or via press releases, that both anticipates and clearly
addresses topics of potential interest and concern to the press
and their public audience.
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Table 2.12. Constraint 12: Effects and Mitigation Strategies
Severity
Low

High

Effects

• Project is receiving negative press coverage, but this
does not appear to be swaying opinions of many public
participants or stakeholder groups
• Media coverage is misrepresenting information about the
project, but the reporters are willing and able to correct
the information

• Negative press coverage and/or opinion editorials
are swaying the attitudes and input from public
participants and stakeholder groups
• Media coverage is consistently providing incorrect
information about the project that is difficult to correct

Mitigation strategies

• Highly responsive public engagement

• Highly responsive public engagement
• Media relations manager

Indications that this constraint may occur or has already
occurred include

also improve direct correspondence and coordination with
media outlets to address or prevent critical coverage.

• Leading
o Local media outlets have a history of criticizing similar
projects; or
o Prior planning or design efforts have resulted in public
controversy.
• Lagging
o Information released at public meetings or directly to the
press is misrepresented or unused by local media coverage;
o Opinion editorials about the project are largely critical
and/or poorly informed; or
o Media cpverage prompts concerns from stakeholder
groups.

Constraint 13: Relocation
Process Delays Construction

Table 2.12 describes the likely effects from the manifestation of the constraint at different severities and the strategies
that may help to prevent or address the constraint at each
degree of severity.

Application of Strategies
Highly Responsive Public Engagement
A highly responsive public engagement campaign can help
to avoid frequent media criticism of the project's public pro- ·
cess. Also, improving public participation can bolster support for a project and reduce the likelihood that some media
outlets will provide negative coverage.

Media Relations Manager
Hiring a dedicated media relations manager can be the most
effective approach to directly preventing or addressing negative or inaccurate reporting. This position can help to
structure information releases to be more readily useable by
the press, thereby reducing the chances that information
will be mischaracterized. A media relations manager can

Property acquisition and the relocation of residents or businesses are often on the critical path to the start of construction, which adds pressure on the transportation agency to
quickly negotiate replacement housing payments and other
settlement issues that must be completed during the relocation process. This process can be stressful for tenants or business owners, who generally have different motivations than
the transportation agency, and can lead to protracted negotiations that delay relocation and subsequent project activities.
With the relocation process frequently on the critical path to
construction, and given the direct implications of delay to
project cost, transportation agencies will often benefit from
techniques that expedite relocations.
Indications that this constraint may occur or has already
occurred include
• Leading
o Many relocations are likely to be necessary for the
project;
o Residential or commercial relocations have unique or
specific requirements; or
o Early discussions with owners or tenants of properties likely to be acquired reveal resistance or other
indications that they could protract the relocation
process.
• Lagging
o Relocation process is behind schedule and on the project's critical path.
Table 2.13 describes the likely effects from the manifestation of the constraint at different severities and the strategies
that may help to prevent or address the constraint at each
degree of severity.
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Table 2.13. Constraint 13: Effects and Mitigation Strategies
Severity
Low

High

Effects

• Negotiations with some property owners or tenants are
taking more time than originally planned, but no critical
barriers are encountered
• Unable to reach agreement with one or more property
owners about suitable replacement properties; all
or major portions of construction can continue as
scheduled

• Unable to reach agreement with one or more property
owners about suitable replacement properties;
construction is delayed

Mitigation strategies

• Media relations manager
• Highly responsive public engagement

• Media relations manager
• Highly responsive public engagement
• Incentive payments

Application of Strategies
Media Relations Manager

A media relations manager can provide effective outreach to
residents or businesses being displaced by a project by ensuring that information about the project, including the process
and timeline for relocations, is accurately covered by the local
news media. This will help to avoid confusion and delay from
inaccurate coverage.
Highly Responsive Public Engagement

A robust public engagement strategy, like a media relations
manager, will ensure residents and businesses are informed of
the relocation process and timeline.
Incentive Payments

Incentive payments can encourage residents and businesses
to participate in the relocation project quickly. This expense
can save money on projects that have many relocations on the
critical path to construction.

Constraint 14: Slow
Decision Making
When decisions take longer than expected or anticipated, the
decision-making process can feel unclear, as can the path to
agreement. At times, it may seem there is a low level of interest in committing to a decision and that indecision prolongs
the process.
Indications that this constraint may occur or has already
occurred include
• Leading
o Project has multiple sponsors;
o Project is located in two states;

o Project has or had difficulty moving from planning to
project delivery (e.g., stuck in long-range transportation
planning);
o There is no clear project champion; or
o External decision makers are involved.
• Lagging
o Work is stalled or stopped while waiting for decisions;
o Assumptions are used to address decisions that are not
being made, and managers move forward with assumed
decisions or risk-based decisions to address lack of
decision; or
o Decisions or commitments are not clearly owned by
anyone.
Table 2.14 describes the likely effects from themanifestation of the constraint at different severities and the strategies
that may help to prevent or address the constraint at each
degree of severity.

Application of Strategies
Team Co-location

Co-locating the consultant team with the DOT team allows
for faster review of issues and internal decision making.
While this arrangement can incur more costs, depending on
the situation, it is generally applicable to any project size.
Real-Time and Collaborative Interagency Reviews

Many small decisions or reconciling concerns can combine to
create significant delay. By coordinating all reviewers in real
time, many issues can be dealt with quickly in an open forum.
Expedited Internal Review and Decision Making

Securing early agreement among internal project stakeholders for specific time frames and processes for decision making
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Table 2.14. Constraint 14: Effects and Mitigation Strategies
Severity
Low

Medium

High

Effects

• One or two stalled decisions add less
than a week to decision making
• Single decision maker is slow to come
to decision
• Leadership or a champion is available,
but having challenges engaging or
committing
• Infrequent issue (only once or twice in a
project)
• Decision-making challenges are only
with decision makers internal to the
project team (DOT or FHWA)
• Decisions or commitments seem to
have an unclear path and are resolved
barely in time

• Multiple slow decisions are causing
delays that are significant to certain
tasks, but not delaying overall schedule
• Internal or external decision makers
may be involved
• Not sure when to start with decisions,
no clear decision maker

• Slow decisions delay or prevent
critical milestones for planning or
project delivery
• Multiple decision makers failing to
reach decisions or causing delay
• Both external and internal decision
makers are contributing to delay
• No clear path or leadership
• Recurring issue for which decisions
repeatedly are not made

Mitigation
strategies

• Team co-location
• Real-time collaborative interagency
reviews
• Expedited internal review and decision
making

• Team co-location
• Real-time collaborative interagency
reviews
• Expedited internal review and decision
making
• Consolidated decision council
• Planning and environmental linkages
• Early commitment of construction
funding

• Team co-location
• Real-time collaborative interagency
reviews
• Expedited internal review and decision
making
• Consolidated decision council
• Planning and environmental linkages
• Early commitment of construction
funding
• Strategic oversight, readiness
assessment

can avoid uncertainty when decisions are needed, and thus
prevent delay.

Consolidated Decision Council
For larger projects that justify the effort and preplanning,
dedicated councils can create a set structure for decision
making. Councils explicitly identify the authority and scope
of decision making, allowing issues or questions to be placed
on the agenda, considered, and decided on effectively.

Planning and Environmental Linkages
Decision making during the NEPA process can be expedited
if it can rely on or use documentation and decisions made
during previous planning studies. Agreements made during
planning provide a foundation on which to make decisions
and help decision makers justify their choices.

Early Commitment of Construction Funding
Without known funding agencies may delay making tough
decisions. Allocated funding adds pressure to make decisions
to progress toward construction. This can be especially true
when funding is paired with required time frames so that decisions must be made for the imposed schedule to be achieved.

Strategic Oversight and Readiness Assessment
This strategy focuses on developing a management plan for
decision making before the project begins or at the very
beginning. It requires a substantial investment to implement and therefore is best suited to larger projects. By identifying needed decision makers, resources, and critical paths
early, decision making can be expedited through effective
planning.

Constraint 15: Stakeholder
Controversy and Opposition
Stakeholder opposition or controversy can lead to project
delay or even cancellation. Stakeholders may oppose one or
more particular elements or alternatives for a project, or they
may simply reject the validity or merit of the entire endeavor.
This opposition can produce controversy and delay progress.
Indications that this constraint may occur or has already
occurred include
• Leading
o Project will introduce unfamiliar or unknown changes
to surroundings;
o Stakeholder groups exist with potential to oppose project;

39
Table 2.15. Constraint 15: Effects and Mitigation Strategies
Severity
Low

High

Effects

• Opposition to discrete element(s) of the project
• Concerns from stakeholders or agencies can be easily
addressed by evaluation, documentation, and discussion
• Stakeholders raising narrow policy concerns (local, single
issues)

• Opposition to the entire project
• Opposition seeks entirely different alternative(s) and/or
reevaluation
• Stakeholders with broader policy concerns (national,
multiple-issue groups)
• Stakeholder concerns are not swayed by data

Mitigation strategies

• Facilitation to align expectations up front
• Regional environmental analysis framework
• Highly responsive public engagement

•
•
•
•
•

o Preexisting agreements or plans exist that conflict with
the project;
o Significant changes to demographics or property ownership will occur in the project area; or
o Similar projects have faced significant opposition in the
region.
• Lagging
o Progress with public outreach or coordination with
resource agencies is stalled because issues of concern
remain unaddressed or unresolved; or
o Stakeholders have mobilized opposition to project or
elements of the project.
Table 2.15 describes the likely effects from the manifestation
of the constraint at different severities and the strategies that
may help to prevent or address the constraint at each degree of
severity.

Application of Strategies
Facilitation to Align Expectations Up Front
Facilitation can help projects align stakeholder expectations
early during project development by encouraging participants to express their desires and concerns and to hear others'
thoughts about the project. Facilitated discussions help stakeholders both to influence and understand the goals and constraints of the project, minimizing disappointment and
opposition later on.

Facilitation to align expectations up front
Regional environmental analysis framework
Highly responsive public engagement
Media relations manager
Up-front environmental commitments irrespective of
project impacts
• Context-sensitive design

in place allows project management to better anticipate likely
issues of concern for stakeholders and to adapt or address the
issues earlier in project development.

Highly Responsive Public Engagement
Highly responsive public engagement will also help DOTs to
anticipate likely issues of concern for stakeholders. This outreach facilitates identifying issues that may lead to opposition
from stakeholders, and it allows the DOT to better explain to
them the constraints or demands the agency is operating
under that could result in project elements that are undesired
by stakeholders.

Media Relations Manager
A media relations manager can help the project to avoid or
moderate controversy that can be sparked by inaccurate or
misleading media coverage. By better communicating with
media oudets, opposition and criticism are less likely to grow
beyond the agency's ability to address them.

Up-Front Environmental Commitments
By providing meaningful environmental commitments early in
project development, DOTs can proactively address potential
issues of concern from stakeholder groups that could otherwise
delay the project.

Context-Sensitive Design
Regional Environmental Analysis Framework
A regional environmental analysis framework allows agencies
to develop consensus on the approach for evaluating potential impacts to resources of concern. Having this framework

Adapting the project design to respond to stakeholder concerns can be the most meaningful and significant response to
stakeholders, although this may be challenging or even infeasible depending on stakeholder demands.
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Constraint 16: Unusually Large
Scale of and/or Complex
Project or Program
DOTs are occasionally faced with a project or program of projects that is larger and more complex than what they are accustomed to. These projects or programs may entail many separate
components that form a major infrastructure improvement or
distinct projects of a similar nature that are being addressed
programmatically. Typically, projects of unusually large scale
and/or complexity cannot be pursued efficiendy or effectively
with a business as usual approach. Instead, decision making,
permitting, and designing will require new techniques to be
accomplished efficiendy.
Indications that this constraint may occur or has already
occurred include
• Leading
o Project is larger in scope and cost than usual;
o Project is the largest project of its type that the agency
has pursued;
o Project is the first project of its type;
o Project or program spans a multistate or statewide
region; or
o Multiple related projects are being pursued programmatically.
• Lagging
o Decisions are stalled due to difficulty in gathering consensus from multiple parties; or
o Decisions or analysis are being done repetitively for
multiple, similar issues.

Table 2.16 describes the likely effects from the manifestation
of the constraint at different severities and the strategies that
may help to prevent or address the constraint at each degree of
severity.

Application of Strategies
Team Co-location

Providing a single location for all project staff improves internal communication and decision making on projects with
diverse teams from different agencies and consultants who
would otherwise be working from multiple, separate offices.
While this strategy will not direcdy address some of the specific analytical and documentation challenges faced by projects of unusual complexity, it should help to streamline the
project team's efficiency and reduce potential botdenecks.
Coordinated and Responsive Agency Involvement

Large, complex projects generally require coordination with
more local, state, and federal resource agencies, necessitating a
well-defined and collaborative approach for their involvement.
As the number of agencies involved increases, it becomes easier
for some to feel marginalized if their concerns and interests are
overshadowed by those of other agencies. A highly responsive
coordination strategy can help to avoid this.
Dispute-Resolution Process

With more agencies and stakeholders involved in large projects, there is an increasing likelihood of delay from protracted

Table 2.16. Constraint 16: Effects and Mitigation Strategies
Severity

Low

High

Effects

• Project or program is delayed, but other projects are not
affected
• Some unique or highly complex elements in an otherwise
more ordinary project or program

• Project or program is delayed and is also slowing
other projects
• Many or all aspects of the project are unique or complex

Mitigation strategies

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Team co-location
Coordinated and responsive agency involvement
Dispute-resolution process
Strategic oversight, readiness assessment
Early commitment of construction funding
Expedited internal review and decision making
Real-time collaborative interagency reviews

Team co-location
Coordinated and responsive agency involvement
Dispute-resolution process
Strategic oversight, readiness assessment
Early commitment of construction funding
Expedited internal review and decision making
Real-time collaborative interagency reviews
Performance standards
Programmatic permitting
DOT-funded resource agency liaisons
Consolidated decision council
Tiered NEPA process
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or stalled debate. A dispute-resolution process can help to
unlock these debates, whether they occur between co-lead
agencies or with resource agencies.

Strategic Oversight and Readiness Assessment
This strategy is designed to assess staffing requirements for
major projects and programs requiring commitments from
multiple agencies. When implemented early on, readiness
assessment will identify staffing demands and areas that
need bolstered resources. Strategic oversight and readiness
assessment can also provide a common system of project
and program management protocols for finances, schedule,
and oversight.

Early Commitment of Construction Funding
Funding can help large projects to appear more feasible and
more likely to come to fruition, both to a project team and
also to resource agencies and stakeholder groups. Major
projects can languish when project teams or stakeholders
believe a project is unaffordable, and commitment of funding can avoid this perception. Furthermore, funding commitments with specific timeline requirements can provide
momentum and add pressure for agencies and stakeholders
to move quickly.

PerlormanceStandards
This strategy can allow project teams to develop permit applications with commitments to specific outcomes (e.g., the
impact to a resource will be equal to or less than a specified
amount) without having to analyze and debate the potential
impacts from the project design with resource agencies. Such
debate is a common source of delay during environmental
documentation and permitting, and it is an especially highrisk portion of the schedule for projects with designs that
resource agencies are not accustomed to permitting.

Programmatic Permitting
This strategy can expedite the process of permitting multiple
actions or projects with common attributes and impacts. By
developing a common set of analytical techniques, environmental criteria, and documentation as the basis for a programmatic approach to permitting, the DOT can realize major
efficiencies and cost savings.

DOT-Funded Resource Agency Uaisons
Major projects often require significant staff commitments
from resource agencies. By funding liaison positions at resource
agencies, DOTs can better ensure that their project will receive
the time and attention it needs to receive review, input, and
approval from these agencies.

Expedited Internal Review and Decision Making
Large, complex projects usually have multiple agencies
involved in reviews and decision making, and having an
expedited internal review and decision-making process in
place can help simplify and streamline such projects. Establishing commitments from agencies on the process and time
frame for project actions is an important tool for avoiding
uncertainty and delay.

Consolidated Decision Council

Real-Time Collaborative Interagency Reviews

Tiered NEPA Process

The review and revision process for environmental documentation can be complicated on projects with multiple lead
agencies and/or with a variety of cooperating and resource
agencies that must review and approve the documents. These
reviews, and the subsequent revisions, can be completed
more quickly if all agencies are able to review and comment
together, rather than in sequential rounds of review and
revision. Other collaborative techniques can further streamline the process.

Projects with a large, complex scope of improvements generally
start development with in-depth planning studies to frame the
issues and problems they will address and to gauge stakeholder
interest and concern. These planning studies can provide valuable information for a subsequent NEPA process, including the
development and screening of potential alternatives. A tiered
NEPA process can allow some of this planning to be done under
the auspices ofNEPA, and thus ensure this work is more readily
and efficiently usable for ensuing project-level NEPA studies.

A small group of appointed managers can streamline decision making on large projects when multiple agencies are
involved in developing the project design. A group comprising a single designated project leader from each of these agencies can simplify consensus building and decision making on
complex, multijurisdictional projects.

CHAPTER

3

Strategies for Addressing or Avoiding Constraints

Strategy 1: Change-Control
Practices

This chapter describes 24 expediting strategies. These
descriptions are designed as stand-alone guides to the
strategies and are intended to aid practitioners' understanding of how the strategies may apply to their projects.
More specific information on the implementation of these
strategies can be found in the case studies in Chapter 4.
The format chosen for the strategy descriptions facilitates their integration with the web-based materials
being developed for SHRP 2 and distributed through the
Transportation for Communities: Advancing Projects
through Partnerships (TCAPP) website. The TCAPP website is gathering the research products from SHRP 2 efforts
and provides a central place for end users to access the
results (1}.
Each strategy is categorized by the general strategy group( s)
(explained in Chapter 1}, the applicable phase(s) of project
development in which the strategy could be implemented,
and any applicable decision points as defined on the TCAPP
website (1).
Next, the strategy is described, the constraint is addressed,
and examples of projects and agencies that have implemented
the strategy are given, along with web addresses that provide
further information.
The effectiveness of the strategy is qualitatively evaluated
on four measures: (a) schedule, (b) cost, (c) risks, and
(d) any other benefits. These effects are not evaluated
to rate or rank the strategies, but to provide readers with
some important considerations for implementing these
strategies.
Finally, a description is provided of the general applicability of the strategy, including the types of projects or agencies
that might benefit from it and any other factors that may
influence the benefits or risks of the strategy.
Table 3.1links each of the expediting strategies to the particular constraints it is intended to address.

• Strategy Group: Decision making
• Phase: Final design
• Decision Points: Any/all decision points

Definition
This strategy applies to agencywide or programmatic changecontrol practices.
Several states have invested in change-control practices
that attempt to minimize the frequency and severity of
changes to projects' design following preliminary design and
environmental documentation.
At the California DOT (Caltrans}, an agencywide changecontrol team provides recommendations to determine how
to reduce the number and extent of design changes that occur
after project approval. These recommendations led to the
adoption of Caltrans' change-control guidelines, which reduce
the number of project-scope changes that occur after project
approval. District change-control teams establish and monitor the progress of district change-control implementation
plans. These teams document, review, monitor, and report all
project-scope changes after project approval and environmental documentation; record lessons learned; and establish
internal performance metrics.
Utah DOT (UDOT) initiated a pilot change-control program after the agency had identified change orders related to
design errors as a significant source of inefficiency with regard
to both cost and project delays. By involving the construction
contractor in the design process, UDOT anticipated that
design errors would be caught early and contractors would
absorb the risk associated with those errors. UDOT has early
indications that this construction manager-general contractor model has reduced the number of change orders related to
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Table 3.1. Expediting Strategies and Constraints
Stage of Project Planning or Delivery
Strategy

Early
Planning

Corridor
Planning

1. Change-control practices
2. Consolidated decision council

0

3. Context-sensitive design and solutions

0

0

4. Coordinated and responsive agency involvement

0

•

5. Dispute-resolution process

0

6. DOT-funded resource agency liaisons

0

NEPA

•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

•

•
•

•
•
•
•

•
•
•

18. Real-time collaborative interagency reviews

0

0

7. Early commitment of construction funding
8. Expedited internal review and decision making

•
•

9. Facilitation to align expectations up front

0

10. Highly responsive public engagement

•

Design/ROW
Permitting

•
•
•

11. Incentive payments to expedite relocations
12. Media relations manager
13. Performance standards
14. Planning and environmental linkages
15. Planning-level environmental screening criteria

0

16. Programmatic agreement for Section 106
17. Programmatic or batched permittings

19. Regional environmental analysis framework

0

20. Risk management

•

21. Strategic oversight and readiness assessment

0

22. Team co-location
23. Tiered NEPA process

0
0

24. Up-front environmental commitments
Note: NEPA =National Environmental Policy Act; ROW =right-of-way; •

•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

•
•

•
•
•
•

Construction

•
0

•
0

•

•
•
•
•

0

0

•
•
0

•
•

•

•
•

=directly applicable; o =conditionally applicable.

design errors; however, the agency frequently uses change
orders to expend funds that are either freed by negotiations or
legislatively allocated. UDOT employs change orders for this
purpose on all projects, regardless of the contracting method.
This practice complicates the analysis of the impact of the
construction manager-general contractor arrangement on
change orders and overall budget. Determining the effects of
this arrangement would require analysis on a project-by-project
basis, which has not yet been completed by the agency (2).
New Jersey established a change-control board to review
and approve changes and requests affecting design and con~
struction in an effort to control costs and reduce scope
changes. During the preparation of roadway plans, when a
design change appears to be necessary or desirable, a design
change request is submitted to the change-control board for
review. A design change request is required if a change occurs
in a design stage of a project that modifies the concept as

outlined in the proposal or if the change(s) would increase
project costs above certain predefined thresholds.
In Florida, changes are formally reviewed and compared to
set thresholds. This provides project managers with some
latitude to manage a project so long as it remains within the
agreed-on time or budget limits. The project budget and
schedule cannot be modified beyond the set thresholds without committee review and approval by a standing committee
of senior management (3, p.l2).

Constraints Addressed
This strategy is designed to minimize design·changes that
occur after project approval.
Reducing scope changes can cause the DOT to appear inflexible to stakeholders. Caltrans discovered that most changecontrol requests resulted from local requests. It is critical to
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ensure that the change-control process is open to considering
changes that may be appropriate and even necessary to advance
a project or achieve other objectives. Changes to project design
following project approval and environmental documentation
can result in significant delays. The final design process that
typically follows environmental review often requires changes
to the project design. Unanticipated changes to project design
often cause delay if they alter right-of-way requirements or
modify environmental impacts so that reevaluation or changing permitting requirements is required. Changes that increase
impacts or costs are particularly likely to cause delays, as well as
other negative effects on project delivery.
This strategy can help to address the following constraints:
• Issues arising late cause project change, and
• Inability to maintain agreement.

Example
1-94 North-South Freeway Project
The leaders of this Wisconsin project held biweekly meetings
with the state Secretary of Transportation's staff. The meetings discussed project progress, changes, and the reasons for
each. This communication process limited unanticipated
changes and costs (4).

ted to avoiding design changes such that they deny reasonable
and feasible changes that may be needed to address previously unknown information, constraints, or opportunities.
Such changes can be integral to advancing a project.

Other Benefits
Benefits from change control can include
• Enhanced ability to honor delivery commitments;
• Lower risk (in the form of improved cost estimates, delivery schedules, and quality impacts);
• Established base for performance measures;
• Enhanced ability to reduce rework and monitor impacts of
rework;
• Clearer direction for project development process; and
• More accurate workload estimating.

Strategy 2: Consolidated
Decision Council
• Strategy Group: Decision making
• Phases: Planning, NEPA, design
• Decision Points: Multiple decision points

Definition
Effectiveness
Schedule
Changing project design after environmental review and
approval is a frequent cause of delay. By implementing programmatic or agencywide assessment of project changes,
DOTs can implement policies and procedures that reduce the
frequency and magnitude of these project changes and the
delay they can incur.

Cost
This strategy requires up-front funding to assess how changes
to project design are affecting cost and schedule of project delivery and ongoing funding to implement change-control policies
and to monitor progress. Managing and reducing changes to
project design can avoid cost increases and the expense of delay.

Risks
Scope change control minimizes the risk that the DOT will
appear inflexible to stakeholders. Caltrans discovered that
most change-control requests (and hence project delay) did
not relate to the environment per se, but rather local requests.
DOTs need to ensure that they are not so excessively commit-

A consolidated decision council can create a dear organization, structure, and process for efficient decision making.
Councils identify the ability and scope of decision making
explicidy and allow for issues or questions to be on the agenda,
considered, and decided on effectively and efficiendy.

Constraints Addressed
Lengthy or poorly understood decision processes, as well as
decisions that take longer than expected, cause direct delay
and can create a general sense among all parties that project
expediting is not actually a high priority. Decision problems
arise when decision processes are unclear or cumbersome,
decision authority is unclear, or the decisions that need to be
made are not dearly articulated. Projects with multiple sponsors can be especially vulnerable to lengthy and inefficient
decision making.
This strategy can help to address the following constraints:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Unusually large scale of and/or complex project or program;
Ineffective internal communication;
Slow decision making;
Inability to maintain agreement;
Inordinate focus on single issue; and
Avoiding policy decisions through continual analysis.
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Examples

Risks

Milton-Madison Bridge Project

Hasty decisions carry a substantial risk of making poor
choices or having to reopening those decisions at a later time.
This strategy, however, is not about forcing quick decisions. It
is about providing a clear process, clear authority, and clear
structure for making informed decisions efficiently. Such an
approach reduces risk.

This project formed the Milton-Madison management team
(M3T) to facilitate the rapid and effective decision making
needed for the project team to stay on track with their aggressive schedule to replace the Ohio River bridge between Milton,
Kentucky, and Madison, Indiana. A project management team
is commonly formed on medium and large projects, but these
teams are not always successful at coming to consensus and
making decisions quickly enough to avoid delay, especially
when schedules are compressed. Several factors contributed to
the success of the M3T:
• FHWA was a key member of the group;
• The core group was small;
• M3T staff could easily contact the executives of their agency
directly;
• Meetings were frequent, with decision topics identified in
advance; and
• A dispute-resolution process was important at several key
points.
The Milton-Madison project case study in Chapter 4 provides more detail on this strategy.

Maryland Intercounty Connector
The Principals +1 group provided executive level leadership
and direction for this project. This group was composed of
the top-level official and one technical-level staff member
from each state and federal agency involved on the project.
The commitment and authority of these executive-level staff
provided the policy-level direction needed for this project to
stay on schedule.
This project is also provided as a case study in Chapter 4.

Other Benefits
A dear, predictable, and efficient process for making informed
and inclusive decisions can build transparency and build
tr~st among participants.

Applicability and Transferability
A dedicated decision council could be used for any type of
project or program. The cost and dedication required of
senior staff is more likely to be justified with larger, controversial, and/or high-priority projects. Smaller and less
controversial projects are less likely to benefit significantly
relative to the added labor cost and demand on senior
staff time.
The basic elements of a decision council are transferable to
other agencies, projects, or programs, but they will need to be
customized to address the particular needs of the project, the
agencies, the issues, and the decision makers.

Strategy 3: Context-Sensitive
Design and Solutions
• Strategy Group: External coordination and communication
• Phases: Planning, NEPA, design
• Decision Points: Multiple decision points, though particularly those in the COR and ENV phases

Effectiveness
Schedule
Faster and better decisions translate into avoiding delays and
keeping progress moving. They also set a precedent for expediting other tasks and indicate a commitment to efficient and
judicious progress.

Cost
A dedicated decision council requires a commitment of
senior staff, which can be expensive, but the cost savings
associated with avoiding decision-related delays can be
substantial.

Definition
The Center for Environmental Excellence defines contextsensitive solutions (CSS) as a collaborative, interdisciplinary
approach that involves all stakeholders to develop a transportation facility that fits its physical setting and preserves scenic,
·aesthetic, historic, and environmental resources, while maintaining safety and mobility. CSS is an approach that considers
the total context within which a transportation improvement
project will exist. CSS principles include the employment of
early, continuous, and meaningful involvement of the public
and all stakeholders throughout the project development
process (5).
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Constraints Addressed
A project's context includes the surrounding environmental
and community resources, as well as the stakeholders' interests and concerns. Developing and designing a project that
fails to respond to the surrounding constraints and opportunities can be a substantial factor in project delay. A design
(and design process) that does not adequately address contextual constraints and opportunities can alienate community members and other stakeholders, result in higher
impacts, complicate permitting, and increase project costs, all
of which can delay project delivery.
This strategy can help to address the following constraints:
• Stakeholder controversy and opposition; and
• Insufficient public engagement or support.

Examples
Many sources of information on CSS and context-sensitive
design (CSD) are available on the web (5-9). Designing projects that are more responsive to their physical and social
surroundings is an increasingly common approach for transportation agencies seeking to develop projects that are less
mired in controversy, less delayed by opposition, and that provide more than basic transportation benefits (added benefits
include a broader set of transportation, as well as non transportation, objectives). CSS principles can help projects to garner
broader support, reduce mitigation expense, reduce permitting
challenges, and improve integration with and benefits to
surrounding communities and resources. Numerous project
examples are available on the cited websites (5-9). Two examples described in the Chapter 4 case studies in this report
include
• Nashville Gateway Boulevard corridor study. This project
used CSD to garner widespread support from local businesses and other stakeholders in the surrounding Nashville
downtown area.
• District of Columbia 11th Street bridges EIS. This
document employed CSD principles to reduce impacts
and increase benefits to the adjacent communities and
resources (10).

Effectiveness
Schedule

The effect of CSS on a project's schedule is generally difficult to
estimate. CSS can require additional time to collect data and
engage with stakeholders, and it can involve some redesign as
more information about context and concerns is gathered.

Employing CSS principles from the beginning clearly saves time
compared with changing direction later in the project process.
To the extent that CSS helps to reduce public and stakeholder
opposition, permitting complexity, and later mitigation needs,
it will expedite delivery. Most project teams who have employed
CSS principles report that they believe the approach reduced
conflicts and rework, which reduced project delays.
Cost

Similar to schedule, the cost of this strategy depends on several factors. In the end, whether CSS adds or reduces costs
will be determined by the difference between the additional
cost of collecting data, understanding stakeholder concerns,
anq developing a design that is genuinely context sensitive
versus the time and costs saved by reducing public opposition, reducing permitting needs, increasing public support,
and improving broader community benefits.
Risks

CSS bears some risks. For some projects, avoiding impacts
can add substantially to construction costs (e.g., including
complex retaining walls in place of fill slopes to reduce a highway's footprint can add substantial cost). There is also the risk
of inappropriately sacrificing transportation safety or operations to reduce resource or community impacts. It is important to consider the comprehensive risks and benefits of the
various options. There is also a risk of creating unrealistic
expectations with stakeholders.
Other Benefits

Adapting a project's design to attract support from stakeholder groups can show a transportation agency's willingness
to listen and respond to a community's interests. This may
improve the image of the transportation agency in the eyes of
that community and foster support for other projects in their
area. Also, CSS can reduce the risk of unanticipated permitting and mitigation costs and delay.

Applicability
CSS can be applied in the planning, NEPA, design, and construction phases of projects, and it is applicable to the development of broader transportation plans (FHWA's website
and the sources cited above provide guidance). The fundamental principles of CSS are relatively universal, but the particular methods of engagement and design considerations
and details will depend on a given project's or program's context. Agencies that already actively engage stakeholders and
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are responsive to stakeholder input may more readily adapt
to applying other CSS principles.

Strategy 4: Coordinated and
Responsive Agency
Involvement
• Strategy Group: External coordination and communication
• Phases: Planning, NEPA, design
• Decision Points: Any/all decision points

Definition
The need for permits and other regulatory approvals often
increases the time required to complete the NEPA process,
project design, and, of course, permitting. The more complex
the permitting, the more it can extend project delivery. Poor
coordination with resource agencies can be a substantial
source of delay that can be avoided or minimized with adequate planning and effective implementation. Improving
coordination with resource agencies and achieving more
responsive involvement with them can be realized through a
variety of techniques (see examples below). Involving agencies early (e.g., at the beginning of project scoping) often
increases the odds of gaining more timely input and developing more effective relationships. However, involving agencies early is not enough: it is equally important to establish
clear and direct communications, promote a culture of collaboration, understand agency needs and concerns, clearly
convey project-related needs and concerns, and implement
the project in ways that are responsive to project as well as
agency needs.

Constraints Addressed
Large, complex projects generally require coordination with
many local, state, and federal resource agencies, necessitating a well-defined and collaborative approach for their
involvement. As the number of agencies involved increases,
it becomes easier for some to feel marginalized if their concerns and interests are overshadowed by those of other
agencies. A highly responsive coordination strategy can help
to avoid this.
While this strategy typically is considered for projects
requiring more complex permitting or reviewing needs, it
can also help to streamline interactions on projects with minimal need for State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)
review by establishing criteria for reduced timelines and process on projects less likely to affect Section 106 resources.
This strategy will also help to identify potentially conflicting assumptions concerning resource values earlier, when

they are more easily addressed. Stronger collaboration with
resource agencies throughout, and even before, the NEPA
process can streamline their review of the environmental
documentation as they will better understand the project and
how it has developed, and the project will be able to proactively address their interests and concerns.
Consistent engagement with resource agencies can establish and maintain mutual agreement on the issues that are
relevant to a project and avoid the diversion to inapplicable or
less important topics that can occur when resource agencies
are only sporadically engaged.
This strategy can help to address the following constraints:
• Unusually large scale of and/or complex project or program;
• Inefficient Section 106 consultation with SHPO;
• Conflicting resource values;
• Lengthy review and revision cycles;
• Inability to maintain agreement;
• Difficulty agreeing on impacts and mitigation; and
• Inordinate focus on single issue.

Examples
District of Columbia 11th Street Bridges EIS
The 11th Street bridges project team set an ambitious timeline to complete their EIS. To facilitate expedited EIS review
and help project managers and stakeholders to better meet
streamlining and stewardship objectives, the District of
Columbia DOT (DDOT) secured the assistance of FHWA
headquarters through the NEPA Teambuilding Initiative,
which is administered by the FHWA Office of Project Development and Environmental Review (see strategy on aligning
expectations up front). In addition to establishing relationships up front with resource agencies, DDOT and FHWA also
developed and implemented a more effective and efficient
interagency coordination process. They set up communication and coordination lines to expedite input and responses
from those agencies. Interagency meetings were an important
aspect of expediting agency coordination. DDOT already had
a process established for other efforts and enhanced that process for the 11th Street project. This included taking the time
to learn and understand key concerns and issues for each
agency. Staff travelled to individual agency offices for face-toface coordination (at least three briefings for each agency,
including the Environmental Protection Agency [EPA], the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the National Capital Planning
Commission, and others). DDOT had more frequent meetings
with other agencies such as the National Park Service (NPS)
and SHPO. Overall, DDOT found that it was most effective to
solicit initial input and concerns from the agencies and then
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propose an approach based on that initial input. Agency
coordination was also expedited through early agreements
developed through the NEPA team-building work. This allowed
the various agencies to accomplish at least partial concurrent
reviews of key project materials.
Oregon DOT Statewide Bridges Program

When Oregon DOT (ODOT) identified widespread problems
with deteriorating bridges, they understood that the usual
approach to permitting, environmental review, and agency
coordination would not work for this program involving over
300 bridges. One of their first steps to establish a more efficient
approach was to hold a workshop with resource agencies to
let them know the problem they were facing, the objectives
they wanted to achieve, and to ask the agencies for help in
(a) understanding what goals and objectives the agencies
would like to achieve as part of this program and (b) redesigning the coordination, review, and permitting process to achieve
the objectives of ODOT and all the resource agencies. This led
to substantial changes in the delivery process, including much
more detailed and up-front environmental data collection;
new programmatic permits; a hatched biological assessment;
a dispute-resolution process; agency leadership meetings and
agreements; and an overall new review process that frontloaded data and analysis, was more collaborative, and was
much quicker than the traditional approach.

Effectiveness
Schedule

This approach requires more labor up front and can extend the
time taken to initiate agency coordination. The time savings
are realized through a quicker NEPA process, quicker permitting, and less need to revisit and redo analysis or design work.
Cost
Higher agency coordination costs must be allocated up front
and during project development. Coordination is generally
more intense, which increases some labor costs. Cost savings
are realized when the overall project is delivered faster and
there is less need to revisit or redo previous work.
Risks

There can be a risk of creating unrealistic expectations. While
this approach involves being more collaborative with resource
agencies and more open to helping them meet their missions,
it is important to ensure that resource agencies also clearly
understand that the transportation mission must be achieved.

Other Benefits

Some DOTs have found that the mere act of committing to
improving relationships with approval agencies and soliciting input from those agencies on what can be done to better
meet their missions can facilitate the beginning of more
effective relationships and more effective and efficient coordination. When this approach is done successfully for a single
large project or program, the benefits can carry over into
other work and lead to opportunities to develop additional
strategies and improvements.

Applicability and Transferability
Making substantial changes to external coordination procedures and roles generally requires substantial effort, leadership, and organizational commitment. This makes this
strategy much more applicable and appropriate to programs
or large projects. It can be instigated as part of a single highpriority project or program, and then extended to become
standard agency procedure.
This strategy is highly transferable, although when relationships with resource agencies are particularly adversarial,
gaining the trust needed to start establishing more effective
coordination will be more difficult.

Strategy 5: Dispute-Resolution
Process
• Strategy Group: External coordination and communication
• Phases: Planning, NEPA, design
• Decision Points: Any/all decision points

Definition
An effective dispute-resolution process is typically accomplished through an agreement among the agencies involved.
Having a clear process and agreement for resolving disputes
can help agencies to avoid an impasse, recognize when they
are at an impasse, and help to expedite the elevation and
resolution of an impasse if and when it cannot be readily
resolved at a staff level. A dispute-resolution agreement will
typically
• Describe a process for identifying when dispute elevation
is the appropriate next step;
• Describe how to initiate the dispute-resolution process;
• Identify two, three, or more levels of elevation to cover the
range of issues that could arise and provide options at a
variety of organizational levels for resolving them (e.g.,
some disputes can be resolved at the senior staff level, while
others may need to be elevated to the agency executive);
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• Identify the individual people or positions to which disputes will be elevated; and
• Describe a process for reviewing and modifying the resolution procedure as needed.

Constraints Addressed
Transportation projects, especially large ones, do not successfully advance without receiving significant approvals at various milestones. In addition, most projects also require a large
number of smaller consents and agreements at multiple
phases from many different stakeholders. Without these
major milestones and frequent, small agreements and consents, a project cannot advance. When two or more agencies
that influence the ability to advance a transportation project
reach an impasse, progress can cease and schedules can be
. delayed. Such an impasse can occur between a transportation
agency and a permitting agency, among permitting agencies,
or among project sponsor agencies. Progress may be halted or
slowed until the impasse is successfully addressed.
This strategy can help to address the following constraints:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Issues arising late cause project change;
Inability to maintain agreement;
Inordinate focus on single issue;
Avoiding policy decisions through continual analysis;
Unusually large scale of and/or complex project or program;
Inefficient Section 106 consultation with SHPO;
Conflicting resource values; and
Difficulty agreeing on impacts and mitigation.

Examples
Oregon DOT Bridges Program

More than 30 of the bridges that were part of ODOT's statewide bridge repair and replacement program were located on
federal property administered by the U.S. Forest Service
(USFS) or the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). ODOT
had developed programmatic permits and a hatched biological opinion to cover Clean Water Act Section 404 and 401
requirements, state wetland permit requirements, and Endangered Species Act (ESA) Section 7 consultation requirements
for nearly all of the bridges in the 300+ bridge program.
However, the added jurisdiction and permitting and approval
requirements associated with federal lands were not necessarily or completely covered by these programmatic permits. In
order to address the unique NEPA and other approval
requirements for bridges on USFS and BLM lands, ODOT,
FHWA, BLM, and USFS developed a memorandum of agreement (MOA). The MOA described the approach that would
be taken to ensure that ODOT's NEPA approach would

address the NEPA requirements of BLM and USPS and how
other permitting requirements would be addressed. The
MOA defined each agency's role and responsibilities as either
lead or cooperating agency, and it specifically outlined a process for elevating and resolving disputes or issues that would
arise during the approval process. The dispute-resolution
process, which was developed in close coordination with
USPS and BLM, specifically incorporated lessons learned by
those agencies from their previous experience with dispute
resolution.
Interstate Collaborative Environmental Process

At the initiation of the Interstate 5 Columbia River Crossing
project, the Washington State DOT and ODOT gathered the
various state and federal resource agencies from both states
into a workshop setting. They worked with these agencies to
establish a process for involving the agencies and to advance
the project development process. All of the agencies signed the
Interstate collaborative environmental process (InterCEP)
agreement, which identified key milestones for formal consent
or review, processes for coordinating, and a process for resolving disputes. This dispute-resolution process is described in
detail in Section V, Part D, of the InterCEP agreement ( 11).
Maryland DOT Intercounty Connector

Maryland DOT and the Maryland State Highway Administration and partners use a dispute-resolution process that was
especially effective for the intercounty connector project.
Front-line staff were highly motivated to resolve issues and
avoid elevating issues to senior staff unless absolutely necessary.
Issues that were elevated were efficiently addressed through a
resolution process that used a neutral facilitator.
Milton-Madison Bridge Project

This project partnered Indiana DOT and Kentucky DOT. A
dispute-resolution process was important at several key
points. Developing consensus among multiple agencies is often
challenging, so it is crucial for a multiagency project team to
develop a dispute-resolution process to avoid an impasse if
debate becomes protracted. Team members on both sides
understood early on that they would need to elevate some
decisions to executive leadership quickly if they couldn't get
consensus in the time frame needed to maintain their project
schedule. This proved important when the two DOTs had to
decide whether to restrict the project boundary to only the
river crossing in order to complete NEPA 4( f) and Section 106
in time to receive funding from a federal stimulus program (the
Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery
[TIGER] program). In this case, the Indiana transportation

50
commissioner, in consultation with the governor, needed to
approve removing some approaches on the Indiana side of
the river from the project's scope.

Effectiveness
Schedule

Quickly resolving disputes and not letting them languish will
directly reduce project delays and can expedite delivery.

Cost
Establishing a new multiagency dispute-resolution agreement
will require additional effort and labor costs up front. This
will result in overall cost savings when disputes are quickly
addressed, allowing the project to continue to advance.
Risks

Some agencies have reported that their dispute-resolution process has not expedited resolving disputes. Agency staff had
developed the perception that elevating a dispute was a sign of
failure, and therefore they were very reluctant to elevate and
would continually try to resolve the dispute at the staff level.
This reluctance can be very effective as long as staff members
from all the involved agencies are motivated to find quick resolutions. However, in other cases (as reported by USPS and
BLM), this approach can result in increasingly entrenched positions and substantial delays in actually reaching resolution.
Other Benefits

In addition to helping expedite project delivery, an effective
and participatory dispute-resolution process can also
improve relationships among agencies, which can benefit collaboration on other projects or programs.

Applicability and Transferability
The benefits of an effective dispute-resolution process could
apply to many types of projects and programs. It can be
developed for a single large project and then expanded to
broader programs, or it can be developed from the beginning
to apply to multiple projects and programs. The typical successful approach for introducing a new method of dispute
resolution appears to be through a pilot project or program.
The basic elements of a dispute-resolution process are
transferable to other agencies, projects, or programs. The
approach may need to be customized to address the particular constraints and opportunities of each project and of each
agency involved.

Strategy 6: DOT-Funded
Resource Agency Liaisons
• Strategy Groups: Commitments, external coordination
and communication
• Phases: Primarily NEPA, final design
• Decision Points: Any/all decision points

Definition
Over the last decade, state and federal agencies have been
pressed to accomplish more with less. Workloads have increased
while staff resources often have remained flat or declined, a
trend that has occurred at transportation and resource agencies
alike. To increase efficiencies, many state DOTs have established
partnerships with resource agencies and nongovernmental
organizations, funding positions at these entities to perform
environmental analysis and expedite project review.
According to a 2005 AASHTO-FHWA study for which
researchers spoke to environmental managers at every state
DOT (12), all DOTs that funded positions at resource agencies
said the primary purpose of the positions was to improve project
delivery and predictability and speed up the permit and consultation process. DOTs typically set goals for funded positions to
• Increase involvement in a timely fashion and reduce late
interagency conflicts;
• Solve problems related to project delivery;
• Be a resource for the DOT regarding the regulatory requirements of the other agency;
• Establish a more workable and efficient process;
• Provide useful down-line results related to transportation
decisions and environmental impact reduction, resource
conservation, and preservation;
• Complete better-quality reviews, more quickly, to achieve
scheduled project deadlines;
• Eliminate potential bottlenecks that could result from an
agency's inability to respond to DOT needs in a timely
manner;
• Eliminate problems that could occur late in the process by
involving the appropriate agencies early to identify and
work potential problems;
• Improve permit and consultation turnaround times
through a more efficient coordination process;
• Keep things on track and get back on schedule quickly
when the unexpected occurs; and
• Hire and retain permanent full-time equivalent employees
at the resource agency who know the DOT's processes.
FHWXs 2009 State Transportation Liaison Funded Positions
Study identified a series of benefits from liaisons (13). These
included increased communication and dialogue among
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agencies and helping to better link planning and environmental reviews. The liaisons also were critical in resolving
conflicts and overcoming barriers between agencies. The
study noted challenges for liaisons, including the unique mix
of skills required for successful liaisons and the typically
short-term job duration periods due to funding constraints.
More than 80% of state DOTs have some sort of DOTfunded external support underway for environmental purposes. About two-thirds of the states explicitly fund positions
at other agencies. Fifteen percent fund other types of programs or partnerships, in addition to or instead of positions.
Mapping, database development, and identification of sites
for advance mitigation are among the most common services
funded by partnerships. Similar efforts with nongovernmental
organizations are growing.
Given their now widespread nature, DOT-funded positions
or agency liaisons help to expedite many transportation projects. Liaisons and dedicated DOT employees conduct a variety
of tasks to help comply with permitting, review, and consultation requirements under a variety of laws, including ESA Section
7, Cean Water Act Sections 404 and 401, National Historic Preservation Act Section 106, and U.S. Coast Guard bridge clearances, as well as state regulations. A few liaisons and DOT
employees perform project inspection, erosion and sedimentation control oversight, or programmatic work as a primary portion of their job duties. Several DOTs reported plans to increase
the use of DOT-funded positions at resource agencies to review
projects and provide environmental input in the planning phase.

Constraints Addressed

Flagler Memorial Bridge project benefited from DOT-funded
positions in several resource agencies (4, 12, 13). More information on this program is provided in a case study in Chapter 4.

Effectiveness
Schedule
North Carolina and Maryland reported they were able to
accelerate the environmental review process by partnering
with their state's Department of Environmental Protection
to fund employees dedicated to reviewing DOT projects (4).
According to the 2005 AASHTO and FHWA study on DOTfunded positions, DOTs reported positive outcomes from
their funded positions, stating that they were able to
• Complete better-quality reviews more quickly and achieve
scheduled project deadlines;
• Eliminate potential bottlenecks that could result from an
agency's inability to respond to DOT needs in a timely
manner;
• Eliminate problems that could occur late in the process by
involving the appropriate agencies early to identify and
work through such problems;
• Improve permit and consultation turnaround times
through a more efficient coordination process; and
• Keep things on track and get back on schedule quickly
when the unexpected occurred (12).

Cost
In the 2005 AASHTO and FHWA report on the effectiveness
of DOT-funded positions, DOTs reported that positions were
worth the cost by avoiding delays and improving interagency
relationships (12).

Resource agencies are often short-staffed and have difficulty
meeting desired turnaround times to review environmental
documentation and to provide feedback and other information needed by the DOT to progress through environmental
review and permitting.
This strategy can help to address the following constraints:

Risks

•
•
•
•
•
•

Risks with the additional funded position include additional
scrutiny of DOT projects and external perceptions that the
environmental review process can be compromised by DOT
involvement; however, safeguards for the latter are usually in
place. For example, positions almost uniformly are located at
the resource agency and report up through the chain of command at the resource agency.

Unusually large scale of and/or complex project or program,
Inefficient Section 106 consultation with SHPO;
Lengthy review and revision cycles;
Slow decision making;
Inability to maintain agreement; and
Difficulty agreeing on impacts and mitigation.

Examples

Other Benefits

The statewide bridge delivery program undertaken by ODOT
relied on staff at resource agencies dedicated to coordination of
transportation projects. Many of these staff positions were
funded by ODOT to assist in the development of programmatic
and hatched permits with these resource agencies. In Florida, the

Some states reported that the permitting processes they had
developed that were dependent on shared decision making
among the agencies would come to a standstill without the
DOT-funded positions. A number of DOTs indicated that they
appreciated the qualitative improvements the positions afforded,
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even when efficiency gains had not been documented. Better
relationships between the agencies were often mentioned.

Applicability
This strategy is employed in some fashion in most states already
and is dearly widely applicable across the country. It is worth
noting that the effectiveness of DOT liaisons can be directly
tied to the responsibility and authority the resource agency
grants them. Liaisons will provide little benefit if resource
agencies do not provide them with authority to make decisions, review and approve environmental documentation,
and generally represent their agencies. In these situations,
DOTs must continue to rely on other staff members at the
resource agencies, who may not be able to provide the time
and priority needed for transportation projects. Therefore, it
is important for DOTs funding liaison positions to work
with the respective resource agencies to ensure the liaisons
are given enough authority and trust for them to provide
effective coordination with the DOT.

Strategy 7: Early Commitment
of Construction Funding
• Strategy Group: Commitments
• Phases: Planning, NEPA, design
• Decision Points: All decision points

greater risk of not being funded, or at least not being funded
in the near future) to garner the broad and intensive commitments of staff time, decision-making will, political will, and
other factors necessary to advance it forward in an expedited
manner. It will often be relegated to a lower priority, even if
not officially, than projects that have committed funds and
are therefore more real and imminent.
This strategy can help to address the following constraints:
•
•
•
•
•

Unusually large scale of and/or complex project or program;
Insufficient public engagement or support;
Lengthy review and revision cycles;
Slow decision making;
Inability to maintain agreement; and
• Lack of dedicated staff.

Examples
Oregon DOT's Statewide Bridges Program
During the early planning phase of the bridges program, the
state legislature approved an increase in motor vehicle and
trucking fees to provide full funding for the $1.3 billion bridge
replacement and repair program. The key was that this funding was approved while the program was in early planning and
had not yet initiated preliminary engineering or NEPA. This
was one of several strategies that allowed the bridges in this
program to be replaced or repaired in a fraction of the time
required under the state's standard approach.

Definition
The basic strategy is to secure construction funding early in the
project development process (e.g., during the planning or
NEPA phases) in order to demonstrate the level of commitment
and high priority of the project or program. This demonstration of commitment also communicates that the project is real,
because passing the construction funding obstacle greatly
reduces the risk that time and resources spent on the project will
be wasted. An early commitment of construction funds helps to
garner the attention, time, will, and other commitments necessary to expedite decisions and delivery. Early funding indicates
to all stakeholders that significant political support exists for the
project and that the project is a very high priority.

Constraints Addressed
Agency staff, decision makers, the public, and stakeholders all
have considerable demands on their time, and agencies have
considerable demands on their resources. Projects that are
not high priority, relatively imminent, or considered real are
often not afforded the attention or commitment necessary
to expedite. It is often difficult for a large project that has no
construction funding secured (and therefore is at much

District of Columbia's 11th Street Bridges Project
The District City Council, in approving construction funds
early in the NEPA process, also mandated that construction be
complete within 6 years of the funding approval. This required
that the NEPA process be completed in less than 36 months.
D DOT staff did not necessarily perceive that the early funding
commitment helped to expedite external decision making.
However, the connection between funding and expedited
delivery provided motivation and authority within the agency
to at least ensure that internal agency actions were expedited
and did not cause project delay. Early funding allowed DDOT
to implement the NEPA process with a commitment to construction funding already in hand. For more information, see
the 11th Street bridges case study (Chapter 4) and the project
website (10).

Effectiveness
Schedule
The expediting benefits of up-front construction funding are
difficult to quantify but are likely significant. The political
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dialogue surrounding projects, especially very large projects
that are not funded, often includes references to the fact that
there are no funds to construct the project and therefore there
is no need to rush decisions. This is often cited as a reason for
delaying difficult decisions and extending timelines. The
rationale is that since there are no committed or identified
funds to build the project, there is time to gather more information, consider more alternatives, and delay decisions. With
an early funding commitment, the risk that the project will
not be funded has been eliminated, and the risk that delays
could cause the project to exceed committed funds has been
increased. This makes expediting much more compelling.

Cost
The primary cost savings are realized through expedited
delivery and less time spent on reanalyzing, redesigning, and
extended decision making. There is also a substantial cost risk
associated with early funding decisions.

Risks
The primary risk associated with this approach is that construction costs are estimated very early in the process, and
funding is established based on that early estimate. There is risk
that the cost will increase as the project or program advances
through the environmental and design process. It is very
important that the early cost estimates used to establish construction funding amounts thoroughly incorporate risk assessment and cost validation to reduce the risks of cost overruns.
There is also a risk of predetermined outcome and violation
of NEPA and other regulatory requirements. It is important to
ensure that a range of reasonable alternatives are considered
for the proposed action, even if the up-front funding was based
on an assumed outcome of the alternatives analysis process.

Strategy S: Expedited Internal
Review and Decision Making
• Strategy Groups: Internal communication and organization, decision making
• Phases: Planning, NEPA, design
• Decision Points: All internal decision points

Definition
This strategy establishes and implements a process for efficient
and timely internal reviews and decision making. Obtaining
formal commitments from each division and department to
make decisions efficiently and quickly will help to establish this
strategy as an accepted routine. All internal divisions and
departments should agree to a dear process for considering
and making decisions, including expediting the development
and/or review of information needed to make decisions.
Decision-making assignments should dearly specify who has
the authority to make decisions or provide input on decision
making for each division and department. Finally, each division and department should be accountable to meet or beat
internal review and decision-making deadlines.

Constraints Addressed
Slow internal reviews and decision making can repeatedly
stall progress and cause project delay. In addition, when the
project proponent is slow to complete its own internal reviews
and make decisions, this establishes a standard and sends a
message to other agencies that project expediting is not a high
priority. Projects are also delayed when internal decision
points and responsibilities are not clearly understood or
when the appropriate decision makers are not involved or
prepared to make the necessary decisions.
This strategy can help to address the following constraints:

Other Beneflfs
Up-front construction funding can provide expediting benefits to many aspects of project delivery, including staffing,
permitting, public input, design, and decision making.

Applicability and Transferability
· The benefits of up-front funding are applicable to many types
of projects and programs. However, the greatest expediting
benefit will be realized for a large program or megaproject for
which the ability to secure construction funds is typically
much more difficult and consequently there is a stronger perception that such a project isn't real until it is funded.
The basic approach is transferable. The specific process
and actions necessary to achieve the political will to secure
up-front funding will likely be unique in each location.

•
•
•
•
•

Unusually large scale of and/or complex project or program;
Slow decision making;
Lengthy review and revision cycles;
Ineffective internal communication; and
Avoiding policy decisions through continual analysis.

Example
District of Columbia 11th Street Bridges EIS
The commitments of the DDOT staff and decision makers to
expedite review and decision making were critical factors in
expediting overall delivery of this project. This included a
commitment on the part of the project manager to be widely
accessible to project staff and agencies. It also included the
commitment from agency decision makers to make decisions
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quickly and efficiently. The project manager and other project leadership also agreed to conduct quick internal reviews.
During the development of the draft EIS (DEIS), the department's project manager and other staff met biweekly with the
consultant team. When the consultant DEIS was completed
and delivered to DDOT, the department's project manager,
key staff, and consultant leads met in a workshop setting, off
site (to avoid distractions) for 3 days from 8 a.m. to 11 p.m.
each day. They reviewed and discussed the entire document
and resolved issues regarding all of the technical analysis and
findings. At the end of the 3 days, the review and revisions
were complete, allowing the revised document to be forwarded with recommendations to the DDOT directors.
DDOT leadership committed to making quick policy and
other decisions to keep the project advancing. At the beginning of the project, the project team met with DDOT senior
leadership (chief engineer, department director, and associate
director) to clarify policy directions up front and establish a
process for efficiently gaining needed direction as the project
progressed. When it was time to select a preferred alternative,
they held a half-day workshop and emerged with a decision.

Effectiveness
Schedule
Expediting internal reviews and decision making can expedite
project delivery. Many agencies note that their current process
for reviewing and approving projects is more time consuming
and cumbersome than necessary. Reviews and decision making
are lengthened by the large number of divisions and individuals
typically required to review, comment on, and/or approve
multiple steps in the project delivery process.

Cost
Cost savings through reduced labor are possible when reviews
and the decision process are more efficient. Implementing a
project sooner rather than later can also help to alleviate the
effect of inflation.

Risks
This strategy carries a risk of forcing decisions to be made
without adequate information or involvement. This can
cause setbacks and force agencies to revisit decisions, which
can increase both cost and schedule.

Applicability and Transferability
Making substantial changes to internal procedures and roles
generally requires substantial effort, leadership, and organizational commitment. This makes the strategy much more

applicable and appropriate to large programs or large projects. It can be instigated as part of a single high-priority project or program and then applied more broadly within an
agency.
Improving the speed and efficiency of internal reviews
and decisions can be done in any agency, but it is not unusual
to face internal opposition to any effort to change current
procedures and existing roles and authority. This kind of
opposition and concern is generally easier to overcome
when the benefits of the change are dearly understood and
needed and when the direction to change comes from agency
leadership.

Strategy 9: Facilitation to Align
Expectations Up Front
• Strategy Groups: Decision making, external coordination
and communication
• Phases: Planning, early NEPA
• Decision Points: Multiple decision points

Definition
Aligning expectations from agencies and stakeholders early in
the planning or NEPA process (during scoping) sets a foundation for expediting many aspects of project delivery. A
facilitated process can be particularly successful.
When initiating a project involving a diverse range of
agencies and/or major stakeholder groups, early facilitation can help early coordination among all parties to align
expectations up front and reduce future delays from
unanticipated issues of interest or concern. At the outset of
the planning or NEPA process, the facilitator leads structured discussions with parties to elicit their ideas and priorities for the project, identifying any potential critical or
fatal flaw issues that could be encountered, highlighting
areas of common agreement, and noting issues on which
parties may have conflicting agendas. A third-party facilitator can reduce the risk of a conflict of interest, but an effective and skilled facilitator from one of the involved agencies
could also perform this function as long as he or she is
viewed as adequately neutral and fair. An equally important
part of these facilitated meetings is for the DOT and other
lead agencies to identify their goals associated with the project and to explain the limits or constraints that they are
under. These facilitated discussions are a valuable opportunity for the DOT to gain an early understanding of resource
agencies' and stakeholders' interests, preemptively identify
and address issues that may be outside the scope of the project, and align all parties' expectations at the beginning
of the project, thereby avoiding potential delay from their
concerns being raised later.
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Constraints Addressed
Parties often enter the environmental review process with different missions, expectations, and points of view. These disparate perspectives can result in increasing amounts of
conflict and protracted negotiations during the planning of,
and NEPA evaluations for, transportation projects and when
decisions are required that narrow possible outcomes. Poor
understanding among stakeholders, resource agencies, and
the transportation agencies of one another's expectations
about the planning or project evaluation process can lead to
increasing requests to explore alternatives or paths that many
know are unrealistic and unlikely to come to fruition, but add
time and expense to the planning or NEPA phases.
Typically, few resources are assigned to proactively attempt
to align participants' expectations by helping them to articulate what they are seeking and to provide early feedback on
what should be expected from the planning process or NEPA
examination of alternatives.
This strategy can help to address the following constraints:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Issues arising late cause project change;
Stakeholder controversy and opposition;
Conflicting resource values;
Lengthy review and revision cycles;
Inability to maintain agreement;
Difficulty agreeing on impacts and mitigation; and
Avoiding policy decisions through continual analysis.

Examples
Lower Manhattan Transportation Improvements

to use. Although this document was not reviewed by each
agency's legal staff and signed by agency directors until later in
the process, it served as a common reference point and governing document for the group from the beginning of the effort.

District of Columbia's 11th Street Bridges Project
The EIS and other aspects of the project benefitted from the
NEPA Teambuilding Initiative administered by the FHWA
Office of Project Development and Environmental Review.

Effectiveness
Schedule
This strategy can help projects to stay on schedule by clarifying coordination processes and roles; improving agency
response times; and eliminating time spent on protracted
conflicts, lobbying for individual priorities, and negotiating
differences. It also helps to reduce the risk of unanticipated
issues being raised from resource agencies and stakeholder
groups late in the environmental process, allowing the project
to address these potential bottlenecks earlier and thus reducing the possibility of delay.

Cost
Investing funds in facilitation and interagency coordination
up front can raise costs initially, but this process can be valuable to the project overall, saving considerable time and
expense in the end.

The Lower Manhattan transportation improvements in the
wake of September 11, 2001, included several significant
transportation projects to repair and improve traffic and
transit infrastructure. In order for these projects to proceed
simultaneously and in a coordinated fashion, FTA and other
transportation agencies brought the many resource agencies
and other key stakeholders together to engage in facilitated
conversations aimed at identifying issues of interest and concern, to align parties' expectations, and to explain the goals
and constraints on the program and the ensuing environmental process.

Risks

Colorado Shortgrass Prairie Initiative

Other Benefits

At the outset of the Colorado Shortgrass Prairie Initiative,
agencies met to discuss their aspirations and expectations with
an internal facilitator-the manager of the Colorado DOT
(CDOT) Natural Resources Unit. The team used an interagency MOA to record their understandings, what the initiative would accomplish, and the basic strategies they intended

Up-front investments in aligning expectations generate other
benefits, such as team building, improved communication,
aligned interests-and greater willingness and readiness to
act on those aligned interests-and moving projects along.
Cobenefits can arise for other work or projects that team
members pursue elsewhere with the same participants.

Aligning expectations is a delicate task that takes deep technical knowledge of regulations regarding what is allowable and
possible; experience of what has worked elsewhere; and excellent skills in listening, eliciting interests, and explaining differences and possibilities. Without skillful application of this
practice, participants could feel pressured or manipulated. It
is important that the facilitator not only have facilitation
skills, but also adequate knowledge of transportation and the
environment.
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Applicability

Constraints Addressed

This approach is transferable to nearly any agency and project. All projects would benefit from an up-front facilitated
alignment of expectations. Projects that involve agencies with
clearly competing agendas or that lack a history of effective
collaboration are likely to benefit most from facilitated alignment of expectations.

Failure to effectively involve the public or respond to public
concerns can lead to considerable project delays when stakeholders question or challenge previous decisions, request new
analysis, request new alternatives not previously considered,
or otherwise cause a project to be forced into redoing work or
reopening previous decisions. Unresponsive involvement
also tends to degrade public trust.
Obtaining public participation can be difficult unless people see how they will be direcdy affected by a project. Participation from minority and low-income neighborhoods can be
further hampered by cultural or socioeconomic barriers, lack
of transportation, and/or perceived disempowerment. Thus,
agencies will usually need to make an extra effort to reach out
to low-income and minority communities. Many state DOTs
and MPOs say that enhancing and expanding public engagement activities are primary components of their environmental justice efforts.
DOTs and MPOs are frequendy challenged by attracting
public interest and involvement when discussing possibilities
that may be 10 or more years in the future. The conventional
wisdom is that the public gets more involved as projects
become more definite and closer to their backyard.
This strategy can help to address the following constraints:

Strategy 10: Highly Responsive
Public Engagement
• Strategy Group: External coordination and communication
• Phases: Planning, NEPA
• Decision Points: Multiple decision points

Definition
Many agencies have successfully involved the public in longrange planning or have involved the public in project planning
in ways that have garnered support and enabled expedited
delivery rather than opposition and delay. Effective involvement anticipates and provides direct ways for participants to
contribute to decisions and for them to see the outcome and
how it was influenced by their input, thereby reinforcing the
value of their participation and the responsiveness of the
sponsor agency or agencies. Developing a process that is
explicit about how input will be used is necessary for public
participants to perceive agencies as credible, effective, and
worthy of their time. Meaningful engagement reduces the
chance that stakeholders will cause delay later on by raising
new issues or concerns. Implementing more responsive public engagement goes beyond improving how transportation
agencies communicate with public stakeholders. It can also
include engaging the public in ways that influence how a
project team collects data, describes existing conditions, and
evaluates actions. These activities are reflected in an engagement and analytical approach referred to as community
impact assessment (14).
A variety of methods have been successfully employed by
DOTs and their partners to better engage the public. There is
no single best approach, as public engagement needs to be
tailored to the characteristics of the planning process or project
and the community and stakeholders potentially affected by it.
Recendy, several states have implemented different public
engagement strategies that have resonated positively with participants and resulted in less arduous public engagement
efforts. Some of the lessons that have been learned by DOTs
and metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) with regard
to successful implementation of highly responsive public
engagement are summarized in the NCHRP report Technical

Methods to Support Analysis ofEnvironmental justice Issues ( 15).

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Issues arising late cause project change;
Stakeholder controversy and opposition;
Unusually large scale of and/or complex projeCt or program;
Relocation process delays construction;
Insufficient public engagement or support;
Negative or critical coverage from the media; and
Inability to maintain agreement.

Examples
Oregon 1-5 Beltline Project
This project used a uniquely structured approach to include
stakeholders in the decision-making process, bringing together
people who held polarized positions to identify issues and
develop performance criteria based on community values.
Using decision-support software to evaluate and compare
alternatives, the stakeholders were able to strongly influence
and ultimately alter the outcome. FHWA and ODOT went
beyond the customary degree of shared decision making with
local governments, even though statutorily they were responsible for the final decision.

Caltrans
Caltrans renamed its planning branch "Collaborative Planning" to emphasize the ·"multi-agency, interjurisdictional
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planning that integrates land use and infrastructure planning
to meet the community's needs while addressing economic
development, environmental protection and equity" {16).
Collaborative planning includes community involvement to
ensure that development meets the vision and needs of the
residents of the region. It involves early involvement of stakeholders and sharing of data. New graphic techniques for displaying the results ofland use decisions enhance community
involvement and integrated planning.
For Caltrans, the immediate goal of collaborative planning is to expedite transportation project delivery by streamlining the environmental review and permitting process.
This requires new methods and processes that will bring
resource agencies into the transportation planning process
much earlier than the NEPA process does in the typical
project delivery process. Collaborative planning involves
developing new partnerships and ways of doing business.
Corridor-level environmental studies that combine transportation planning with habitat and conservation planning,
corridor-wide programmatic mitigation agreements, and
improved environmental consideration in the long-range
regional transportation plans may all be parts of the solutions. Influencing local land use planning and the regional
jobs-housing balance is also within the scope of the collaborative planning effort.
In a study of CA I-710 from the ports of Long Beach and
Los Angeles, the Tier 2 community advisory committee
report identified and recorded neighboring communities'
priorities, which set the parameter for the project to a degree
that would have been unusual previously. These priorities
clearly state that (a) this is a corridor-considerations go
beyond the freeway and infrastructure; (b) health is the overriding consideration; and (c) every action should be viewed
as an opportunity for repair and improvement of the current
exposure to air toxins, largely from diesel particulates and
truck traffic {17).

Airport Parkway and MS-25 Connector Project
For this Mississippi project, the strategic and action plan for
communication and community involvement was an asset to
the project. The use of feedback from local neighborhood
residents provided the opportunity to receive input related to
the public engagement program and project alternatives. The
agencies learned that documenting public input and reporting back to the community on the implementation of residents' suggestions is critical to gaining their support. This
feedback gave residents the assurance that their input was
seriously considered and that they were part of the decisionmaking process. Municipal coordination also provided local
cohesiveness and minimized potential delays (18).

District of Columbia 11th Street Bridges Project
Instead of holding traditional public meetings, DDOT held
workshop-like meetings with the public from the beginning
of the NEPA process so that community members could have
meaningful dialogue and instant feedback. These meetings
followed from the public involvement that occurred during
the earlier planning phase. The workshop approach increased
the awareness and knowledge of the public and helped the
project team to better understand specific community concerns and hopes for the project. For the initial meetings the
team brought in maps and aerial photos with no proposed
designs. Although they had previously developed concepts,
they indicated their willingness to consider any and all concerns in developing the project. They sought to elicit community input on what was important to the community and
what ideas they had for addressing issues. Separate meetings
were initially held with communities on different sides of the
river because their issues were different. Later community
meetings were combined, which allowed the different communities to better understand the variety of concerns in various neighborhoods and among various stakeholders. The
project team formed a citizen advisory committee representing the different neighborhoods and groups and ran issues
and information by the committee before going public in
order to gather input on how best to convey and solicit information and input. Communities on the west side were initially opposed to the project, but the intensive involvement
helped the project to develop a preferred alternative that
addressed many of their concerns and was ultimately supported by most groups. There were few opponents and many
supporters by the end of the NEPA process (10).

Kangley-Echo Lake Transmission Line
The Bonneville Power Administration worked closely with
neighborhood groups, landowners, and the City of Seattle to
craft a unique mitigation package. The team added analysis
on additional alternatives to address specific concerns from
stakeholders. The results of this involvement were a series of
agreements and specific mitigation measures documented in
the final EIS (FEIS).

1-94 North-South Project Freeway Project
The project held numerous block parties throughout the
urban portion of the study area. The block parties were held
in the evenings midweek to engage residents and to provide
more information about the project. The project also canvassed the neighborhood by dropping off project information. The primary public concern was a fear of expanded
right-of-way that would force relocations. The project worked
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with stakeholders and made a commitment of no net increase
in right-of-way. This addressed the primary concerns and
kept relocations to a very low level.

must meet strict time frames established by the transportation agency in order to qualify for the incentive payments.

Constraints Addressed
Effectiveness
Schedule
Public involvement can both shorten and extend project
schedules. If begun early, effective notification, discussion,
brainstorming, and resolution of issues tends to increase
schedule reliability and reduce the risk of delays from public
resistance and the introduction of new issues and concerns
late in the process.
CosT
Responsive public engagement generally incurs additional cost
because of additional staff time for managing the public process. However, it will typically reduce the risk of costly delays.
RISKS

Greater public involvement tends to minimize risk, but involvement also reveals different opinions, which must be respectfully engaged and addressed. There is also the risk of creating
unrealistic expectations. It is important to be clear from the
beginning that the public's role is advisory and that elected
officials and department leaders are charged with making the
ultimate decisions.
OTHER BENEFITS

More meaningful public engagement can help to develop and
maintain positive and respectful relationships with the public
that can generate good will and trust going into future projects.
This can potentially make public engagement easier as DOTs
develop a positive rapport with their constituencies (19, 20).

Relocation processes can delay construction. Property acquisition and the relocation of residents or businesses are often on
the critical path to beginning construction, which adds pressures on the transportation agency to quickly negotiate replacement housing payments and other settlement issues that must
be completed during the relocation process. This process can
be stressful for tenants or business owners, who generally have
different motivations than the transportation agency, which
can lead to protracted negotiations and delay relocation and
subsequent project activities. With the relocation process frequently on the critical path to construction, and the direct
implications of delay to cost, transportation agencies will often
benefit from techniques that expedite relocations.
This strategy can help to address the following constraints:
•
•
•
•

Relocation process delays construction;
Insufficient public engagement or support;
Stakeholder controversy and opposition; and
Negative or critical coverage from the media.

Examples
The Vrrginia DOT successfully employed this strategy on the
Woodrow Wilson Bridge project, and has more recently used
it on the I-66 interchange in Gainesville. Several other states,
including Michigan and Florida, have also used incentive
payments to expedite the relocation process.

Effectiveness
Schedule

Strategy 11: Incentive
Payments to Expedite
Relocations
• Strategy Group: External coordination and communication
• Phase: Final design
• Decision Points: Post ENV-11 and PER-6

Definition
Awarding payments beyond traditional relocation costs to
tenants, property owners, and/or business owners who relocate within certain time frames can expedite the relocation
process. These payments are in addition to relocation assistance benefits, and they can provide an incentive for tenants
or property owners to complete their move quickly. Tenants

This strategy can directly reduce the duration of the relocation
process by providing an incentive for tenants or property owners to move within specified time frames. The degree to which
this strategy affects the schedule is based on many factors,
including the stipulations of the incentive program, various
factors that influence the rate at which tenants take advantage
of the program, and how the relocation process aligns with
other elements of the project influencing construction.

Cost
The cost of this strategy varies based on the incentive amounts
and the number of tenants who are able to receive payment.
Since this is a discretionary approach, the project sponsor
agencies control the payment structure. Generally, the intent
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of this strategy is to avoid the significant costs associated
with construction delay, which generally more than offset
the cost of the incentive program. In the case of the Woodrow Wilson Bridge project, the Virginia DOT spent approximately $1.1 million on incentives to relocate residents 7 months
earlier than originally planned, saving approximately $6 million in construction costs.
Expediting the relocation process by implementing an
incentive payment program will require increased staff to
administer the program and process the payments.

Risks
There is always the risk that some tenants will not take the
incentive payment, delay the relocation process, and jeopardize the advancement of the project. Also, there is the risk of
implementing the program and spending the incentive
money, only to have another element of the project delay construction, so that the incentive money was spent without the
intended benefit of expediting the start of construction.
Finally, there is the risk that the use of incentives sets expectations for future projects, making other property owners
expect incentives.

Other Benefrts
Carefully publicized relocation incentive payment programs
can defuse mistrust and antagonism from both the public
and the press concerning the potentially disruptive nature of
transportation projects and can contribute to on-going public good will for future transportation projects.
·

Applicability
This strategy is most useful when the relocation schedule will
directly affect future time-sensitive activities, such as construction. This is most likeiy on projects with factors that
make the relocation process more complex and time consuming, such as a high number of relocations and a lack of replacement housing or business sites. Ultimately, this strategy is only
applicable in situations in which expediting the relocation
process will save money by advancing subsequent tasks.
It is worth noting that applying this strategy selectively is
preferable to adopting it as a policy. Though incentive relocation programs have been used in several states, they are
employed selectively on projects that would benefit from the
potential time saving more than the expenditure of the incentive payments, and most agencies do not want this approach
to become a standard operating procedure. FHWA issued a
policy memorandum providing guidance for evaluating,
approving, and implementing incentive programs for federally funded transportation projects.

Strategy 12: Media Relations
Manager
• Strategy Group: External coordination and communication
• Phases: Any or all phases, though particularly CO Rand ENV
• Decision Points: Multiple decision points, though particularly those in the COR and ENV phases

Definition
This strategy employs a project-level staff person with significant career experience in journalism to effectively manage how the project communicates with the media and
avoid some of the difficulties transportation agencies
sometimes encounter when their projects are misrepresented or misunderstood by the press. This position's projectlevel focus is a key distinction from staff within state DOTs
and MPOs who specialize in public affairs and media relations for a variety of issues and projects within their agency.
The primary function of this position is to develop a strategy for working with the media and to implement this
strategy consistently throughout the life of the project.
Media relations managers work closely with project engineers, planners, and scientists to maintain a strong understanding of the technical issues involved in the project so
that they can communicate this information to the press
according to their media involvement strategy. Media relations managers should have extensive contacts within the
local media community to help them anticipate potential
pitfalls by identifying hot-button issues with local journalists and their publications.

Constraints Addressed
Projects often encounter challenges when media coverage
highlights or stokes controversy and opposition. A variety of
factors can create or contribute to these difficulties. Project
leaders can fail to anticipate hot-button issues with local
media outlets or stakeholder groups, or they can identify
them but not develop effective methods for addressing these
issues or working with these groups. Transportation agencies
often struggle to communicate information, either in meetings or via press releases, that both anticipates and dearly
addresses topics of potential interest and concern to the press
and their public audience.
This strategy can help to address the following constraints:
•
•
•
•

Stakeholder controversy and opposition;
Relocation process delays construction;
Insufficient public engagement or support; and
Negative or critical coverage from the media.
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Example
The Milton-Madison Bridge project hired a dedicated media
relations manager with significant career experience in the
news industry as a reporter, producer, and news director who
helped to anticipate potential pitfalls with reporters; as a
result, the project was prepared to proactively address these
issues instead of respond to them after they had already
sparked controversy.

Effectiveness
Schedule
Employing a media relations manager can help a project to
avoid the setbacks and delay that often occur if media coverage turns sour. It is difficult to measure the effect of this strategy, as its success will be evident in how easily a project
interacts with the media and whether their coverage helps
foster support or encourage opposition. However, almost any
project is susceptible to delay if the media misunderstand the
project's purpose, process, or the reasons underpinning decisions. Projects with high visibility, preexisting controversy,
and/or public significance are most vulnerable to difficulty
with the media and thus most likely to receive the benefits of
this strategy.

Cost
The cost of this strategy is chiefly the money to staff a media
relations manager position on a project, and it will vary
depending on the time commitment needed from this individual. In some cases, this cost can be minimized if the position overlaps with other roles that are more common on
projects, such as a public involvement specialist. If the position does include traditional public involvement duties, it is
distinguished by the journalism experience of the individual
filling this role.

Risks
The principal risk associated with this strategy is that the
media relations manager could mischaracterize the project to
the press. Because this position's key characteristic is career
experience in journalism, individuals filling this role may not
have much experience specific to transportation and the
issues encountered on projects undertaken by DOTs or
MPOs. This is one of the reasons it is important for media
relations managers to be project-specific so that they can
spend the time needed to have a broad and nuanced understanding of the project. It is critical for media relations managers to know all the main issues on their project and the
reasons for the approaches adopted by the project team. If

media relations managers do not take the time to get up to
speed, they will be less effective and could even be counterproductive if they miscommunicate with the media.

Other Benefits
Effective communication with the media not only reduces
the likelihood of poor coverage, but also encourages a more
productive public dialogue about a project. As the press
and their public constituency gain a better understanding
about a project's purpose and process, they become better
equipped and more inclined to provide constructive insight
about community resources, interests, and concerns that
can ultimately allow for better design and evaluation of
alternatives.

Applicability
This strategy is most applicable to projects that are high profile or controversial, and thus more likely to run afoul of the
media Smaller projects may not see enough benefit to justify
the added expense of a new position, but some of the benefits
of this strategy could be obtained if an existing position is
filled by staff with some media experience.

Strategy 13: Performance
Standards
• Strategy Groups: Analysis, external coordination and
communication
• Phases: Planning, NEPA, permitting
• Decision Points: Multiple decision points

Definition
An outcome-based performance standard is essentially a
term or condition inserted into a permit or approval that
describes a specific measurable outcome from a project activity. For instance, rather than arguing about the best management practice that the permit will prescribe, the agencies
involved agree that the permit will specify that the proposed
activity will not result in greater than X amount of pollutant
discharge. In many cases, the X that is being committed to is
already fixed by regulation (e.g., this is the case for most water
quality issues). In these instances, outcome-based performance standards are particularly useful at keeping permitting
discussions on track. However, even when the outcome is not
specifically prescribed by regulation, discussions with stakeholders are generally more productive when the parties discuss desired outcomes. Successful performance standard
development requires two key components. First, the performance standard outcome must be clearly measurable through
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an agreed-on method. Second, no performance standard
should be agreed on without review by appropriate representatives from DOT design, construction, and maintenance staff.

Constraints Addressed
Discussions associated with obtaining necessary permits and
approvals frequently slow project timelines. Discussions can
become bogged down over design details or an inability to
agree on the likelihood or anticipated scope and scale of
impacts. Having the permitting process get fixated on design
details makes it difficult for engineers to make progress and
can strain project communication. Instead of being focused
on discussing desired outcomes, the project staff get stuck
on debating how much impact a particular design is likely
to have. Often these discussions have environmental staff
acting as intermediaries between project engineers and regulators, and project engineers debating the projected environmental impacts. This is not only inefficient, but puts project
staff in the position of debating issues well outside their
areas of expertise.
Discussions around acceptable design stall for two main
reasons. First, when a design standard is being used as the
basis for a permit condition, the resource agency assumes
the risk that the design will work properly. If it does not, the
resource will be affected, but the DOT will still be in compliance. Resource agencies are typically risk averse. Accordingly,
the resource agency is going to require a high level of assurance and will typically seek to overdesign the project to minimize the risk to their resource. Second, often stakeholders
(regulators, nongovernmental organizations [NGOs], and
interested citizens) enter a process with assumptions or perceptions that they are not willing to give up, no matter how
much evidence is presented. In these instances, continuing to
argue over the likely effects is fruitless.
This strategy can help to address the following constraints:
•
•
•
•
•

Unusually large scale of and/or complex project or program;
Conflicting resource values;
Inordinate focus on single issue;
Difficulty agreeing on impacts and mitigation; and
Stakeholder controversy and opposition.

Effectiveness
Schedule

This strategy can reduce project delivery duration by streamlining project negotiations, cutting through potentially
intractable conversations about design details. The strategy
provides clear performance objectives to project engineers
early in the process, while allowing flexibility as to how they
achieve the required outcomes.
Cost
There is no increase in costs associated with this strategy. The
focus is on restructuring the nature of conversations that are
already happening. Ultimately, this strategy should result in a
cost savings by preventing project discussions from bogging
down on details and by eliminating inefficient and unproductive communication.
Risks

The use of outcome-based performance standards is a riskshifting strategy. Accordingly, using an outcome-based performance standard requires that the DOT project leaders
truly believe that their proposed designs will result in the level
of impact projected. If the engineers or project planners are
wrong, then the DOT is at risk of being out of compliance
and potentially having to invest significant amounts to rectify
their noncompliance issues.
Other Benefits

Use of outcome-based performance standards can improve
project communication. The environmental staff talks to
regulators about environmental outcomes, which is what
they know and understand. Further, the environmental staff
coordinates with engineers about what environmental avoidance and minimization are feasible for the project design to
achieve, which is again the proper conversation for them to
have. ODOT made additional use of this strategy to integrate
their permitting processes by creating a single set of performance standards to which all relevant agencies agreed.

Applicability
Example
Oregon Statewide Bridges Program

ODOT used outcome-based performance standards as the
basis of their permitting strategy for the statewide bridge
repair and replacement program, which followed Oregon's
requirements for natural resource programmatic permits.

This strategy is most effective when the parties honestly do
not agree on the anticipated effects associated with a proposed activity or when the resource agencies are especially
risk averse and unwilling to agree to permit terms and conditions without considerable assurances. Essentially, this strategy cuts through agency angst by shifting the risk associated
with project design.
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Strategy 14: Planning and
Environmental Linkages
• Strategy Group: Decision making
• Phases: Planning, NEPA
• Decision Points: Multiple decision points

Definition
The NEPA phase can be expedited by using work and decision
making done during prior planning studies. Planning studies
often produce valuable data, analysis, and decisions that can be
leveraged during the NEPA process to reduce the time and
effort required to develop a range of alternatives, evaluate alternatives, and produce environmental documentation. Implementing this strategy requires two underlying steps. First, the
planning studies must be conducted in a manner that produces
both data and decisions that can be relied on during the subsequent NEPA process (i.e., appropriate public and stakeholder
outreach and screening alternatives using relevant environmental considerations). Second, the lead agencies must decide at the
outset of the NEPA (scoping) process to use data from prior
planning efforts in order to effectively implement this strategy.

Constraints Addressed
This strategy addresses two primary obstacles. First, it is common for the planning phase to lack adequate data and analysis
to build a base for conducting an efficient NEPA process.
Second, when substantial work (data collection, stakeholder
involvement, analysis, and/or screening) does occur during
planning, it is frequendy not well utilized during the NEPA
phase because the early planning work is typically conducted
by a different division and different staff from the NEPA phase,
and there is often substantial time elapses between when the
analysis is conducted and when the NEPA phase begins.
This strategy can help to address the following constraints:
•
•
•
•
•

Issues arising late cause project change;
Stakeholder controversy and opposition;
Lengthy review and revision cycles;
Difficulty agreeing on impacts and mitigation; and
Inability to maintain agreement.

Examples

corridor issues in advance of the NEPA process, enabling the
issues to be addressed prompdy and effectively and for this
progress to carry over once NEPA was initiated. A key to successfully transferring progress from the planning study into
the NEPA process was the consistent involvement of these
agencies throughout both the planning and NEPA phases.
Agencies thatwere key participants in the NEPA process had
the advantage of having already worked together on the earlier study. Therefore, they were better equipped to coordinate
with each other and complete tasks in a timely fashion due to
the knowledge and availability of resources. NDOT's environmental manager emphasized the importance of getting
the players assembled early to work out any issues and to sort
out and eliminate the poor alternatives (21).

Mississippi DOTs Airport Parkway
Along with the MS-25 Connectors project, the Mississippi
airport project's draft and final EIS documents were prepared
and approved quickly and relatively smoothly due to the significant amount of work completed during the environmental assessment (EA) phase, even before the decision to produce
an EIS rather than an EA. According to the Mississippi DOT
environmental manager at the time, "Early and thorough
coordination is a valuable lesson, plus the good fortune that
there were no delays due to unanticipated discoveries." The
DOT also built on the substantial information available from
the earlier feasibility studies. Spending adequate resources to
prepare the necessary environmental analyses early on was a
key factor in the success of the project (18).

Maryland's US-113
A major reason why the formal NEPA process was completed
in under 15 months for this project was the fact that NEPAtype studies were initiated in advance of the filing of the notice
of intent. Since the purpose and need and alternatives identification occurred before the official start ofNEPA, as had most
of the environmental inventory work and impacts assessment,
it became a relatively small task to transfer all of the pertinent
information into the EIS in just 3 months. This allowed the
formal NEPA process to proceed relatively quickly, although
the technical studies related to preparation of the EIS are not
actually taken into account as part of that process (22).

US-95 in Nevada
The relatively short time frame of 33 months for completing
the NEPA process was largely attributable to the earlier planning study produced in cooperation by the Nevada DOT
(NDOT), Clark County, the Cities of Las Vegas and North Las
Vegas, and the Regional Transportation Commission. The
planning study focused the involved parties on the pertinent

1-94 North-South Freeway Project
This project relied on previous NEPA and planning work to
limit the issues that required full analysis in the EIS. The team
reevaluated a previous EA for interchanges and found that
the analysis for all but one of the 13 remained appropriate
and usable in the EIS (23).
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District of Columbia's 11th Street Bridges EIS
During the planning phase of this project, DDOT engaged
the public, collected considerable data, and analyzed the
transportation issues and community issues. They used this
information to formulate responsive concepts for the project,
develop cost estimates, and secure local funding. They moved
quickly from planning into the NEPA phase and completed
the NEPA process in 34 months {10).

Effectiveness
Schedule
Leveraging work done during the planning phase can provide
significant time savings during NEPA evaluation. Project leaders who use this strategy can avoid redoing analyses and revisiting prior decisions and can also reduce redundant coordination
with stakeholder groups, resource agencies, and the public. It
also increases the likelihood that the NEPA phase will begin
with concepts that are responsiVe to public interests, transportation needs, and environmental concerns (24-28).

Cost
Detailed planning studies will likely require additional funding up front to ensure proper documentation, stakeholder
involvement, data gathering, alternatives evaluation, and decision making so that this work can be relied on during subsequent NEPA studies. The cost savings result from time savings
and reduced repetition when planning studies are leveraged in
the NEPA phase.

Risks
In general, conducting planning in a fashion that produces
results more readily usable for NEPA reduces the risk that
major new issues or alternatives are raised or that decisions are
revisited. If a project is stalled for a long period after the planning phase, there is a risk that the work conducted during
planning may expire and will need to be redone.

Other Benefits
Avoiding redoing work or revisiting decisions can make the
progression through planning and NEPA appear more responsive and efficient to the public and stakeholder groups as they
are not asked to weigh in twice on the same issues.

Applicability and Transferability
This strategy has wide applicability and transferability but
could be difficult to implement in some situations. Allocating

funding up front is necessary to be able to conduct more
work during the planning phase, and this can be out of sync
with funding procedures at some agencies. Integrating the
planning phase and the NEPA phase can tread on the turf of
different divisions and may cause internal resistance or outright opposition; modifying the project development process
so that projects move quickly from planning to NEPA would
be a relatively significant change for some organizations.
SAFETEA-LU now requires many of the activities previously considered good practice as mandatory measures to
strengthen consideration of environmental issues and
impacts within the transportation planning process and to
encourage the use of planning products in the NEPA process. In particular, Sections 3005, 3006, 6001, and 6002 of
SAFETEA-LU require consideration of the environment in
both statewide and metropolitan planning. Section 6001 made
two significant changes that require a heightened consideration of environmental issues in the planning process. These
are (a) the need to include a discussion of environmental
mitigation activities in the state and metropolitan longrange transportation plans and (b) the need to consult with
state, local, and tribal agencies, which includes a comparison of transportation plans with resource plans, maps, and
inventories.
SAFETEA-LU also requires that long-range plans include a
discussion of potential environmental mitigation activities
and potential areas to carry out these activities, including
activities that may have the greatest potential to restore and
maintain the environmental functions affected by the plan.
Such mitigation strategies must be developed in consultation
with federal, state, and tribal wildlife, land management, and
regulatory agencies and include avoidance, minimization, and
mitigation strategies to address impacts to both the human
and natural environments. In addition, the regulations state
that the discussion of environmental mitigation activities may
focus on policies, programs, or strategies, rather than specific
projects, in both the statewide and metropolitan planning
processes.
Many DOTs have developed guidance to meet SAFETEALU requirements to provide strategies that protect and
enhance the environment and discuss potential environmental mitigation activities in the long-range plan. FHWA's guidance and that of several DOTs may be useful to those DOTs
that have not developed their own process.

Strategy 15: Planning-Level
Environmental Screening
Criteria
• Strategy Group: Analysis
• Phase: Planning
• Decision Points: Multiple decision points
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Definition

Constraints Addressed

Since environmental factors play a key role in NEPA, early
environmental analysis at the planning level is widely recognized as an important tool for streamlining subsequent project development. However, assessing the wide range of
environmental issues addressed during project design and
NEPA can be challenging as DOTs and MPOs often lack data
and the tools necessary to consistendy consider them during
broad planning studies.
Planning-level environmental screening criteria ideally
stem from the implementation of SAFETEA-LU Section
6001: Environmental Considerations in Planning. Under
Section 6001, early consultation on resources and mitigation
provides an opportunity to identify criteria and develop tools
and understandings for project delivery. Implementation of
this requirement is well underway; notable examples are the
San Diego Association of Governments and the Minnesota
Department of Transportation (29). Section 6001 requires
transportation planning to consult on land use and environmental, natural, and cultural resources issues. Compliance
with the section also requires consideration of potential mitigation options and consideration of resources that provide
the best opportunities for protection.
GIS data and software analysis tools allow DOTs and MPOs
to efficiendy integrate environmental evaluations into their
planning studies. By developing statewide and/or regional
data, transportation agencies can quickly evaluate and compare proposed projects and programs, identify potential environmental hurdles, and make better-informed decisions
about how to develop future projects.
The development of early environmental coordination
tools includes the development of plans around green infrastructure. An example of this is the Baltimore Regional Transportation Board's GreenPrint program. GreenPrint provided
transportation planners with an overlay of critical environmental resources and transportation corridors (30). These
data products allow for structured consultation and assist
mitigation conversations.
As part of the state's collaborative and GIS-supported efficient transportation decision-making (ETDM) process, Florida DOT (FDOT) has implemented statewide and district-level
planning support capabilities that have introduced comprehensive consideration of environmental criteria in assessing
proposed projects in the state's 20-year long-range plan, 6-year
work program, and state transportation improvement plan. In
addition to its proficient use of GIS data, the ETDM approach
is successful because it establishes specific protocols for coordination, communication, analysis, decision making, and dispute resolution during the planning phase and later phases
(31, 32). This process is discussed in much greater detail in the
Flagler Memorial Bridge case study.

Planning processes that do not properly evaluate environmental considerations produce results that may require additional
time and cost during subsequent NEPA studies. The selection
of future projects and the development and screening of
potential alternatives during planning are less valuable and
reliable to NEPA studies if environmental factors were not
fully integrated into the decision-making process. The ability
for planning work to be leveraged in the NEPA phase is largely
contingent on whether and how the planning process considered the wide variety of environmental concerns that must be
addressed during NEPA (29-32).
This strategy can help to address the following constraints:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Issues arising late in cause project change;
Inefficient Section 106 consultation with SHPO;
Conflicting resource values;
Lengthy review and revision cycles;
Difficulty agreeing on impacts and mitigation; and
Inability to maintain agreement.

Effectiveness
Schedule

Project development and NEPA studies can be streamlined by
effectively leveraging the analysis, coordination, and approvals
completed during the planning-level studies. This strategy
reduces the likelihood of needing to revisit planning decisions
about screening alternatives and results in planning documentation that is more readily used and referenced during
NEPA. Florida's ETDM process has generated a cumulative
time savings of more than 38 years across SO projects, 47 of
which are now in the project development and environment
or later phase.

Cost

This strategy should reduce the cost of individual projects
that are streamlined as described above. However, there can
be significant up-front costs to develop and gather environmental data across large geographies, to reengineer existing
procedures, and to maintain the required ongoing commitment for coordination with local jurisdictions and data gathering to keep information up to date. Ultimately, more effort
and cost spent to build and maintain capabilities to evaluate
a wide range of environmental criteria at the planning scale
will make this strategy more valuable. Florida's ETDM process has generated cost savings of approximately $1S.2 million across SO projects.
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Risks
Although evaluating environmental considerations early,
during planning, can help DOTs and MPOs reduce their risks
later by identifying potential issues of concern or fatal flaws
before they make commitments to developing a project and
beginning NEPA documentation, there is a risk that analysis
and decisions from the planning phase could be considered
outdated if projects are significantly delayed between the
planning and NEPA phases.

Other Benefits
Assessment and consideration of environmental criteria can
make planning studies more meaningful, not just for the
DOT or MPO, but also for resource agencies, stakeholder
groups, and the general public. Evaluating environmental
factors that interest these groups can make their members
more willing to engage in planning studies, which often
struggle to maintain active participation.

Applicability
Environmental screening criteria in planning and programming are gaining acceptance as an expediting tool that can be
implemented anywhere.

Strategy 16: Programmatic
Agreement for Section 106
• Strategy Groups: External coordination and communication, analysis
• Phases: Planning, NEPA (the programmatic instrument
must be developed before the NEPA phase, and often
before the planning phase)
• Decision Points: Most ENV/PER points, though particularly
ENV-4, ENV-5, ENV-7/PER-4, ENV-9, and ENV-11/PER-6

Definition
Section 106 compliance can be streamlined by developing a
programmatic agreement among the applicable federal lead
agency (e.g., FHWA), the SHPO, the state DOT, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP). The specific
language in a programmatic agreement will differ among
states, but there are two important types of provisions that
have proven useful at reducing the potential delay that Section 106 consultation can incur on transportation projects.
First, the programmatic agreement can delegate some authority to the state DOT to conduct Section 106 reviews on behalf
of FHWA. The delegation of Section 106 authority can
include determinations of eligibility, findings of effects, and

resolution of any effects. A second type of provision that is
often included in a programmatic agreement is the identification of certain classes of projects or types of activities that do
not need to go through the traditional individual consultation process with SHPO. Instead, such projects can go through
a reduced or less formal SHPO review process, or simply be
reviewed by qualified DOT staff.

Constraint Addressed
Most DOT projects have little or no potential to affect historic
or archaeological resources, but are nonetheless often subject
to project-by-project review from SHPO. These reviews can
add time and expense to these projects and sap resources in
the agencies that might otherwise be better used on projects
with more likelihood of affecting resources protected by Section 106. The traditional approach of submitting most DOT
projects and activities to SHPO individually for review and
comment is generally inefficient and may ultimately inhibit
agencies from providing the appropriate resources on projects
that do pose concern for historic and archaeological resources.
This strategy can help to address the constraint of inefficient Section 106 consultation.

Examples
TxDOTworked with the FHWA Texas division, the Texas SHPO,
and ACHP to develop a programmatic agreement among these
parties that significantly reduces the number of projects that
must receive individual consultation with SHPO. This agreement has saved time on many TxDOT projects because they no
longer have to wait for formal review and comment from SHPO,
and it has allowed SHPO staff to focus their time on projects
that are most likely to affect Section 106 resources.
Several other states have developed similar programmatic
agreements, including Vermont, Maryland, Pennsylvania,
New Jersey, and Washington. FHWA has information about
statewide Section 106 programmatic agreements and suggestions for states considering this approach (33).
A programmatic agreement for Section 106 has also been
used nationwide among the U.S. Department of Agriculture
Rural Utilities Service, the National Telecommunications and
Information Administration, the National Conference of State
Historic Preservation Officers, and the ACHP for the Broadband Technology Opportunities Program and Broadband Initiatives Program.

Effectiveness
Schedule
Delegating Section 106 review to the DOT can avoid redundant efforts with FHWA and the possibilities for delay that
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can occur when multiple agencies perform similar functions.
Delays can also be avoided or reduced on projects that SHPO
and FHWA agree are unlikely to affect historic or archaeological resources and can thus go through an expedited review
process or even avoid review outside the DOT entirely.

Programmatic agreements can also work at jurisdictional
scales other than statewide, as shown by the nationwide
example cited above. Local and regional transportation agencies may also see a benefit from this strategy if they routinely
engage in activities that trigger Section 106 review by a SHPO
or similar agency.

Cost
Developing a programmatic agreement requires close collaboration among the involved parties, and maintaining its function also necessitates continued coordination to ensure it is
being implemented as intended and to update it as additional
provisions or changes become needed. The time needed for
this up-front collaboration and continued work requires a
cost commitment from all parties. In particular, DOT and
SHPO staff will need to devote more time to regular meetings
to discuss the use of categorically excluding some project
types from Section 106 review. This expense can be offset by
cost savings from reducing the amount of formal consultation
with SHPO on certain project types and avoiding the delay
that can sometimes occur from this consultation.

Risks
Delegating Section 106 review to internal DOT staff can add
pressure to these staff from project managers to make decisions that facilitate project delivery. DOTs will need to foster
an organizational culture that supports professional decisions about historic and archaeological resources.

Other Benefits
Identifying types of projects or activities that do not need
review or consultation by FHWA or SHPO can allow these
agencies to focus their time and resources on the projects
most likely to affect Section 106 resources. Additionally, consultation on projects that may affect Section 106 resources
can be improved with a programmatic agreement that specifies consultation approaches, analytical techniques, and data
sources.

Applicability
A programmatic agreement to streamline Section 106 review
could work in any state. However, these agreements require
close working relationships among the signatories. State
DOTs will need to have demonstrated a strong commitment
to historic preservation and sensitive treatment of archaeological resources to gain the trust from FHWA to delegate
some of their Section 106 responsibility and from SHPO to
agree that some project types do not require their individual
consultation.

Strategy 17: Programmatic
or Batched Permitting
• Strategy Group: Analysis
• Phases: Planning, NEPA, design (the programmatic
instrument must be developed before the NEPA phase, and
probably before the planning phase)
• Decision Points: Multiple decision points

Definition
By developing a single permit that can cover multiple, separate actions, it is possible to substantially expedite the permit-.
ting (and delivery) of that collection of projects. Two basic
approaches include (a) a hatched permit or approval, which
typically covers a set of specific actions that are identified in
advance of the permit; and (b) a programmatic permit, which
typically covers a collection of future actions that may or may
not be specifically identified in advance of the permit. The
actions that will be covered by a programmatic permit are
typically those that can meet the specific performance standards or other conditions specified in the permit.
A regional general permit for Clean Water Act Section 404
compliance is an example of a type of programmatic permit. A
regional general permit can cover the permit requirements for
any action that can meet the conditions specified in the permit.
An example of a hatched approval is a biological opinion that
covers multiple, specified actions subject to consultation under
ESA Section 7. Section 7 consultation does not typically grant
programmatic approvals but can allow hatched approvals.
This type of permit typically specifies the terms and conditions that would be associated with specific types of impacts,
places limits on the magnitude of impacts, specifies the types of
actions (or the specific actions in the case of hatched approvals)
that can be covered, and outlines the process and documentation that will be required to ensure that any ensuing action is
covered by the programmatic permit or hatched approval.

Constraints Addressed
The time required to secure a given permit (e.g., Clean Water
Act Section 404) can extend and delay project delivery. Often
resource agencies don't have substantive input to the project
development process until conceptual designs have been
drafted, which can lead to redesign and extended schedules.
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In addition, considerable time can be spent permitting the
various individual projects that a transportation agency
implements over several years. It is likely that a number of
those projects and permits will cover similar issues, draw
similar conclusions, and follow similar procedures. In spite of
this, project teams often do not incorporate the permitting
lessons learned from previous projects into subsequent project development. This occurs because there is different staffing for the various projects and because the lessons learned
are rarely documented or incorporated into standard procedures. Both of these situations create opportunities to apply
new strategies that can expedite project delivery.
This strategy can help to address the following constraints:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Issues arising late cause project change;
Conflicting resource values;
Lengthy review and revision cycles;
Slow decision making;
Inability to maintain agreement;
Difficulty agreeing on impacts and mitigation; and
Inordinate focus on single issue.

Examples
AASHTO Center for Environmental Excellence

AASHTO's programmatic agreement toolkit includes a stepby-step interactive online web-based process for understanding programmatic agreements and ways to implement them.
This toolkit includes model language and suggested implementation methods (34).
Colorado Shortgrass Prairie Initiative

CDOT developed an agreement to implement a set of bestmanagement practices for maintenance and proactive advance
mitigation for 36 species. The agreement and programmatic
biological opinion proactively conserves and/or addresses
potential mitigation needs for over 30 declining but unlisted
species in the region, delivering conservation and management of over 30,000 acres for projects over a 20-year period.
COOT's agreement to advance mitigation occurred without analysis of the condition of the habitat to be potentially
affected; much of the habitat was mowed at the time of the
agreement, lacking wildlife value, but CDOT agreed to mitigation as if the area had higher value (35, 36).
Oregon DOrs Statewide Bridges Program
BATCHED BIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT AND BIOLOGICAL OPINION

With over 300 bridges, this program included many different
waterways and many species of threatened or endangered

salmon, other fish, and wildlife. Preparing a biological assessment and biological opinion for each bridge, or even each set
of bridges, would have been extremely costly and time consuming. This hatched biological assessment and opinion covered multiple species for multiple bridge projects across
multiple waterways around the state (37).
REGIONAL GENERAL PERMIT FOR CLEAN WATER ACT SECTION 404

Again, with over 300 bridges, this program included many
different waterways and wetlands around the state. Some of
the projects could qualify for nationwide permits, but many
would require individual permits. Permitting each bridge or
even each set of bridges individually would have required
considerable time and effort. The regional general permit
developed with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and other
agencies covered the Section 404 permitting needs for nearly
every bridge replacement or repair project that needed a permit. The regional general permit was issued pursuant to the
Corps' authority under the Clean Water Act. It includes conditions for certification pursuant to Section 401 of the Clean
Water Act and the Coastal Zone Management Act. The program also secured a general authorization to cover state wetland and waterway permitting requirements (38).
ONE SET OF PERMIT STANDARDS

The Oregon bridge program developed a very efficient
approach for implementing the programmatic permits and
hatched approvals by developing a single set of permit standards, including performance standards. These standards
were common across three types of permit: the regional general permit for Oean Water Act Section 404, state wetland permitting, and the ESA Section 7 hatched biological opinion.
Using a single set of permit standards was identified as an early
objective of permitting and was intended to reduce or even
eliminate potentially conflicting or inconsistent permit conditions across multiple permits from multiple agencies on
multiple projects. In addition to the schedule advantages of
hatched and programmatic permits, the bridge program was
further expedited, and enjoyed cost savings, by ensuring consistency in permit conditions across these three types of permit, which had overlapping jurisdiction on the same resources.

Effectiveness
Schedule

Developing and securing a programmatic or hatched permit
and approval are very likely to take more time than securing a
permit for an average individual project. The time savings are
realized through the collective expediting of the individual
projects that can all be approved through a single programmatic permit. These time savings can be significant.

I
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Cost
Overall, permitting costs tend to be substantially reduced. However, this strategy requires making funding available up front to
develop the programmatic permit This is out of step with many
states' funding processes, as permitting funds are typically not
spent, and perhaps not even allocated, before programming
each individual project. Developing programmatic permits
typically occurs before NEPA work begins, although development at that stage is not necessarily required. It can begin during
early planning and programming or during the NEPA process.

Risks
There is a risk of developing a programmatic permit with
conditions that are too rigid or exclusive, such that no or
nearly no projects can comply.

needs of multiple projects, such as a program of improvements, so as to avoid the time and cost associated with securing
an individual permit for each project or action. The up-front
costs and time to complete a programmatic or hatched permit
or approval is a worthwhile investment for expediting the
delivery of such programs. It can be done for a regional program, a statewide program, or even a collection of actions that
is not necessarily part of a common program. A programmatic
permit can also cover multiple states when there is adequate
commonality among the regulating agencies and the regulated
resources that the permit is intended to cover.
Developing a programmatic permit is generally easier when
the body of actions to which it will apply is relatively known
and when the impacts are reasonably foreseeable at the phase
in which the programmatic permit is being developed. The
impacts need not be completely foreseeable, as it is possible and not uncommon to include performance measures as
conditions of the programmatic permit.

Other Benefits
Because this strategy reduces redundant efforts, makes permitting individual projects more efficient, and reduces the
timeline to permit projects, it reduces permitting costs. This
approach requires more up-front time from resource agency
staff, but it reduces the demand on resource agency staff time
as the individual projects are implemented. The approach
also provides greater assurance to the transportation agency
that individual projects can be permitted.
As long as transportation agencies follow through on the
programmatic avoidance and mitigation commitments contained within the programmatic permits, this method can
improve relationships between transportation agencies and
resource agencies.
A programmatic permit can help to initiate and support
the development of programmatic mitigation, which can
help transportation agencies to further expedite project
delivery, as well as reduce mitigation costs. It can also provide
greater predictability for each individual project, that is, a
more predictable permitting time frame and more predictable permit conditions.
The cost reductions associated with programmatic permitting can allow more funding for environmental enhancements
that benefit the resource and can further expedite project or
program delivery.

Strategy 18: Real-Time
Collaborative Interagency
Reviews
• Strategy Group: External coordination and communication
• Phase: Primarily NEPA, though sometimes applicable for
preparing planning documents
• Decision Points: Multiple decision points, through chiefly
ENV-8 and ENV-10

Definition
State DOTs, FHWA, and FTA have begun using collaborative,
concurrent reviews, as well as real-time drafting and revising,
to expedite agreement on environmental documentation.
This strategy can involve an iterative drafting process in which
sections of the document are sent off separately for review
instead of waiting for the entire document to be completed.
The review and revision process can be further streamlined if
the reviews by the multiple agencies involved are done concurrently. Concurrent reviews can reduce the time spent
working through a sequential review-revise process, and conflicting comments from different reviewers are more easily
reconciled as these comments arrive together.

Constraints Addressed
Applicability

Amajor element of preparing many environmental documents,

A programmatic permit is not intended to address a standalone megaproject, although some permitting for a megaproject may be covered by programmatic permits developed to
cover multiple actions. The primary reason to develop a programmatic or hatched permit is to address the permitting

such as EAs, DEISs, and FEISs, is the review and revision process
with resource agencies and cooperating agencies. Frequently,
these reviews are sequentially lined up after reviews from the
DOT and from the NEPA lead agency. These multiple rounds of
reviews can introduce substantive comments requiring major
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changes to documentation style and even analysis. This can be
especially time consuming if later reviewers' comments conflict
with those of previous reviewers, requiring additional coordination to reconcile these differences.
This strategy can help to address the following constraints:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Issues arising late cause project change;
Unusually large scale of and/or complex project or program;
Ineffective internal communication;
Lengthy review and revision cycles;
Slow decision making;
Inordinate focus on single issue; and
Inability to maintain agreement.

advance. This allowed for the reviewers to block out 2 weeks
to review each section concurrently and then reconcile comments in real time. This process saved an estimated 3 weeks
per section.

Effectiveness
Schedule
This strategy can help projects to stay on schedule by eliminating time spent responding to separate rounds of review, coordinating comments by multiple agencies, and reconciling
conflicting comments.

Examples

Cost

Lower Manhattan Transportation Improvements

Overall, this strategy should reduce project cost by streamlining the review and revision process, eliminating multiple
sequential rounds of review, and decreasing the time spent reconciling conflicting comments. Real-time drafting or revising
can require additional time, and thus cost, by resource agencies
that then need to spend time with the project team as they
write or revise the document. Sometimes this cost must be paid
for by the action agency by funding liaison positions or paying
for time from existing staff at the resource agencies. However,
if resource agency reviews are more efficiently addressed and
the possibility of repeated review and revision cycles is reduced,
this strategy may ultimately save the resource agencies' time.

The agencies involved edited the documentation in real time
together. This allowed all participants to weigh in, hear other
reviewers' comments, and understand how each issue was
resolved, thereby avoiding a more protracted process involving revisions that would need to be sent back to reviewers.
Caltrans and NDOT have reported using a similar approach.

US-95/mprovement Project
This Nevada project was centered in Las Vegas and Clark
County, which for decades was one of the fastest-growing
counties in the country (21).

Risks
Southeast Metro Denver Corridor Multimodal
Transportation Project
Interagency coordination was a key factor in this Denver-based
project, which included transportation expansion between the
central business district and the Denver Tech Center (39).

District of Columbia 11th Street Bridges Project
This project used an intense workshop setting to complete
full internal reviews and revisions of the preliminary EIS in
just 3 days. Key agency and consultant team members committed three long days to reviewing and editing all analyses
and findings in the document. This was not an interagency
review, but the strategy was a highly effective approach to
real-time review that could be applied to interagency reviews.

Perceived risks of allowing resource agencies access to environmental analysis and documentation concurrently with the DOT
and/or NEPA lead agency is a primary reason this strategy is not
standard practice. By disseminating draft sections to all agencies
at once, the DOT and NEPA lead do not have a chance to review
the material before it is sent to resoi.rrce agencies. This requires
trust by all parties that all material in the initial draft is subject
to change and there are no implied commitments that early language has been vetted by the DOT or federal lead. Early and
continued coordination with the resource agencies can help to
alleviate some of the risk and concern of releasing documentation concurrently, but ultimately this strategy requires a history
of collaboration between the agencies and trust between the
individuals working on the project.

Applicability
1-94 North-South Freeway Project
The project team and reviewers worked in real-time sessions
to address comments and reconcile conflicting edits. In addition to the real-time sessions, the project team scheduled each
document section on the reviewers' calendars 3 months in

The strategy has very broad applicability, but it is most appropriate on the most time-sensitive, high-priority, and wellfunded projects. It is unlikely that agencies could dedicate the
resources to follow this approach on multiple projects. The
strategy is easiest to implement on reviews involving only a
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few agencies, but the benefits are even greater if more agencies can simultaneously and cooperatively complete reviews.
Co-location of the project team can help to facilitate
jointly drafting or reviewing and revising the environmental
document.

• Avoiding policy decisions through continual analysis; and
• Difficulty agreeing on impacts and mitigation.

Examples
Lower Manhattan Transportation Improvements

Strategy 19: Regional
Environmental Analysis
FramelNork
• Strategy Group: Analysis
• Phases: Planning, NEPA (but the regional environmental
analysis framework typically needs to be developed well
before the NEPA phase)
• Decision Points: Multiple decision points before NEPA

Definition
A regional environmental analysis framework establishes a
standardized approach for evaluating impacts to resource
types and is especially useful at streamlining cumulative
impact analyses and project-related mitigation agreements.
This approach typically identifies common data formats,
analytical techniques, issues specific to certain resource types,
important past actions, and any other considerations that
may help to standardize impact assessments and facilitate a
uniform approach for evaluating cumulative effects. A
regional environmental analysis is most useful if undertaken
with multiple agencies that are likely to consider actions
affecting the same resources, so that going forward, each
agency abides by the framework, making cumulative effects
assessments easier for all parties.

Constraints Addressed
Conclusively identifying cumulative resource effects can be
difficult on individual projects. In addition, single projects
can be inordinately delayed when they affect resources that
are mired in broad controversy and concern outside the scope
of the project. The format, data, and analytical techniques
used to evaluate impacts to resources often vary widely across
different agencies and sometimes even across different projects within a single agency. This requires agencies to attempt
to compare and consolidate impacts that have been measured
differently and relate them to the action they are considering,
which can be tenuous and difficult for other agencies and
stakeholders interested in the resource.
This strategy can help to address the following constraints:
• Issues arising late cause project change;
• Stakeholder controversy and opposition;
• Conflicting resource values;

A regional environmental analysis framework was developed
across all projects so that the analysis and document contents
were standardized, and cumulative effects were evaluated for
each action using the same analytical techniques and data.
The consistent framework expedited review times by making
the documents easier to understand. It also facilitated work
on resource issues across projects (40).

Denver Fast-Trax
This multicorridor transit expansion program developed an
environmental impact assessment manual that applies to all
corridors, so all environmental documents are developed,
reviewed, and revised in the same way.

BART
The California Bay Area project, BART, adopted standard mitigation policies across all neighborhoods to mitigate issues arising over what areas received noise walls and other amenities.

Effectiveness
Schedule
This strategy helps projects to stay on schedule by minimizing time spent making cases and negotiating differences. The
coordinated cumulative effects analysis reduces redundancy
and fosters consistency across projects. The use of common
technical methodologies streamlines the environmental process by reducing the learning curve· required by project sponsors to complete the analysis and the time it takes for agencies
to become familiar with the analysis for each project.

Cost
Developing a regional environmental analysis framework
requires time and money up front, with the promise of saving
both on individual projects going forward. Getting agreement up front on the framework can be difficult, and since
money is typically tied to projects, it tends not to be available
for coordinating across projects.

Risks
Developing a regional environmental analysis framework
should generally be well accepted by resource agencies and

71

should ultimately reduce uncertainty for individual projects.
Relying on the techniques outlined in the framework should
generally be a far less risky approach than developing an
approach on each project. Legal challenges should be less
likely, at least those based on analytical technique, and reviews
from resource agencies are also less likely to cause delay as the
agencies will already understand the data and methodology.

Other Benefits
As a regional environmental analysis framework is implemented on projects, it can become progressively more useful
because past actions implementing the same techniques and
data provide a foundation that is easily integrated into future
projects' assessments of cumulative effects on resources.

Applicability
Note that the Eco-Logical approach endorsed by eight federal
agencies and SHRP 2 CO 1 and C06 projects reference a
regional ecosystem framework for analysis that provides a
common framework for identifying a region's top ecological
priorities for investment (41).
A regional environmental analysis framework can be developed for a wide range of geographic scales and different applications. Statewide approaches make sense as resources and
associated regulations and agencies tasked with protecting
them often operate at this jurisdictional scale. However, larger
scales make sense for many resources (e.g., ESA-listed species),
as well as applications that can be tailored for MPOs. Additionally, a regional environmental analysis framework can be developed for a specific program encompassing multiple related
projects anticipated to be funded and constructed separately
but sharing common attributes, contiguous or overlapping
boundaries, and/or affecting similar resources.

Strategy 20: Risk Management
• Strategy Groups: All groups
• Phases: All phases
• Decision Points: All decision points

Definition
Risk management is the practice of actively dealing with project risk, including planning for risk, assessing risk, developing
risk-response strategies, and monitoring risk throughout the
project life cycle. Risk management is more effective when
started near the beginning of any process. For example, while
rigorous scoping during the early stages of NEPA compliance
can be challenging because of the lack of project details, it can
provide substantial benefits in long-term schedule reduction

and cost savings when the added risk analysis at this early
phase helps to reduce the frequency or severity of unanticipated scope changes later in the process. Risks are defined as
uncertain events that have a positive or negative effect on
project objectives (scope, schedule, budget, and quality).
According to FHWA, "Risk management processes, tools,
documentation, and communication are less standardized
than any other dimension of transportation project management" (42). Only a few state DOTs, including Caltrans and
the Washington State DOT (WSDOT), have established
explicit risk management processes to incorporate risk management in their planning to increase the probability and
impact of positive events (opportunities) and decrease the
probability and impact of adverse events (threats) to project
objectives. Other states are working on developing resources
to identify and minimize risks. Common approaches to risk
are avoidance, mitigation, and transference.
Avoidance is changing a project objective to eliminate the
threat posed by an adverse risk event. For example, natural and
cultural resources are avoided or unnecessary interchanges and
associated impacts are occasionally dropped from plans, as on
US-285 in Colorado. In planning for expansion of CA I-710
from the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach, Caltrans
reduced the diesel emissions effects on an environmental justice community by changing the goals, purpose and need, and
scope of alternatives to be considered and mandating the inclusion of rail.
Mitigation reduces the probability or impact of a risk to an
acceptable threshold. For example, in its S-curve reconstruction in downtown Grand Rapids, the Michigan DOT (MDOT)
opted to dose off the major downtown access route. To mitigate the economic, social, and public relations risks, MDOT
assigned an internal communications specialist to maintain
consistent, full-time community relations, news appearances,
and other outreach activities for the project. MDOT also used
support from a public relations firm. With the collaborative
Colorado Shortgrass Prairie Initiative, CDOT exchanged its
own mitigation risk on future projects that could affect rare
species for certainty by conserving lands in advance (mitigation) and then transferring the risk of managing those lands
adequately to The Nature Conservancy, which will work with
the state Natural Heritage Program to assess and adjust management strategies annually.
Transference shifts the negative impact of a threat, along
with the ownership of the response, to a third party. Like
CDOT's work with the Colorado Shortgrass Prairie Initiative,
the North ~carolina Ecosystem Enhancement Program,
funded by North Carolina DOT (NCDOT), has transformed
some of its land management risk into opportunity for partner agencies and conservation organizations that sought such
environmental investments and had the organizational infrastructure and experience to manage lands in perpetuity. In a
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Eugene, Oregon, ODOT project on the Beltline interchange,
ODOT and FHWA used an innovative intergovernmental
agreement to shift project design responsibilities to the City
of Springfield to reconcile local preferences with federal standards. More often, DOTs transfer risk forward; for example,
on the US-285 EA in Colorado, the issue of induced growth
and potential future transit need was explicitly left to be
addressed in 20 years.
Risk management can streamline project development by
reducing the likelihood that risk events occur and by preparing
management and adaptation response for when they do arise.
Giving adequate attention to understanding, avoiding, minimizing, and mitigating risks in advance can avoid many problems, increase schedule predictability, and smooth the project
development process. In recent years, several state DOTs (see
the California and Florida examples below) have demonstrated
notable success at cost-effectively meeting performance objectives, despite rising costs and public expectations.

Constraints Addressed
DOTs sometimes encounter unexpected and costly project
problems that too frequently cause delay. Problems can stem
from late discovery of environmental issues or work left unperformed. Since risk management is focused on identifying and
managing risks, it can help to address any of the constraints
described in this report.

Examples
Ca/trans Risk Management Handbook
The Caltrans handbook outlines a process project managers
can use to manage risk and meet project delivery goals (43).
At Caltrans, the project management team completes a risk
management plan when the project is initiated, and the plan
is monitored and updated throughout the life of the project.
Caltrans requires project managers to maintain scope, cost,
and schedule estimates in a permanent project history file,
which is updated annually; at project milestones; or when significant changes occur between milestones. This documentation must accompany any program change requests sent to
the headquarters division of project management. Caltrans'
risk management process includes the following six steps.
RISK MANAGEMENT PLANNING

Risk management planning considers potential risks and
identifies and develops a strategy to manage the risks.
RISK IDENTIRCATION

Identification is the documentation of risks that might affect
a project using input from internal and external stakeholders.
This iterative process evolves as the project progresses.

QUALITATIVE RISK ANALYSIS

After the risks are identified, the team assesses the probability
and impact of the risks. The analysis allows for the categorization of the risks into high, moderate, and low risk based on
their potential effects on schedule, cost, scope, or quality.
QUANTITATIVE RISK ANALYSIS

This analysis uses statistical techniques to estimate the probability that a project will meet its cost and time objectives
based on estimates of the likelihood and effect of identified
risks.
RISK RESPONSE PLANNING

Response planning develops options to reduce or avoid risks
and assigns responsibility for implementing the risk management strategy and monitoring the risk over time.
RISK MONITORING AND CONTROL

It is important to keep track of identified risks, residual risks,
and new risks over the life of the project. It also is necessary
to monitor the execution of planned strategies and evaluate
their effectiveness.

Florida

oors Risk Analysis

This method is similar to the Caltrans method, but FDOT
also developed a risk-based graded approach (a process to
identify the overall risk value of a project) and a project risk
register (a formal risk analysis that uses input from internal
and external stakeholders for complex and risk-prone FDOT
projects) (44). The first step in the FDOT method is the
development of a risk management plan to identify and
document potential project risks. The risk-based graded
approach analysis quantifies project risks early in project
development and helps to determine planning and control
requirements; however, the assessment is not used as a substitute for formal risk identification, qualification, quantification, and response planning. FDOT's risk-based graded
approach analysis helps to determine how to assign project
management resources, define the project scope, evaluate risk
elements (risk versus cost), and get agreement from all project team members.
FDOT identified 15 critical risk elements (other risks can
be added, or some may be eliminated) to assess the overall
level of risk, per element, per project priority (scope, schedule, cost, and quality). The project team assigns each element
a value between 1 and 5. The risks are then prioritized
according to the scores, and assigned a value of 1, 3, or 5. The
total risk score is calculated by multiplying the risk scores by
the priority scores for each of the 15 elements. The risk
element scores are totaled to determine the overall project
risk score.
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Effectiveness

Definition

Schedule

At the outset of a major multiagency endeavor (e.g., during
NEPA scoping or even earlier), internal commitments and
interagency agreements offer a mechanism for identifying all
parties' functional and financial responsibilities, staffing and
other resource requirements, and a timeline for these provisions. Developing these interagency agreements entails assessing the capacity of each agency to provide resources and
identifying if any additional resources are needed.
These agreements also provide a method for installing a
common system of protocols and establishing a common
oversight function for the interagency project or program
that provides traditional project or program management
functions, such as a single accounting and procurement system, tracking scope, schedule, and budget.
Environmental analysis, documentation, and review can be
streamlined via these interagency agreements or through ancillary agreements or memoranda of understanding between the
agencies. Regardless of the specific documentation technique,
these agreements can define common environmental analysis
techniques, coordinate certain elements (e.g., cumulative
effects), define the roles and responsibilities of each agency for
developing or overseeing specific elements of the environmental analysis, and include commitments to specific reviewing
time frames and methods.

Risk management strategies are designed to identify and
avoid or reduce schedule disruptions and delay.

Cost
The task of actively identifying, characterizing, tracking, and
managing risk adds another line item to project budgets. However, avoided schedule disruptions translate into substantial
cost savings for DOTs, particularly in times of higher inflation
and with rising costs for resource inputs.

Risks
By definition, this approach is designed to reduce the occurrence and effect of potential risks. It does not cause any substantive new risks.

Other Benefits
Risk management contributes to predictability, which benefits relationships with other agencies, local jurisdictions, and
other stakeholders. Conflicts and risks avoided can build
trust among a project team and with stakeholders, providing
deposits in good-will bank accounts that can help projects to
surmount future challenges.

Applicability
Riskmanagementcan be employed with a variety of approaches
with varying degrees of effort and intensity, making this a
broadly applicable strategy. In theory, this strategy can help to
proactively address nearly all potential constraints that might
be encountered on a project. This is of course limited by both
the ability of the approach and the individuals involved to
accurately predict a risk and by their ability to then implement
appropriate measures to reduce the likelihood of the risk's
occurrence and/or the severity of its effect. Some degree of risk
management should (and generally does) occur on most projects, so consideration of this strategy should focus on the particular techniques described and referenced above.

Strategy 21: Strategic
Oversight and Readiness
Assessment
• Strategy Group: Decision making
• Phases: Planning, NEPA
• Decision Points: Multiple decision points

Constraints Addressed
This strategy addresses the difficulty of gathering, rallying, and
managing resources to initiate a major project or program of
projects. Beginning major projects that require involvement
and commitment from multiple agencies can present significant challenges as these agencies typically must provide staff
with a range of specific expertise to quickly address the many
managerial, procedural, and technical issues that face complex
transportation projects. Compounding this challenge is the
need for multiple agencies, departments, and consulting firms
to commit these resources simultaneously so that the project
may begin efficiendy and is not held back by lagging elements.
This strategy can help to address the following constraints:
•
•
•
•
•

Unusually large scale of and/or complex project or program;
Ineffective internal communication;
Slow decision making;
Inability to maintain agreement; and
Lack of dedicated staff.

Example
Lower Manhattan Recovery
The Lower Manhattan recovery effort employed this strategy
to address the significant and simultaneous management
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challenges that arose while coordinating several major capital
improvement projects that involved many different federal,
state, and local agencies. This approach addressed concerns
regarding the readiness (e.g., adequate staffing, availability,
and expertise) and ability of these agencies to move quickly
to resolve issues as they arose.

Effectiveness
Schedule
This strategy can help projects to stay on schedule by ensuring agencies have adequate staffing, availability, and expertise
to handle the workload and to avoid delays that can occur
from multiple management techniques and protocols.

Cost
This approach adds cost for assessment at the outset, but can
save costs by avoiding delay.

Risks
The approach is designed to reduce risk from inadequate or
unavailable staff resources and by mobilizing expertise. A risk
exists that all anticipated staffing may not be fully needed, but
this risk can be less severe than the risk of delay if resources
are not available when needed.

Other Beneflfs
This approach can improve long-term interagency relationships and prevent existing relationships from deteriorating
because of frustration over wait times and unanticipated
demands.

Applicability
This strategy is applicable for major transportation endeavors that involve multiple lead agencies that introduce complex managerial and technical challenges. Smaller and more
routine projects are unlikely to benefit from a full implementation of this strategy, but they may still benefit from interagency agreements that streamline environmental reviews,
which inevitably involve multiple agencies.

Strategy 22: Team Co-location
• Strategy Groups: Internal communication and organization, decision making
• Phases: All phases, though less applicable to planning
• Decision Points: Multiple decision points

Definition
Many large, successfully expedited projects have used co-located
project teams to help expedite internal communication, review,
and decision making. This approach can also increase the commitment and focus of team members on the project. When the
project's sponsor agency, NEPA lead, and key technical staff are
just down the hall from each other, internal communication
and coordination can happen faster. With a co-located team,
meetings are easier to arrange, travel time became a nonfactor,
and spontaneous working sessions became frequent. Internal
reviews of documents can be performed hot off the press, as the
project team is able to immediately share draft work products
with reviewing agencies. This rapid review of drafts can produce substantial time savings over the typical cycle of preparing
a complete draft, distributing it internally for comments, revising, and then sending the revised draft out to resource agencies
for their input.

Constraints Addressed
It is common for progress to be repeatedly delayed when decision making is slow, when decisions must be revisited and
changed, or when there are internal communication impediments. These problems obviously apply to the major milestones, but they can also affect the many more frequent and
smaller decisions required on a project. The internal structure
of project teams has an important effect on how decisions are
made, the time it takes to reach the necessary consensus to
move forward, and the likelihood of needing to readdress
issues. This is especially true for large, complex projects that
span multiple jurisdictions and have more than one lead
agency. For these projects, team members are often separated
in different offices or work under different entities. Such an
arrangement impedes easy and organic conversation that can
help diverse project teams to build a common understanding,
work through divisive topics, and make day-to-day decisions,
thus accelerating progress toward milestone decisions.
This strategy can help to address the following constraints:
•
•
•
•
•

Unusually large scale of and/or complex project or program;
Ineffective internal communication;
Lengthy review and revision cycles;
Slow decision making; and
Lack of dedicated staff.

Examples
Colorado DOT's 1-25 Expansion
One of the major contributors to an accelerated NEPA process
for this project through central Denver and the Denver Tech
Center was a cooperative and collaborative effort between

-------------,-------

-

75
CDOT and the Regional Transportation District, as well as
FTA and FHWA, supported by the physical co-location of the
project team. CDOT and Regional Transportation District
staff assigned to the project were co-located in an office building with NEPA consultant Carter-Burgess and its subconsultants. With all project team members under one roof
(no environmental agencies co-located with the project
team), meetings were easier to arrange and spontaneous
working sessions became the norm, thus fostering a sense of
teamwork among the various agencies and firms working on
the project. Internal reviews of EIS sections were performed
quickly. With little time lost to these internal reviews, the
project team was able to immediately share draft work products with reviewing agencies. Co-location allowed a substantial time savings over the typical NEPA EIS cycle of preparing
a complete draft, distributing it internally for comments,
revising, and sending the revised draft to resource agencies
for their input.

• Defined WSDOT and regulatory agency expectations for a
complete application;
• Implemented early project coordination meetings and
response letters to identify project risks and opportunities;
• Created and implemented the first Washington State interagency design-build permitting process; and
• Worked on testing the new online joint aquatic resource
permit application.
The team identified further improvement opportunities
within each agency, including wetland mitigation site selection,
design, and long-term site management and monitoring;
stormwater design guidance; guidance on documentation of
alternatives analysis; and a policy on improvements in fish passage and habitat design. WSDOT contributed its co-location
experience in Consultant Co-location: Things to Think About
and/or Guide Your Decision Making (45).
Trans-Alaska Pipeline Co-location Model

Washington State Department of Transportation

The WSDOT practice of locating multiple agencies in a common office with one primary goal has been successfully
implemented in several instances. In 2003, three Washington
State agencies and one federal agency co-located personnel in
a common office, which has since become a continuing practice. This multiagency permitting team, ultimately joined by
King County, identifies potential permitting risks, develops
cooperative processes and solutions, and provides a unified
package of environmental information to the project manager at an earlier point in the process than previously
occurred. WSDOT found that this arrangement helped to
reduce environmental impacts and keep the projects on
schedule. The team is composed of engineers, biologists, and
project managers from the Washington State Department
of Ecology, the Washington State Department of Fish and
Wildlife, WSDOT, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and
King County. Team members are internally accountable to
each other, as well as reporting regularly to a steering committee comprising individual supervisors from each agency.
Performance measures and business results are presented to
the directors of all five agencies every quarter. The team is
funded and led by WSDOT and currently oversees 45 projects
in WSDOT's · Northwest Region. On average permits are
authorized approximately 45 days from the time of a complete application, and to date, no multiagency permitting
team permits have resulted in a project delay. The team goal
is to permit projects at least 60 to 90 days before the project
contract advertisement (so far, their average is 82 days). The
team also aims to process permits quickly and accurately,
work out conflicts, and reduce the chance of delays. The team
has created the following programmatic improvements:

The trans-Alaska pipeline office co-located multiple agencies,
providing a model that the Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities is now trying to implement with
resource agencies. In Alaska's model, all agencies would have a
dedicated representative for review of state transportation
projects. The DOT is seeking federal funding to implement this
approach. A similar model is in place at the Missouri DOT,
where the environmental division is co-located centrally with
the state Department of Natural Resources. Co-location occurs
outside of project development, too. For example, operations
and intelligent transportation systems centers in Tacoma, Vancouver, Spokane, and Yakima, Washington, are co-located with
other operating agencies.
Colorado DOT

CDOT employed this strategy on projects for a 19-mile urban
corridor (230,000 vehicles per day) where I-25 and I-225, the
two most heavily used roadways in Colorado, provide the primary access between central Denver and the Tech Center to
the southeast, as well as to I-70, the region's major east-west
freeway. The NEPA process for the Southeast Corridor project
took 25 months from notice of intent (NOI) to record of decision (ROD) (4).

Effectiveness
Schedule

This strategy can help projects to maintain schedule by reducing internal communication bottlenecks that can delay decision making and progress on day-to-day tasks that require
coordination among otherwise disparate parties.
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Cost
This strategy often requires additional office space to house
project staff together in a single location, requiring funding
for rent, additional infrastructure, and other ancillary costs of
maintaining a new or expanded office.

Strategy 23: Tiered
NEPA Process
• Strategy Group: Analysis
• Phases: COR, ENV
• Decision Points: All decision points in the COR and
ENVphases

Risks
Leasing commitments and acquisition of new infrastructure
and office equipment can pose a risk if the project is
unexpectedly put on hold or shut down. Also, there can be
monetary consequences if the IRS determines that consultants are treated too much like employees. In at least one case,
the courts determined that independent consultants working
long-term, on location, were actually more like employees of
the organization, and were entitled to all benefits of that organization (Vizcaino v. Microsoft Corp. 1999). However, many
factors play into determining whether a person is a consultant or an employee. The IRS uses the 20-factor test, and
meeting one or even a few of these factors does not mean that
the line is crossed; however, the more factors that are met, the
higher the risk (46).

Other Benefits
Having agencies and consultants under the same roof allows
for a level of interaction not otherwise possible in projects
with large, diverse teams. Other benefits from this approach
can include an enhanced sense of teamwork among the various agencies and firms working on the project, closer working relationships, and shared expertise. Co-location provides
a natural forum for identifying, debating, and resolving conflicts that arise during project review, design, and permitting.
The cooperative attitude of team members, combined with
encouragement from each agency, contributes to a can-do,
problem-solving environment.

Applicability
WSDOT and the Washington chapter of the American Council of Engineering Companies have compiled a list of recommended items to discuss and decide on when considering
co-location between the DOT and consulting firms. These
items include space and equipment planning, overhead rate,
schedules and expectations, logistics and administration,
policies, training and compliance with agency standards (e.g.,
ethics, safety), equity, scope creep, working on other work at
the site, project logo and branding, team building, and partnering. Issues have been identified and suggestions are available in each of these areas (45).

Definition
A tiered NEPA process allows agencies to perform planning
studies under NEPA via a Tier 1 EA or EIS. This first-tier study
typically looks at a large problem or series of related problems
programmatically, with the intent that project-level studies will
follow in the second tier, either as a direct continuation of the
first-tier study or as multiple separate projects reliant on the
analyses and findings from the first tier. With a few important
distinctions, the Tier 1 EA or EIS can function similarly to
typical corridor plans or conceptual planning studies; second-tier evaluations are generally analogous to project-level
NEPA studies. By initiating NEPA at the planning phase, the
state or local transportation agency will ensure more formal
engagement by the federal lead agency than would otherwise
occur during a planning study. Similarly, beginning NEPA
during planning can help a project to garner involvement
from state and federal resource agencies that are often not
involved until NEPA is initiated. Perhaps most importantly,
the tiered NEPA process produces a preliminary ROD (a formally documented interim decision) at the conclusion of the
first tier. Gaining greater involvement from the federal lead
agency and resource agencies in the planning phase, and concluding it with a ROD, can ensure this work is more easily and
effectively leveraged during subsequent second-tier studies.

Constraints Addressed
Many agencies struggle to leverage work done during planning studies in their NEPA evaluations. Transportation agencies often use planning studies to define the scope and breadth
of a problem area, initiate outreach with stakeholder groups,
and identify possible solutions. However, for a variety of reasons the work done during these planning studies is often
revisited during subsequent NEPA evaluations. Revisiting
work done during the planning phase often occurs because
transportation agencies fear that decisions and progress
made prior to an NOI are vulnerable to a legal challenge. In
other cases, the planning process didn't involve the same parties generally brought in during the NEPA phase, particularly
resource agencies. Revisiting earlier work when transitioning
from the planning phase into NEPA can increase the time and
cost of a project, as well as introduce a potentially confusing
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process for the public and stakeholder groups following the
project's progress.
This strategy can help to address the following constraints:
• Issues arising late cause project change;
• Unusually large scale of and/or complex project or program;
and
• Inability to maintain agreement.

Examples

and intent of early coordination meetings. Similarly, the public may get confused about the multiple public comment
periods that NEPA requires, which can lead to disinterest or
frustration when the project team seeks repeated input as the
project or program progresses.

Other Benefits
The primary benefits are to schedule, cost, and agency and
public relationships. These are also the primary risks of this
strategy.

Missouri DOT and Bureau of Land Management
The Missouri DOT used a tiered NEPA process to address a
large series of problems along the I-70 corridor. The Bureau of
Land Management is using a national programmatic EIS for
wind energy projects throughout the western United States.

Effectiveness
Schedule
This strategy can reduce project delivery duration by helping
project-level NEPA evaluations (second-tier studies) more
effectively leverage work done during the planning phase (first
tier). In particular, doing planning work under NEPA can decisively narrow the range of alternatives that need to be explored
in the second-tier studies. A ROD concluding the planning
phase offers a greater level of certainty for the subsequent
studies that this decision will not have to be revisited.

Cost
The cost of this strategy is primarily related to how it affects a
project's schedule. Cost savings can be accrued to the extent
that this approach is able to reduce redundancies between the
planning and NEPA phases and thus reduce staff time and
project duration. However, transportation agencies should
expect some additional coordination effort during the planning phase due to greater involvement with the federal lead
agency and resource agencies and the preparation of two EISs.

Risks
A tiered NEPA process is complex. Stakeholders, and even the
project team, can be confused. It is critical that the project
team develop a clear communication tool for the intended
process and the goals and scope of work for each phase.
Otherwise, there is a high risk of confusing participants and
producing less meaningful involvement. In particular, resource
agencies are often not experienced at providing input early in
the planning phase, so it is important to explain the process

Applicability
This strategy is most effective at providing a structure and
decision-making framework for transportation agencies
addressing projects with a large geographic extent that require
multiple levels of decision and/or large projects that are likely to
split into multiple separate projects. The tiered NEPA process
can introduce unique risks, and many projects are better served
by a traditional single-tier NEPA process. If there is a clear
approach for addressing a problem, even though there may be
variations on the approach that need to be studied, a tiered
NEPA process might add what would otherwise be unnecessary
steps and time by requiring more analysis, documentation, and
public comment periods. Similarly, a problem likely to be
addressed as a single project may receive less benefit from a
tiered process than a problem that is likely to be split into
multiple separate projects that could rely on a preceding ROD.

Strategy 24: Up-Front
Environmental Commitments
• Strategy Groups: Decision making, external coordination
and communication
• Phases: Planning, NEPA
• Decision Points: Multiple decision points

Definition
Making environmental commitments during planning or early
project development can expedite what would otherwise be
long and protracted analysis and negotiation. To be most effective, the commitments should exceed the minimum mitigation
that would be required for regulatory compliance.
A DOT's willingness to invest in environmental enhancement commitments in the early phases of a project or during
planning can streamline the environmental process by changing conversations to a positive track and saving participants
from having to prove certain impacts and the necessity of mitigation. Transportation projects thereby avoid delays from protracted negotiations, reanalysis, and continual data collection.
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Early commitments to improve resources can allow transportation agencies to avoid the protracted debate and negotiations
that can delay environmental documentation, permitting, and
project design.
While the specific nature of these commitments will vary
widely depending on project type, the surrounding environment, and agency and stakeholder interests, several elements
are common to this strategy that prevent impediments during
project development and NEPA documentation. First, these
environmental commitments should be made early, either
during the planning process for selecting candidate project
design and environmental evaluation, or during the early
phases of NEPA or design. By making these commitments
early, the DOT can avoid ongoing and protracted requests for
further analysis of impacts or having to continually change the
design of and commitments to mitigation measures. However,
because the DOT must understand the issues, desires, and
concerns of the project's stakeholder groups and applicable
regulatory agencies, early outreach and coordination is vital.
The magnitude of commitments or level of performance standards must be sufficient to address stakeholder and agency
concerns and avoid the impression that the DOT is shirking
requirements for the impact avoidance and minimization that
would otherwise result from prolonged environmental analysis and debate. Ultimately, early environmental commitments
that are greater than the project impacts can help to bypass
sticking points with resource agencies and stakeholder groups.

Constraints Addressed
The process of conclusively identifying environmental impacts
and subsequendy negotiating and designing mitigation and
attaining approvals can be very slow and cause project delays.
Transportation projects are frequendy delayed because of
disagreement over how environmental impacts are assessed, the
relative significance of impacts, and/or the appropriate type and
level of mitigation measures. These debates can bog down progress toward key decision points as parties spend time lobbying
for their desires, withholding approval, requesting further
analysis, and otherwise extending negotiations. The true causes
or issues that create this type of delay can be difficult to identify
during these debates, but can often be traced to attempts by an
agency or individuals to protect and improve specific resources
they care about, even if such resources may not be seriously
affected by the project, or to minimize mitigation costs.
This strategy can help to address the following constraints:
•
•
•
•
•

Stakeholder controversy and opposition;
Conflicting resource values;
Avoiding policy decisions through continual analysis;
Difficulty agreeing on impacts and mitigation; and
Inordinate focus on single issue.

Examples
Multiple states now engage in proactive mitigation planning,
with encouragement from SAFETEA-LU and the federal
interagency Eco-Logical approach to developing infrastructure projects (41 ). Examples of this approach are the Colorado
Shortgrass Prairie Initiative, the Maryland Intercounty Connector, and the Lower Manhattan transportation improvements project.
Maryland Intercounty Connector

Maryland state highways' largest project incorporated environmental stewardship in every aspect of the project in a proactive way that did not require extensive demonstration of
impact. This project committed $3 70 million (approximately
15o/o of the total project cost) to environmental enhancements
and avoidance (47, 48).
Colorado Shortgrass Prairie Initiative

CDOT developed an agreement to implement a set of bestmanagement practices for maintenance and proactive advance
mitigation for 36 species. The agreement and programmatic
biological opinion proactively conserves and/or addresses
potential mitigation needs for over 30 declining but unlisted
species in the region and delivers conservation and management of over 30,000 acres for projects over a 20-year period.
CDOT's agreement to advance mitigation occurred without analysis of the condition of the habitat to be potentially
affected; much of the habitat was mowed at the time of the
agreement, lacking wildlife value, but CDOT agreed to mitigation as if the area had higher value (35, 36).
Lower Manhattan Transportation Improvements

In these improvements, a system of environmental performance commitments was incorporated into the project
irrespective of the extent of impact so that the parties could
receive assurance their resources and issues of concern would
be addressed regardless of how the projects were developed.
These commitments eliminated the need for a more lengthy
process of developing analyses and data to support each
party's cause (49).
District of Columbia's 11th Street Bridges Project

A system of environmental performance commitments can
also be used for purposes other than natural resources. The
District of Columbia's 11th Street bridges project used this
approach to address Section 4(f) resource impacts. By working
closely with the National Park Service (NPS) to understand
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how the unavoidable impacts to an NPS property could not
only be mitigated, but how the resource's value could be
improved, the project leaders were able to use a Section 4{0 net
benefit programmatic agreement, thus reducing the time
required to complete the final Section 4{0 evaluation.

Kangley-Echo Lake Transmission Une
This project developed an extensive list of innovative mitigation commitments and documented these in negotiated
agreements and the FEIS. These commitments addressed all
of the concerns of stakeholders and assured participants in the
process that the watershed affected by the project would be left
in better condition after construction than it was before the
project. The commitments also included specific performance measures for the project, including turbidity levels in
the watershed that provided drinking water to the City of
Seattle. The project purchased a liability insurance policy to be
paid to the City of Seattle if the project caused an increase
in turbidity and resulted in a need for treating the water.

unexpected demands from resource agencies and stakeholder
groups and can thereby implement their projects more efficiently. However, making up-front commitments can introduce the risk of over commitment if the project design is able
to reduce impacts considerably further than originally anticipated. This risk can be reduced if the environmental commitment is tied to an impact performance measure. There is also
the risk of noncompliance with regulations that require avoidance and minimization before mitigation. It is important to
ensure that the commitment to environmental enhancement
and mitigation does not supplant requirements to attempt to
avoid and minimize impacts.

Other Benefits
Up-front environmental commitments made before specifying analysis of impacts or finalizing project design can provide
beneficial publicity and press coverage from groups that might
otherwise be critical of the project.

Applicability
Effectiveness
Schedule
Advanced mitigation or environmental or resource enhancement that is sufficiently attractive to achieve buy-in from multiple regulatory agencies and other stakeholders can streamline
project development, increase predictability, and smooth project management. This strategy can reduce time spent negotiating and arguing the assessment and quantification of impacts
and design of appropriate mitigation measures.

Cost
The added mitigation and enhancement will likely have a
higher capital cost than mitigation that would meet minimum regulatory requirements. However, the approach can
save considerable costs by reducing project delays that arise
due to protracted negotiations over mitigation commitments.
The net result of additional capital costs versus cost savings
associated with reduced delay will vary depending on the characteristics of the project or program. Aggregate savings are
generally going to be maximized on projects and programs
most likely to suffer from delay due to extended analysis
and negotiation of impacts and mitigation.

Risks
This approach is designed to reduce risk. By agreeing to fund
environmental commitments early in project development or
during planning, action agencies reduce the risk of delay and

This strategy has broad applicability. Most state DOTs engage
in projects and programmatic actions that encounter delay due
to protracted negotiations around the uncertainty and analysis
of impacts and development of mitigation measures. Most
projects and programs with the potential for this delay could
benefit from up-front environmental commitments made
before finalizing design (and the impact conclusions).
However, some states face restrictions on spending that is
not directly tied to completion of legislated environmental
requirements, and thus may not have the flexibility to commit funding for environmental mitigation before it is directly
tied to project impacts.
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4

Case Studies

commitments, planning and environmental linkages, expedited internal review and decision making, and contextsensitive design (CSD).
Although the existing bridge over the Anacostia River is an
Interstate facility, it does not provide direct connections
between the Anacostia Freeway and the Southeast Freeway.
This lack of connection results in substantial congestion on
local streets caused by cut-through traffic. The new project
will eliminate this cut-through traffic; separate local traffic
crossing the river from Interstate traffic crossing the river;
and provide improved transit, bike, and pedestrian access
across the river. The separation oflocal traffic from Interstate
traffic will also improve operations and safety on the Interstate bridge.

This chapter documents the case studies gathered from
the research and interviews described in Chapter 1. Each case
study is relatively brief, focusing on the application of the
specific expediting strategy it illustrates, including the project
attributes that influenced the success of the strategy, the likely
constraints it addressed or proactively avoided, and the
lessons learned by the project team. These lessons learned,
which generally come directly from interviews with staff
from the project or resource agencies, can offer valuable
insight into why the strategy worked, techniques or factors
that could have improved it, or specific scenarios for which
staff believe the strategy is most beneficial. Each case study
description also specifies whether the example is a specific
project or a program of separate actions, a distinction that
can be relevant to the transferability of the expediting
strategies.

Project Overview

District of Columbia
11th Street Bridges Project

The 11th Street bridges project is part of a broader revitalization effort known as the Anacostia Waterfront Initiative,
which is led by the District of Columbia Office of Planning.
Partners in the initiative include FHWA and DDOT.
In 2004, DDOT commissioned a Middle Anacostia River
Crossings (MAC) study to explore transportation planning
and redevelopment options in the area that would support
the Anacostia Waterfront Initiative. The MAC study recommended over 30 short-, mid, and long-term projects to
enhance transportation infrastructure, safety, accessibility,
mobility, and connectivity and to support broader revitalization of the waterfront, including completion of the 11th
Street bridges project's missing highway connections. In
2005, FHWA issued an NOI to formally get the project
underway.
In addition to building the necessary ramp infrastructure,
the project will replace deficient bridge components, expand
bicycle and pedestrian facilities, accommodate future streetcars, and make aesthetic improvements to the bridge and
freeway interchanges. The current traffic pattern of the

Summary
The 11th Street bridges project will be the largest project ever
constructed by the District of Columbia, and it is the first
river bridge replacement constructed by the District in more
than 40 years. In spite of this, the District DOT (DDOT) and
FHWA were able to complete the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) process in just 34 months (from NOI to
ROD), considerably faster than FHWA's 68-month median
for completing EISs. The project's NEPA process also met
FHWA's national performance objective to complete the EIS
within 36 months.
The 11th Street bridges project faced a number of challenges to timely delivery. DDOT successfully addressed
these challenges through early planning and several key
strategies that helped to expedite project delivery, including responsive public and agency engagement, early commitment of construction funding, up-front environmental
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11th Street bridges requires drivers to leave the freeways
and navigate local roads to access other freeway connections. This results in highly congested neighborhood
streets, degraded air quality, increased noise, and other factors affecting transportation access, mobility, and quality
of life. By building missing freeway ramps and adding a
new bridge for local traffic only, the project will separate
regional and local traffic and significandy improve vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian traffic and safety in the Anacostia neighborhood.
The existing 11th Street bridges are a pair of one-way
bridges that cross the Anacostia River in southeastern
Washington, D.C. They are projected to carry almost
180,000 vehicles daily by 2030. The bridges were built in the
mid 1960s to provide a vital link between the Anacostia
Freeway (1-295 and DC-295) and the Southeast/Southwest
Freeway (1-695). However, the full connections envisioned
in the original plan were never built. One of the main reasons for this was opposition from the community on the
west side of the river. This lack of direct connecting ramps
resulted in considerable cut-through traffic on local streets,
particularly on the east side of the river. Drivers heading
south on the Anacostia Freeway cannot access the bridges,
and drivers heading east across the bridges cannot access
the Anacostia Freeway heading north. For decades, the only
alternative has been to use neighborhood streets to compensate for these missing highway connections. The 11th
Street bridges project will complete these connections, as
well as add a new bridge and other improvements. Project
cost is estimated at $360 million, with a federal contribution of $17 million and is projected to be completed in
2013 (see Table 4.1).

The project is intended to
• Improve mobility by providing separate freeway and local
traffic connections to both directions of DC-295, the
Southeast/Southwest Freeway, and local streets on both
sides of the Anacostia River;
• Provide a shared path for pedestrians and bicycles, as well
as rails to allow future streetcar connections;
• Replace the existing functionally deficient and structurally
obsolete bridges;
• Provide an additional alternate evacuation route from the
nation's capital; and
• Include new trail connections, improved drainage, and
other environmental investments.

Project Constraints
The 11th Street bridges project faced multiple challenges that
could have derailed progress and extended the schedule,
including significant environmental impacts and issues, a
large number of permitting agencies, past public opposition,
diverse public interests, and a project of unprecedented size
and scope for the sponsor agencies.
Unusually Large Scale of and/or
Complex Project or Program

The unique nature of this project within the district also
posed a challenge for the sponsor agencies, the District of
Columbia and the FHWA division office. These agencies had
very litde experience with EISs and large projects, and this
was the first major transportation project for both the

Table 4.1. 11th Street Bridges Project Timeline
1960s

Existing 11th Street bridges constructed.

2003

Proposed new 11th Street project first appears in the District's transportation improvement program as a planning study.

2004

MAC study explores transportation planning and redevelopment options in the area that would support the Anacostia
Waterfront Initiative. MAC study recommends transportation projects, including the completion of the 11th Street
bridges' missing highway connections.

September 2005

NOI to prepare an EIS published in the Federal Register.

June2006

DEIS published.

November 2007

FEIS published (signed September 2007).

July2008

ROD issued.

Fall2008

Design-build cqntractor hired.

July2009

NEPA and Section 4(f) reevaluation (covering project design changes after the ROD).

December 2009

Construction began.

Mid-2013

Projected construction completion.
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District and for the division office in many years. This lack of
experience and unfamiliarity with the type and scale of this
project posed a challenge to expediting delivery.
The project had significant environmental concerns that
added to the scale of the project and required coordination
and approvals from a large number of regulatory agencies:
• Section 404 permitting and NEPA coordination from the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers were required for fill and
removal in the Anacostia River.
• Clean Water Act Section 402 compliance and coordination
were required by EPA.
• Clean Water Act Section 401 compliance was required by
the District Department of the Environment.
• Navigation clearance and Rivers and Harbors Act Section
10 compliance were required by the U.S. Coast Guard.
• National Marine Fisheries Service consultation under
Endangered Species Act (ESA) Section 7 was required.
• National Park Service (NPS) approvals were required
because the river, as well as the shorelines at each end of the
bridges, is owned by NPS. Impacts to other Section 4(f)
resources included a boat house, a national park (Anacostia
Park on the eastern shore, also eligible for listing on the
National Register of Historic Places), and a local park on the
western shore that also included Section 6(f} protection.
• Coordination with the State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO) was critical, because the east end of the bridge
lands in the Anacostia Historic District, and the west end
lands in the Capitol Hill Historic District.
• Hope 6 public housing was present near the east end of the
bridge.
• The project was in a nonattainment (now maintenance)
area for ozone.
• Potential impacts to low-income and minority communities (as defined by the Executive Order on Environmental
Justice) in Anacostia neighborhoods on the east side of the
river had to be considered.
• Two federal entities-the National Capitol Planning Commission (NCPC) and the Commission on Fine Arts-had
unique authority in the District. The NCPC has approval
authority over all federal lands (including NPS land) in the
DC metro area. The Commission on Fine Arts has an advisory role to ensure that art and architecture components
(including view sheds) in the District are not compromised.

Insufficient Public Engagement or Support
Neighborhoods on both sides of the river had substantial
concerns about the proposal and how they would be affected
by the alternatives. Alternatives likely to be preferred by the
community on one side of the river were likely to be rejected
by the community on the other side. There was substantial
diversity in neighborhood characteristics. The Capitol Hill

neighborhood, on the west side, is affluent and has a low
number of minority households. The neighborhoods in Anacostia, on the east side, are predominandy African-American
with a much higher number of low-income households.
Communities on both sides of the river were well aware of
the potential impacts and issues and asked challenging technical and policy questions.
Under current conditions, the lack of direct connections
between the bridge and the freeway on the west side of the
river causes traffic to use local streets on the east side. These
streets suffer from the congestion of cut-through traffic. Part
of the solution would be to add connections on the west side
of the river. Initially, communities on the west side were
opposed to this.

Expediting Strategies
DDOT adopted an aggressive schedule and committed the
necessary resources to advance the project and meet the goal
of improving the quality and timeliness of the transportation
delivery process. To develop the project's DEIS, DDOT partnered with the public and more than 30 federal and nonfederal participating agencies to gain early acceptance by
stakeholders. The team identified critical project issues, which
improved the scoping phase and addressed stakeholders' concerns early. As a result, the solutions presented in the FEIS
were representative of stakeholder needs and were environmentally sound. DDOT's early planning and collaborative
and proactive approach to developing the 11th Street bridges
DEIS resulted in a streamlined project. Expediting strategies
included
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Planning and environmental linkages;
Early commitment of construction funding;
Facilitation to align expectations up front;
Coordinated and responsive agency involvement;
Up-front environmental commitments;
Highly responsive public engagement;
Expedited internal review and decision making; and
Context-sensitive design and solutions.

Planning and Environmental Linkages
The District conducted extensive up-front planning work
before initiating the NEPA process. The District's Office of
Planning developed a framework plan identifying the transportation actions needed to support the revitalization efforts
of the broader Anacostia Waterfront Initiative. Access problems were identified as key to revitalization. DDOT, which
was charged with improving access, developed a master
transportation plan to identify key problems, how to address
them, and what needed to be done. An Anacostia crossing
study was developed specifically to identify river crossing
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problems and potential solutions. The primary problem
identified was congestion caused by the diversion of traffic
from the Interstate to local streets as a result of the missing
freeway-to-freeway connections. This planning also identified a number of alternatives and proposed the strategies of
dividing local traffic from Interstate traffic and establishing
better freeway-to-freeway connections. These strategies were
the foundation for the 11th Street bridges project. As part of
the early planning effort, the department also developed initial cost estimates for various projects.
The planning analysis identified the impacts that the existing and projected problems have and would continue to have
on access, safety, air quality, noise, emergency access, businesses, and aspects of quality of life. Peak traffic congestion on
affected local streets can last for 4 hours in the morning peak
and 4 hours in the afternoon peak. The department presented
these analyses and findings to the mayor and city council,
along with cost estimates for the various solutions.
The detailed early planning, public involvement, and
issues analysis also helped to streamline the NEPA process
that followed.

Facilitation to Align Expectations Up Front and
Coordinated and Responsive Agency Involvement
The 11th Street bridges project team set an ambitious timeline to complete the EIS. To facilitate expedited EIS review
and help project managers and stakeholders to better meet
streamlining and stewardship objectives, DDOT secured
FHWA's assistance through the NEPA Teambuilding Initiative, which was administered by the FHWA Office of Project
Development and Environmental Review. According to the
FHWA streamlining and stewardship newsletter:
The goal of the NEPA Teambuilding Initiative is to assist
state DOTs and FHWA Divisions in improving the quality
and timeliness of the transportation-development process
through teambuilding. The Initiative will also help to ensure
that environmental stewardship and improved decision
making are built into transportation-project development
and review.
The NEPA Teambuilding Initiative encourages public
involvement throughout the EIS process, establishes project
time frames that are agreeable to all stakeholders, and uses
transparent methods to document project impacts and
progress. ( 1)

Early Commitment of Construction Funding
DDOT staff did not necessarily identify the early commitment of construction funding as a key to expediting project
delivery. Even so, the city council, in approving construction
funds early in the NEPA process, also mandated that construction be completed by a certain date. The early funding
and construction completion deadline provided motivation
and authority within the agency to ensure that internal
agency actions were expedited and did not cause project
delay. DDOT's method of securing early funding also provides an example for other agencies. The intensive planning
and analysis conducted on the broader needs for waterfront
revitalization, and in particular, the role of improved access
and transportation in achieving the revitalization goals,
helped the department to secure funding commitments for
construction much earlier than usual in the project development process. The city council approved funding for the
11th Street bridges project based on the planning studies and
analyses conducted before the NEPA process was initiated.
The analyses, findings, cost estimates, and public input
secured in the early planning helped to facilitate this early
decision by the Council. The Council also mandated that
construction be complete within 6 years of the funding
approval, which required that the NEPA process be completed
in less than 36 months. Early funding allowed DDOT to implement the NEPA process with a commitment to construction
funding already in hand. Up-front funding commitments can
promote expedited delivery, primarily because they represent
an agency's commitment to the project and demonstrate that
the project is a high priority.

Earlier stages of the project development process for selected
projects, such as team building and conflict resolution; scoping with interagency teams; and subject matter documentation and review, are integral in building a solid team and a
project that is cost-effective with fewer delays. For these reasons, assistance is usually highly prioritized during these
early stages (1).
DDOT found that the NEPA Teambuilding Initiative work
was especially helpful in developing a more effective and efficient interagency coordination process. The FHWA Office of
Project Development and Environmental Review contacted
other federal agencies to set up communication and coordination lines and to expedite input and responses from those
agencies. The involvement of FHWA headquarters and its
Resource Center, with their extensive experience with EISs
and large projects, also helped the DC division of FHWA to
be more effective. FHWA headquarters also helped to expedite FHWA's legal sufficiency review. Reviews occurred at
both the DEIS and FEIS phases. The reviews were preceded
by face-to-face briefings at the Resource Center. Legal sufficiency review was completed in 15 days, about half the usual
duration.
Interagency meetings were an important aspect of expediting agency coordination. The department already had this
process established for other efforts and adopted it for the
11th Street project. This process included traveling to individual agency offices for face-to-face coordination (at least
three briefings for each agency, including EPA, the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, NCPC, and others). More frequent
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meetings occurred with agencies such as NPS and SHPO.
DDOT found that it was most effective to solicit initial input
and concerns from the agencies and then propose an approach
based on that initial input. For example, this method was
critical to securing the Section 4(£} net benefit programmatic
agreement for impacts to Anacostia Park (see the section
below on up-front environmental commitments).
Agency coordination was also expedited through early
agreements developed through the NEPA team-building
work, which allowed project leaders to accomplish at least
partial concurrent reviews of key project materials.

Up-Front Environmental Commitments
The project's use of Section 4(£} resources was unavoidable.
Affected resources included a boat house, the river itself
(owned by NPS), a local park, historic resources, and the NPSowned Anacostia Park. Generally, DDOT found that it was
most effective to solicit initial input and concerns from the
various resource agencies and then propose an approach
based on that initial input. This was critical to securing the
Section 4(£} net benefit programmatic agreement for impacts
to Anacostia Park. DDOT took the time to understand the
minimization and mitigation measures that NPS would
require to agree to the net benefit finding and committed to
these minimization and mitigation measures early in the environmental process. This up-front commitment played a critical role in the Section 4( f) net benefit finding and in expediting
the completion of the final Section 4(£} evaluation.

Highly Responsive Public Engagement
Instead of holding traditional public meetings, DDOT held
workshop-like meetings with the public from the beginning
of the NEPA process so that community members could have
meaningful dialogue and instant feedback. These meetings
followed from the public involvement that occurred during
the earlier planning phase. The workshop approach increased
the awareness and knowledge of the public and helped the
project team to better understand specific community concerns and hopes for the project. For the initial meetings, the
team brought in maps and aerial photos with no proposed
designs. Although the team had already developed concepts,
they indicated their willingness to consider all community
members' concerns in developing the project. They sought to
elicit community input on what was important to the community and what ideas they had for addressing issues. The
team held 32 public and community meetings during an
approximately 6-month period of preparing the DEIS. DDOT
also developed a website and newsletters that were designed
to present information to both the general public and technical experts in engaging, stimulating, and accessible ways.

Separate meetings were initially held with communities on
different sides of the river because their issues were different.
Later the community meetings were combined, which
allowed the different communities to better understand the
variety of concerns in various neighborhoods and among
various stakeholders. The project team formed a citizen advisory committee representing the different neighborhoods
and groups, and they ran issues and information by the committee before going public in order to gather suggestions on
how best to convey information and solicit input.
DDOT believes this approach required more up-front costs
for public involvement but resulted in a project with greater
public benefit and greater public support. This support was
likely responsible for expediting delivery and for reducing the
long-term costs.
Communities on the west side were initially opposed to the
project, but the intensive involvement helped the project to
develop a preferred alternative that addressed many of their
concerns and was ultimately supported by most. There were
few opponents and many supporters by the end of the NEPA
process. The project was legally challenged, but the challenge
was settled through negotiations.

Expedited Internal Review and Decision Making
The commitments of the DDOT staff and decision makers to
expedited review and decision making were critical factors in
expediting overall project delivery. This included a commitment on the part of the project manager to be accessible by
telephone any time between 6 a.m. and 11 p.m., which allowed
issues to be identified and elevated, and often resolved, very
quickly. It also included the commitment from agency decision makers to make decisions quickly and efficiently. Lengthy
and cumbersome internal reviews and decision processes
typically result in stalling the project team and progress being
put on hold. Expediting the internal processes can have substantial expediting benefits.
The project manager and other project leadership also
agreed to conduct quick internal reviews. During the development of the DEIS, the department's project manager and
other staff, as well as FHWA staff, occasionally met biweekly
with the consultant team and met monthly with outside
agencies. When the consultant draft DEIS was completed and
delivered to DDOT, the department's project manager and
key staff, along with consultant leads, met in a workshop setting off site (to avoid distractions) for 3 days, from 8 a.m. to
11 p.m. each day. They reviewed the entire document and
resolved issues regarding all of the technical analysis and
findings. At the end of the 3 days, the review and revisions
were complete, allowing the revised document to be forwarded with recommendations to the DDOT directors. In the
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more traditional approach, it would not be unusual for this
process to take weeks to complete.
DDOT leadership committed to making quick policy and
other decisions to keep the project advancing. At the beginning of the project, the project team met with DDOT senior
leadership (the chief engineer, department director, and associate director) to clarify policy directions up front and establish a process for efficiently gaining needed direction as the
project progressed. For example, the senior leadership made
it dear in the first meeting that they did not want the project
to displace any residences, and they were willing to make
other compromises to meet this goal. This provided an
important policy parameter that guided project development. They also made it clear that cost was an important consideration, and they wanted a thorough analysis to determine
whether any of the existing structures or substructures could
be reused to reduce costs. Maintenance of traffic operations
during construction and avoiding adverse impacts to environmental justice communities were other policy priorities
that, because they were made clear early in the process, helped
to provide clear guidance to the project team. This clarity of
policy helped to expedite project development.
Project staff updated agency leadership routinely at key
points in the process. When it was time to select a preferred
alternative, they held a half-day workshop with the decision
makers and included senior staff from the consulting team to
provide their perspectives and breadth of experience on this
important decision.
The project was approved by DDOT leadership, and then
by the city council and mayor.

Context-Sensitive Design and Solutions
Employing CSD principles helped the project to provide
greater public benefit and secure public support. Factors relevant to CSD included the adjacent parks, neighborhoods,
environmental justice communities, the river, the U.S. Navy
yard, historic districts, a desire for local connectivity, and a
desire for greater access by transit, bicycling, and walking.
DDOT developed alternatives that could minimize impacts
to and/or benefit each of these resources. They also set up the
public involvement process so that stakeholders could dearly
express their preferences for the individual components of
any given alternative, rather than having to choose between
alternatives. This method allowed the project team to more
precisely understand stakeholder concerns and preferences
and allowed the team to combine various components from
different alternatives in order to create an alternative that was
most responsive to the different contextual elements. Context
sensitivity also included separating local traffic from Interstate traffic and creating a new direct connection between the
local arterials on either side of the river.

Under current conditions, the only connection between
the two sides of the river is via 1-295. This hinders local movement between the communities on either side and results in
a dangerous series of weaves and merges and in conflicts
between local traffic and through traffic. The new project will
maintain the Interstate lanes across the river, but it will also
build a new local bridge that separates local traffic from Interstate traffic. The local bridge will connect two minor arterials
(at 25 mph speeds) on either side of the river, providing direct
connections for cars, buses, a future streetcar, bicycles, and
pedestrians. It will include 15-foot-wide pedestrian paths.
Another aspect of CSD was the removal of a portion of the
Interstate facility that was built in the 1960s but was not
being used because it did not connect to any other facility.
This unused section was elevated (40 to 50 feet), about threequarters of a mile long, and six lanes wide. DDOT had this
unused section de-designated from the Interstate system and
then removed it along with unused ramps. These changes
removed the visual barrier and allowed new ramps to be
built at lower elevations.
Some of the applications of CSD principles to the project
added construction costs, but DDOT does not believe that
they raised the overall cost of the project. The greater context
sensitivity of the project reduced impact and right-of-way
costs, reduced public opposition, increased public support,
improved the community asset value, and helped to expedite
delivery. DDOT also believes that the application of CSD did
not compromise traffic operations. While the project did not
add capacity to the Interstate, it clearly will improve Interstate .
operations and safety. It will separate local traffic from Interstate traffic, add a local connector bridge, and add other factors that will improve operations of the Interstate, as well as
improve operations and access for local traffic and other
transportation modes.

Lessons Learned
DDOT has incorporated many of the successful practices
from the 11th Street bridges project into an environmental
process and policy manual that provides guidance for project
implementation. As of July 2010, DDOT is developing further updates to the manual. They have also established a goal
of completing all EAs within a 1-year time frame and all EISs
within 18 to 24 months.
In addition to the lessons described above, DDOT emphasizes the importance of being clear with the public and other
stakeholders up front regarding their roles in decision making.
While they emphasize the importance of highly responsive
public engagement and using CSD principles to design projects, they also believe it is critical that the public understand
that ultimately DDOT directors and elected officials are
responsible for making decisions about the projects. As part
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of this emphasis, they avoid having the public engage in voting exercises on the alternatives, although they do have the
public provide input or even vote on their preferences regarding issues, functions, or project components. This approach
solicits more precise input about public preferences and
reduces the risk of dividing communities through attachment to specific alternatives.
The department believes that agency reviews are an aspect
of project development that still has substantial remaining
potential for expediting. This includes permitting agency
reviews as well as FHWA reviews. The review process often
takes as long as or longer than the time required to collect
data, conduct analyses, and prepare documentation. Reviews
that take multiple weeks or even months are not necessary
and could be greatly reduced with focused effort and prioritization {1-3).

Flagler Memorial
Bridge Project
Summary
The Flagler Memorial Bridge project development and environment (PD&E) study was a complex project to evaluate
the need to replace a 70-year-old bascule bridge over the
Intracoastal Waterway in West Palm Beach, Florida. It was
also one of the first projects to use the full vision of FDOT's
efficient transportation decision-making (ETDM) process.
On interviewee said of the ETDM programming screening,
"This project is accepted as a Type II Categorical Exclusion.
However, depending on the outcome of the Section 106
Consultation, the document may have to be elevated to an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) :• Ultimately, creative
mitigation measures and other actions allowed NEPA to be
completed through the documented categorical exclusions
process, thus avoiding an EIS, which would have increased
time and cost considerably. This resulted in an estimated
savings of $7.6 million in consultant fees and inflation costs
that would have resulted from delay in construction of the
bridge.
Two expediting strategies proved particularly useful for
this project to maintain its schedule and avoid elevating the
NEPA classification to an EIS:
• Early consideration of environmental factors and the
establishment of planning-level environmental screening
criteria produced a more informed and effective process of
developing and evaluating potential alternatives.
• FDOT-funded liaison positions provided the necessary
staff at resource agencies to achieve the robust coordination that helped this project to proactively identify and
address potential environmental issues.

Project Overview
The Flagler Memorial Bridge was constructed in 1938 and is
part of Florida SR-A1A. Bridge inspections conducted by
FDOT showed that the bridge was structurally deficient for
the following reasons:
• The bridge substructure was graded 4 on a scale of 10;
• The remaining bridge structure was graded 32.4 on a scale
of100;and
• Previous inspections had noted exposed steel at several
bridge locations.
Additionally, the bridge did not meet current FDOT and U.S.
Coast Guard standards, and it was judged to be functionally
obsolete for the following reasons:
• Lane widths are 10 feet. The current standard is 12 feet.
• Handrails do not conform to current design standards for
impact loading.
• Vertical clearance over the Intracoastal Waterway is 17 feet.
The current standard is 21 feet.
• Horizontal clearance at the navigable channel is 80 feet,
considerably less than the current standard of 125 feet.
Flagler Memorial Bridge was included in the ETDM programming screen process before beginning the PD&E study.
As the PD&E study progressed, it was determined that the Flagler Memorial Bridge was eligible for listing on the National
Register of Historic Places. The memorandum of understanding between FHWA and the U.S. Coast Guard concerning historic bridge replacement created the real possibility that
FHWA would change the class of action to an EIS. The project
could have been delayed several years had this occurred.
FDOT explored what could be done to maintain the
Type II categorical exclusions determination, which was vital
to meet the project schedule. The FDOT team met with the
consultant team, including their subconsultants, and established an aggressively detailed schedule to pinpoint the activities and timeline needed. Much of this effort required seeking
concurrence from SHPO regarding the effects to the resources,
particularly that replacement of the bridge would not result
in a depletion of the resource and that preservation in place
was not necessary. It became apparent that the project team
needed to meet with representatives of SHPO and FHWA to
clarify certain aspects required from both agencies to obtain
their concurrence.
Over the next 4 months, the project team met regularly, on
some occasions by teleconference, to discuss the status of
activities, to resolve issues, and to provide documentation to
SHPO that the bridge could be replaced. On January 15,2008,
a letter was sent to David Gibbs at FHWA from Fred Gaske of
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SHPO concurring "that the replacement of the (Flagler
Memorial) Bridge is not a substantial depletion of the
resource type, primarily based on nonhistoric changes to the
bridge and the existence of more intact examples of similar
bridge types. Consequendy, we agree that this bridge is not
important for preservation."
Following the January 15th SHPO letter, the project team
still faced complex requirements to replace a historic bridge,
including use of a cultural resource committee of local historic preservation experts to define acceptable commitments
prior to replacement. A binding memorandum of agreement
(MOA) between FDOT, SHPO, and FHWA was signed on
April 3, 2008, to ensure unique measures would be taken to
memorialize the National Register of Historic Places-eligible
bridge. Creative mitigation measures were agreed to in the
MOA, such as the creation of an aesthetics committee with
local representation for new bridge design elements, historic
marker plaques, an educational DVD on the bridge to be used
in schools, and a marketing plan for others to acquire and
preserve the existing bridge. The successful coordination
between SHPO and FHWA allowed for the completion of the
PD&E study. On April 9, 2008, FHWA granted location and
design concept acceptance, which is required before PD&E
projects can move into the design phase. In numerous meetings, the project team worked with an aesthetics committee
and stakeholders from West Palm Beach and the Town of
Palm Beach to help design characteristics of the new bridge
based on concepts of the old bridge. These retained design
elements were required to ensure that the cultural resource
commitments from the Section 106 MOA were maintained in
the final design. The timeline for the project is shown in
Table4.2.

Project Constraints
This project encountered a variety of challenges, but latearriving issues causing project change and inefficient Section
106 consultation with SHPO were the two constraints that
direcdy challenged the project's strearrilining strategies.
Table 4.2. · Flagler Memorial Bridge Project Timeline
January 2006

PD&E study begins.

September 26, 2006

Cultural resource committee meetings
begin.

Fall2007

Meetings with FHWA and SHPO to discuss
cultural resource and class of action.

October 25, 2007

Public hearing held with public input and
support of preferred alternative.

Apri13, 2008

MOA signed by FOOT, FHWA, and SHPO.

Apri19, 2008

Location and design concept acceptance.

Given the desire to avoid a cosdy and lengthy EIS process,
this project was especially vulnerable to the potential for late
issues creating project delay. Even moderate potential environmental impacts, if identified late in the NEPA process,
could create delay as the project would be forced to evaluate
their potential significance and/or develop design modifications to avoid the impacts. Therefore, an early and thorough
evaluation of resources and potential impacts to them was
crucial to avoiding delay later on.
The project's aggressive schedule hinged on the ability to
maintain its status as a Type II categorical exclusion under
NEPA, which in tum relied largely on concurrence from
SHPO that the project would not potentially cause adverse
effects to historic resources. As such, effective Section 106
consultation with SHPO was vital to the project.

Expediting Strategies
Planning-Level Environmental Screening Criteria

FDOT's ETDM process helps the agency to incorporate environmental factors into early planning, that is, during identification of potential projects and the first stages of their
development. In the case of the Flagler Memorial Bridge, this
process provided valuable information and a foundation
from which the project was able to progress on its rapid
schedule.
Florida's ETDM process and its environmental screening
have been recognized by several national agencies as an exemplary process, and AASHTO and FHWA have recognized
ETDM with their top environmental excellence awards. The
ETDM process begins with two opportunities for early project
review and screening by all participating agencies: the planning screen and the programming screen. During these
screening events, participating review agencies work together
to review and provide information to FDOT regarding the
potential environmental effects that a proposed transportation project may have on surrounding resources. The agency
comments received during the planning screen help FDOT
and metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) to determine the feasibility of including the proposed projects in
their long-range transportation plans. The programming
screen occurs when projects are being considered for funding
in the FDOT work program.
The planning screen occurs in conjunction with the development of cost-feasible plans by MPOs or FDOT. Project
information is reviewed by agencies with planning, regulatory,
or resource management jurisdiction over environmental
resources that may be affected by the project. The project is also
reviewed by the federally recognized Native American tribal
governments that have agreed to participate in the ETDM process. These participants provide comments to project planners
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about the potential effects that a project might have on
resources protected or managed by their agency. This initial
screening of planned projects allows participants to review
project purpose and need statements and to comment on the
potential effects of projects on environmental and community
resources very early in the planning process. Potential effects of
proposed projects are evaluated and documented in the environmental screening tool (EST). In urban areas, MPOs provide
input about the effects of a project on the community or neighborhoods near the project.
At this early stage of planning, the information provided
by agencies and the public helps to identify project configurations that would avoid or minimize adverse effects on
Florida's natural and human environments. In the case of
known unavoidable effects, agencies provide commentary
on suggested alternatives or mitigation measures. This information is used by project planners to alter project cost
estimates. In some cases, the project priority might change
based on cost feasibility due to adverse effects, and some
projects might not advance due to adverse effects. Key recommendations and conclusions regarding potential project
effects are provided in the planning summary report, which
helps planners to develop priorities in long-range transportation plans and is available electronically to ETDM participants and the public.
The programming screen occurs before projects are funded
in the FDOT 5-year work program. Input about the potential
effects to environmental and community resources is the
basis for agency scoping to facilitate compliance with federal
and state environmental laws. If potential dispute issues are
identified, FDOT may initiate a dispute-resolution process
before the project is programmed into the FDOT 5-year work
program. Potential disputes may also be identified through
the public involvement process and require resolution before
the project is advanced into the design phase of the work program. Lead agencies decide on a class of action determination
for each priority project, which is summarized along with
potential project effects, preliminary project concepts, reasonable project alternatives, and scoping recommendations
in the programming summary report. In addition, agencies
explore how lower classes of action may be possible with
project modifications.

DOT-Funded Resource Agency Liaisons
The establishment of an environmental technical advisory
team (ETAT) comprising DOT-funded liaison positions in
several resource agencies facilitated the interagency coordination that was crucial for meeting the Flagler Memorial
Bridge project's need for close and productive consultation
with SHPO to determine potential Section 106 effects.

ETATs are formed in each FDOT district. Each ETAT
includes DOT-funded staff positions in a variety of agencies
that FDOT typically coordinates and consults with during
project development. Each ETAT consists of planning, regulatory, and resource agencies, as well as participating federally
recognized Native American tribal governments. Each agency
and tribal government appoints an ETAT representative or
representatives who have authority and responsibility to
coordinate internally and to represent their agencies' positions with respect to the planning and development of transportation projects. The role of the ETAT representatives
changes from advisory during the planning and programming phases to coordination during the PD&E phase and
environmental permitting.
Through regular interagency and tribal government interaction, ETAT allows for inutual problem solving to occur
throughout the life of a project and helps to ensure transportation decisions fully consider potential effects on natural,
cultural, and community resources.

Lessons Learned
EST is a useful tool that is the product of both the strategies
described above. FDOT and the agencies it works with
through the district ETATs developed the EST to assist in the
early identification of environmental impacts during project
planning. EST provides agencies with information and analysis that helps to facilitate these early screening efforts. EST is
an Internet-accessible interactive database and mapping
application that integrates resource and project data from
multiple sources into one standard format and provides
quick and standardized analyses of the effects of a proposed
project on natural, cultural, and community resources. It
provides utilities to input and update information about
transportation projects and community characteristics, perform standardized analyses, report comments by the agency
representatives, and provide read-only information to the
public.
The value of EST is heavily reliant on maintaining a wide
variety of data sets. Fortunately, data are provided by each
agency and tribe participating in an ETAT, as they have committed to providing data pertinent to their agency and area of
interest to the EST.

Gateway Boulevard
Corridor Project
Summary
Making critical design changes to improve the context sensitivity of the final segment of Gateway Boulevard-a new corridor in southern downtown Nashville-helped this project
to proceed rapidly through a supplemental EIS process.
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Project Overview and Timeline
The Metropolitan Government of Nashville and Davidson
County (Metro), in cooperation with the Tennessee DOT
(TDOT) and FHWA, proposed to construct the western terminus for Gateway Boulevard in the southern portion of
downtown Nashville. This terminus would extend Gateway
Boulevard 0.31 mile to the west to end at a roundabout
interchange.
The Gateway Boulevard corridor, a new east-west route
through southern downtown Nashville, was evaluated in the
1990s, with a ROD issued in 1998. Several sections of this
corridor have been subsequently constructed, leaving only
the western terminus section to be completed. Since the
issuance of the 1998 ROD, the surrounding neighborhood,
known as SoBro, has become a focus of extensive public and
private investment in new urban development and redevelopment. Several residential and office towers have been constructed along or in the path of the selected alternative. Local
land use and transportation plans were adopted showing
Gateway Boulevard ending at 8th Avenue, rather than extending as far west as 13th Avenue as envisioned in the design in
the 1998 ROD. In light of recent redevelopment in the project
area and these local plans, Metro determined that a supplemental NEPA evaluation was needed to identify the best
design for the western terminus of Gateway Boulevard.
An NOI was issued in November 2007, after which the
project team began an extensive public outreach program to
solicit interests and concerns about the design of the Gateway
corridor's western terminus. The DEIS, published in July 2008,
evaluated two design options for the terminus, both of which
truncated the corridor at 8th Avenue instead of 13th Avenue
as originally envisioned. One design option ended Gateway
Boulevard in a traditional four-leg signalized intersection,
similar to the 1998 design. In response to stakeholder input,
the project team included a second option with a roundabout
intersection design at 8th Avenue.
Following publication of the DEIS and receipt of public
comments, Metro, TDOT, and FHWA selected the roundabout design option as the preferred alternative. The FEIS
was published in December 2009, just 5 months after the
DEIS. The ROD was issued in February 2010.

Project Constraints
Issues Arising Late Cause Project Change
When Metro, TDOT, and FHWA approached the final segment of the Gateway corridor, they already had a design and
an environmental analysis from the 1998 ROD. The project
team was aware early on that this design might need to
be truncated at 8th Avenue instead of continuing to 13th Avenue, but they assumed that the same basic design up to

8th Avenue-a traditional four-leg signalized interchangewould be the most viable approach for finishing the corridor.

Stakeholder Controversy and Opposition
The team learned during scoping that local stakeholders preferred a significantly different design with a roundabout
interchange at the western terminus. The roundabout posed
several challenges. First, it had not been designed or modeled
to the same level that the traditional interchange had, so it
would require additional time and effort by the project team
to determine if appropriate roadway design and traffic flow
characteristics could be achieved. Second, this interchange
configuration would be more expensive as a result of the
more complex design and additional property acquisition
needed to accommodate it.
Support for the roundabout design posed a challenge to
the project's fast-paced schedule, thus exacerbating the previously mentioned constraint. The project team had originally
hoped to advance rapidly through a supplemental EIS by
relying heavily on the designs and environmental evaluations
of the 1999 ROD. However, pushing forward with the traditional design would likely encounter strong resistance from
local business groups and other stakeholders championing
the roundabout design.

Expediting Strategies
Context-Sensitive Design and Solutions
and Highly Responsive Public Engagement
In response to strong public support for the roundabout
design, the project team chose to refocus their efforts on
designing and evaluating this interchange configuration
to determine if it could provide adequate traffic performance
and how impacts and cost would differ from the original
design. Throughout the design and evaluation process, the
team met with stakeholder groups to get a strong understanding of what local business and residents wanted from
this design and to explain modifications to the interchange
that were needed to meet roadway design and performance
standards.
Ultimately, design refinements were able to provide
acceptable performance and safety while affording the community with a design that matched the local vision. The
project chose the roundabout interchange as the preferred
alternative to advance into the FEIS and ROD. Given the
project characteristics-construction of a new roadway
through a highly developed portion of the central business
district-the project was able to advance quickly after
·adopting the roundabout design as the preferred alternative. Just 7 months passed between the DEIS that considered
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the traditional interchange design and the ROD adopting the
roundabout design. Had the project attempted to advance
the traditional design, it would likely have been delayed by
stakeholder opposition.

Lessons Learned
Adapting a project's design to match the changing preferences of a community is rarely a simple or easy solution.
Public sentiment can be divided by seemingly irreconcilable
preferences or can demand something well outside the original scope or purpose and need for the project. In such cases,
it can be unclear to project proponents whether these are
indicators that a project needs to be seriously reconsidered or
re-envisioned, or whether they should push the project forward along its original path. However, whether and how to
respond to changing public sentiment is always an important
decision that carries potentially significant ramifications for
the project's schedule and ultimate success.
The Gateway Boulevard corridor project illustrates how
adapting to stakeholder preferences that have changed substantially since the project was first envisioned (or in this case,
since the ROD was signed nearly 10 years earlier) can help to
expedite selection of a preferred alternative and advancement
through NEPA. Of course, this is not always easy, and this
project benefited from a few important factors. First, the
changes requested by stakeholders did not result in a radical
departure in the function of the project. While a roundabout
may be significantly different from a roadway design perspective, in this case the corridor would still progress along a similar path and end at an intersection of the same streets. Second,
the project was not facing significantly divided or fractious
demands, but rather a majority of stakeholders expressing a
similar desire to redesign the terminus intersection.
However, perhaps the most important factor for the Gateway Boulevard project's success was the sponsoring agencies'
willingness to consider significant changes to the project
design and their openness to selecting this design when it
became clear that it could function and had the support of
the community. Rather than pushing forward with the design
from the 1998 ROD that offered more traditional roadway
design and traffic patterns and that would incur fewer impacts
and cost less, the project team figured out how to accommodate the substantial stakeholder concerns and achieve transportation operational functions and benefits.

1-94 North-South Project
Summary
The southeast Wisconsin freeway network was constructed in
the 1950s and 1960s. From 1991 through 2003, the system
was evaluated for reconstruction and increases in capacity.

The I-94 corridor from Milwaukee to the Illinois state line
is the second major reconstruction project in this network,
and the first to add capacity to the system. The highway provides important freight and through traffic routes, as well as
local commuter service in the urbanized portions. The
approximately 38-mile corridor project is being expanded
from six to eight lanes, with some four-lane facilities expanding as well. A series of older interchanges that are prone to
crashes caused by outdated design have also been redesigned.
The I-94 North-South project (94NS) quickly moved from
an NOI in December 2005 to a ROD 27 months later. This
quick project delivery can be attributed to
•
•
•
•
•

Building off of prior planning efforts;
Commitments by leadership;
Project team communication and management;
Integrated multiagency and consultant work teams;
Advanced planning for DEIS and FEIS completion and
review; and
• Innovative public involvement efforts.

Project Overview
I-94 is the northernmost east-west Interstate highway in the
United States, connecting the Great Lakes region with
Montana. The highway is an important connection between
Milwaukee, Wisconsin, and Chicago, Illinois, and serves as a
commuter route in the Milwaukee region. The portion of the
Interstate included in the 94NS runs from southern Milwaukee
to the Illinois state line. Regional growth has led to increased
traffic and decreasing levels of service. Design standards for the
original system are also a challenge.
94NS is a reconstruction project that includes redesigning
and reconstructing 21 interchanges and increasing capacity
on the main-line I-94 from the Illinois state line to Milwaukee. Constructed in the 1950s and 1960s, much of the freeway
network requires reconstruction. Planning for this effort
started in the 1990s. At that time, the network no longer met
safety standards, which had changed since construction.
Older interchange designs included left entrance and exit
ramps, unsafe curves, and decreased levels of service in the
urban areas. Vertical clearances along the project were also
substandard, with some clearances 1 to 2 feet below current
standards. Pavement conditions along the entire route had
deteriorated to a point at which reconstruction was the only
option left to enable the system to meet acceptable standards.
Safety was also a concern, as crashes involving trucks made
up a third of all crashes on the main line, well over the statewide average of 6o/o.
The project differs between the urban portion around the
city of Milwaukee and the more rural areas of Kenosha,
Racine, and Lake Counties to the south. The portion of the
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project through Milwaukee includes numerous interchanges
and crossing roadways. The majority of traffic volume in the
urbanized areas results from morning and evening commutes. Forecasted traffic growth for the Milwaukee area
ranges from 10% to 22% over 25 years, with the level of service over the area dropping to E and F. In the rural portions,
traffic growth had been 18% to 19% over the 10 years before
the NEPA process began. Growth was expected to continue
similar to these historic trends, except in Racine County,
where growth was forecasted to be 38% from 2004 to 2035.
The rural portions of the project have steady levels of through
traffic with peak volumes during weekends. In addition to the
traffic and highway design concerns, the corridor included
several substandard environmental features, including culverts that provided inadequate aquatic passage and stormwater runoff that was not properly managed.
94NS represented ihe largest project to date for the Wisconsin DOT (WisDOT) when the project was started, and
was the first capacity project for WisDOT since the 1960s.
The planning and NEPA activities were able to take advantage of previous planning efforts to assist in quickly moving
the project from planning through the NEPA process. In
conjunction with a regional analysis of land use and development demand, planning studies had identified a need for
the project in 1991. This early planning study identified
13 interchanges for reconstruction and resulted in an EA and
a finding of no significant impact (FONSI) in 1996. The
1996 EA was reevaluated as a part of the EIS, and the analysis
for all but one of the interchanges in the 1996 EA was still
appropriate and usable for the project. This previous EA
allowed the project team to focus their analysis on the main
line in this portion of the study area.
In 2003, the Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Planning
Commission (SWRPC) identified the 94NS study area in a
regional freeway reconstruction plan. This plan was followed
by a regional land use plan and regional transportation plan.
In December 2005, the NOI was published for the project,
and work on the EIS began in January 2006.
The project immediately faced public controversy. Before
the project team could develop a public engagement process,
a series of grassroots organizations formed and started a
campaign to oppose the project. This opposition was focused
on fears of expanding right-of-way and loss of homes in
neighborhoods. Opposition also developed within the urban
portions of the project, which included about 2 to 3 miles of
the total corridor. Opposing groups, which included elected
officials and national advocacy organizations, objected to the
project because of concerns over air quality impacts in communities with a high percentage of minority populations. In
addition, a small group of businesses objected to one interchange and the change in access that the new design would
require. Despite these concerns, the project was able to

Table 4.3. 1-94 North-South Project Timeline
1991

SWRPC planning study for the freeway corridor identifies needs for future growth with a
focus on the interchanges in Kenosha and
Racine Counties.

1994-1996

Study of the interchanges and an EA of
reconstruction of the interchanges in
Kenosha and Racine Counties.

1996

FONSI if the interchanges were to be reconstructed, but with no capacity additions.

2000-2004

WisDOT reconstructs one interchange (the
Market Interchange) in study area as
separate project.

2003

SWRPC identifies a need for reconstruction of
100% of system and new capacity additions.

December 2005

NOI published.

November 2007

DEIS published.

March 2008

FEIS published.

May 2008

ROD issued.

maintain schedule by directly addressing concerns with an
extensive outreach effort, additional air-quality modeling,
and early commitments to not expand the right-of-way. The
opponents hired an outside firm to scrutinize these results.
Following this third-party review, no further protests were
made, and the project continued. At the time this report was
written the project was under construction and proceeding
on schedule (see Table 4.3).

Project Constraints
94NS proactively addressed a series of constraints that could
have delayed the project. These constraints centered on project management and agency leadership challenges that can
arise for large projects. Additionally, the project team reacted
quickly to address stakeholder opposition as the environmental process began.
Ineffective Internal Communication

The project required clear communication from the State
Secretary of Transportation, through headquarters, and
down to the regional project office. The project implemented
a series of systems to keep all levels of leadership up to date
on project progress, challenges, and issues.
Lengthy Review and Revision Cycles

The project identified the drafting, review, and comment process for the EIS as a potential problem. Reviews were necessary
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within WisDOT and with FHWA. The team implemented an
early strategy to draft and review the EIS.
Unusually Large Scale of and/or
Complex Project or Program

94NS was unusually large, as it was the first capacity project
for WisDOT in over 40 years and the largest project for the
agency. The project team identified a series of strategies to
keep the project on schedule.

document on a specific schedule. This allowed WisDOT and
FHWA reviewers to block out their schedules approximately
3 months in advance of receiving the sections. This was estimated to save 3 weeks of review time per section of EIS. The
State Secretary's office made the project a clear priority for
the WisDOT headquarters environmental team, allowing for
timely reviews at WisDOT as the document was moved from
the regional project to headquarters.
Comments and reviews were reconciled in day-long work
sessions between FHWA and WisDOT, allowing the teams to
collaboratively respond to comments and edit the FEIS.

Stakeholder Controversy and Opposition

A series of zealous grassroots efforts began and made contact
with residents in the affected areas, both urban and suburban,
before the 94NS team could begin their outreach programs;
as a result, misconceptions about the project had a chance to
circulate well before project leaders were able to respond. The
local opposition group distributed materials to oppose the
project and set the tone for public meetings as the WisDOT
process started.

Expediting Strategies

Planning and Environmental Linkages

The 94NS team reevaluated the 1996 FONSI to determine its
suitability for streamlining the review for the entire project.
The evaluation examined whether the previous EA's alternatives, impacts, and existing data were still accurate. The review
also assessed if any changes had occurred in local resources
since the 1990s analysis. Design refinements in the 2007 EIS
were evaluated to see if additional analysis was needed. The
final review determined that the earlier EA was able to cover
all but one of the interchanges, allowing the team to focus on
the main-line capacity improvements.

Team Co-location

The consultant team co-located with WisDOT staff at the
regional office. The team sat side by side, allowing for ongoing
review and resolution of issues as they came up. The WisDOT
environmental lead was physically next to the consultant team
lead, and the WisDOT project management team was just
down the hall in the same location.
Strategic Oversight and Readiness Assessment

At the beginning of 94NS, WisDOT and FHWA established
a joint project management team. The State Secretary of
Transportation placed a liaison in the project team to
provide a direct connection between the project and the
Secretary's office. From 2000 through 2004, WisDOT reconstructed one interchange, the Market Interchange, as a separate project along the corridor. This project was a test case
for a new project management approach that included
the use of the liaison and the review process outlined in the
strategies below.
Real-Time Collaborative Interagency Reviews

The team took a proactive approach to developing and
reviewing the EIS. Agreements were made for concurrent
WisDOT and FHWA reviews by report section. The project
team committed to delivering sections of the environmental

Highly Responsive Public Engagement

As the first public meetings began, it was clear the public had
critical misconceptions about how the designs would affect
their neighborhoods. Misconceptions were best addressed
once designs were ready to be shared. Once lines were on the
ground, the team was able to effectively alleviate concerns.
But this required an effective communication strategy to
share how the designs addressed these concerns. WisDOT
hosted block parties around the urban project area, closing
off sections of neighborhood roads and including exhibits,
project staff, and details on the project. The parties were held
midweek around 6:00p.m. to ensure that most people would
be home and available to attend. Additionally, project team
members canvassed door-to-door in urban areas, leaving
information with residents. In the end, the project committed
to no net growth of right-of-way.
Performance Standards

As a result of the public outreach effort, the team committed
to no net increase in right-of-way area. This allowed neighborhoods to have a measureable outcome for performance
and addressed their concerns over losing homes to the project. Ultimately, only eight residential structures required
relocation ..
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Change-Control Practices

Biweekly WisDOT team meetings with the State Secretary's
staff provided clear communication of project costs and
changes and opportunities to discuss why changes were
occurring. This strategy was another component of project
management that was replicated from previous management
efforts within WisDOT.

Lessons Learned
WisDOT was committed to identifying lessons learned internally from other management efforts and carrying these over
to 94NS. Notably, the Market Interchange project served as a
pilot project management effort that provided tools for 94NS
and all subsequent large projects.
The environmental team's experience was also a contributing factor. The consultant project manager had completed
over 12 transportation EIS projects at the time 94NS began.
He also had access to a senior review process throughout the
company.
In addition, the project was able to take advantage of the
merged Section 404-NEPA process (4-6).

Kangley-Echo Lake
Transmission Line Project
Summary
The Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) identified the
need to upgrade an existing transmission line outside the
Seattle, Washington, area. BPA issued its NOI the same year
that the City of Seattle, the primary landowner on the route,
completed a multispecies habitat conservation plan (HCP)
under the ESA. The city-owned portion of the project area is
the Cedar River Watershed, a protected surface drinking
water source for almost half of Seattle. The project immediately encountered organized resistance and a landowner with
a strong negotiation position. Using highly responsive public
engagement and extensive up-front environmental commitments, BPA was able to secure agreements to build the line.
Innovative and extensive mitigation commitments left the
Cedar River Watershed in a better condition than it had been
before BPA completed the line.

Project Overview
BPA is the regional power marketing agency for the Pacific
Northwest. As a self-supported federal agency within the
Department of Energy, BPA must balance the requirements
of developing and maintaining its resources by funding costs
through responsible power rates. BPA was created to deliver
power from the federal hydroelectric system in the Columbia

River basin. As the region has grown, BPA's transmission network grew, and it now distributes power from private and
other public power producers. The regional transmission system has aged since the most active period of infrastructure
development decades ago. Reliability and redundancy standards have also become more stringent. This has led BPA to
upgrade and expand its network.
The Kangley-Echo Lake transmission line project was
identified as an important improvement to assure power reliability in the Pacific Northwest. The line was a replacement of
an existing circuit that needed to be upgraded to meet new
reliability standards and to increase capacity. When the project was identified in 1999, no major new transmission lines
had been built in the region in the preceding 10 years. The
9-rnile transmission line included 5 miles through the Cedar
River Municipal Watershed, a 90,546-acre water source for
approximately 40o/o of Seattle Public Utilities' customers and
one of only five untreated surface drinking water sources in
the United States. The undisturbed and preserved watershed
provides natural water filtration most times of the year. However, any new disturbances or environmental degradation in
the watershed can cause the source to no longer comply with
federal drinking water standards. The other 4 miles of line
passed through private lands, including the growing rural
residential areas outside of Seattle to the east.
The project was identified to maintain power reliability as
peak loads in the region grew and to satisfy treaty obligations
to provide power to Canada. The alternatives analysis required
trade-offs between heavy impacts on residential areas, environmental sensitivities in an undeveloped watershed, and
complex electrical engineering standards to assure reliability.
The final project included extensive and innovative mitigation
options, including extensive compensatory mitigation by
acquiring conservation easements and title to land ripe for
development.
Initially all of the construction alternatives that BPA identified passed through the Cedar River Watershed. In 1999, the
City of Seattle completed a multispecies H CP to comply with
the ESA. The HCP was implemented in part with the passage
of an ordinance by the City of Seattle prohibiting commercial
logging in the watershed. The HCP was finalized just before
BPA initiating scoping by filing an NOI to prepare an EIS to
build a line though the watershed. The timing could not have
been worse, since the HCP called for no more commercial
logging within the Cedar River Watershed for the next
50 years. BPA's project would require the removal of approximately 80 acres of trees in the watershed. This attracted wellorganized opposition from environmental organizations and
from neighboring communities likely to be affected by the
route options. Additionally, the Washington State Department of Ecology made it clear that any impact to wetlands
resources would require a 9:1 compensation ratio. Staging
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Table 4.4. Kangley-Echo Lake Transmission Line Project Timeline
1962

City of Seattle completes acquisition of all private lands in the Cedar River Watershed.

1989

Last transmission line project completed before Kangley-Echo Lake.

1989

Calls for HCP for the watershed begin.

1996

u:s. Forest Service cedes watershed lands to City of Seattle, placing entire watershed in city ownership. HCP process
begins, led by City of Seattle.

1999

HCP for the watershed is approved. City passes ordinance prohibiting commercial logging in the watershed. This ends a
contentious process with many stakeholders.

1999

BPA transmission planning identifies Kangley-Echo Lake as a priority, and BPA identifies specific routes across the Cedar
River Watershed in preparation of initiating scoping.

2000

BPA issues an NOI in the Federal Register to initiate the environmental review.

November 2002

DEIS issued.

January 2003

Supplemental DEIS released.

June2003

FEIS issued.

July2003

ROD issued. Construction starts the very next day.

December 2003

Transmission line completed on schedule, as planned.

areas for the construction cranes would have affected some of
these wetlands, triggering a difficult mitigation obligation.
BPA worked closely with these groups to provide extensive
and innovative mitigation for the project, including
• Developing new construction techniques using micropiles
for towers;
• A commitment to not fill a "single square foot" of any wetland type;
• Agreeing to protective construction practices such as the
use of helicopter sky cranes, replacement of hydraulic fluid
with nontoxic vegetable oil, hand-digging selected footings, and no river crossings by construction equipment;
• Acquiring title or easements to 1,100 acres of forest lands
for preservation to compensate for 90 acres of cleared
right-of-way;
• Removal of preexisting roads inside the watershed as
mitigation;
• Purchasing a $100 million liability policy to cover the cost
of a filtration plant in the event that BPA's project should
cause a water quality violation leading to a requirement to
treat drinking water;
• $6 million in funding for the City of Seattle to protect and
restore the watershed further; and
• A promise not to expand the right-of-way in the future.
These mitigation measures and responses to local concerns
ultimately resulted in an increase in the environmental quality of the watershed. The improvements primarily came
through increased land protections adjacent to the watershed
through acquisitions and easements, road removal, and funding for restoration. This project is included as an expedited

example because of the high complexity of the environmental
challenges the project encountered as it was starting (see the
timeline in Table 4.4).

Project Constraints
Stakeholder Controversy and Opposition

BPA entered the planning process without having been
involved in the local HCP process, although the agency did
have an existing 500-kilovolt line within the watershed that it
constructed in the 1970s. The initial set of alternatives all
included routes through the watershed, with other nonwatershed routes dismissed early on because of cost and other factors. BPA received comments during the public and agency
review of the document that it needed to expand its range of
alternatives to include routes that bypassed the Cedar River
Watershed altogether. BPA responded to these concerns and
others by preparing a supplemental DEIS and releasing the
document for another round of review. BPA's preferred alternative remained as it had been, that is, paralleling the existing
line through the Cedar River Watershed, taking advantage of
the clearing that had already taken place for one half of the
proposed right-of-way, and using the existing access roads.
Difficulty Agreeing on Impacts and Mitigation

Although regulated resource impacts were not as great a concern, the concern over impacts to the forested areas and to the
drinking water supply set the stage for the project. The development of the HCP had identified some of the key issues and
goals for the city as a stakeholder, but assuring that the drinking
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water supply would be safe required both innovative construction techniques and risk management tools.

Expediting Strategies
Highly Responsive Public Engagement
After the release of the DEIS, BPA received extensive comments and criticisms of the project and the review processes.
It was noted that "commenters spared no one's feelings" in
their responses (7}. BPA immediately responded through
additional analyses and negotiations and identified all the
details of mitigation in the EIS. Additional analyses were performed to evaluate alternatives that had not been included in
the DEIS. While this is not normally an expediting measure,
it was necessary to address a broad set of concerns about
impacts inside the watershed. The review of these new alternatives adequately addressed concerns by showing the
increase in impacts to both landowners and the environment
from routes outside the watershed. BPA worked closely with
the City of Seattle to negotiate an agreement spelling out how
the watershed would be left in a better state after construction
of the project. In addition to the city, a number of conservation and environmental stakeholders identified concerns that
were addressed in extensive and innovative mitigation measures spelled out in the FEIS.

Up-Front Environmental Commitments
Defining how construction activities may have affected the
surface drinking water source in the watershed was a challenge. Turbidity was the primary concern, because elevated
turbidity could have triggered an EPA requirement for the
City of Seattle to construct a treatment facility. This placed
pressure on BPA to protect this resource. BPA identified specific mitigation measures and compensatory resources before
finalizing the EIS. After the completion of the environmental
review, these measures and resources were specifically
described with a high level of detail in the FEIS and carried
though to the ROD. As a result, these commitments assured
stakeholders and participants that BPA would carry out the
. mitigation actions. In addition, BPA negotiated an agreement
with the City of Seattle that detailed the actions BPA would
take and the funding committed to the city. This agreement
required BPA to purchase a $100 million insurance policy to
be paid to the City of Seattle if construction activities resulted
in a need for a treatment plant.

have further decreased the environmental review cycle. However, the intense and ongoing collaborative responsiveness to
stakeholder and public concerns was critical to project success. Earlier engagement in the environmental processes in
the study areas may have also decreased the NEPA time
requirement (7, 8}.

Lower Manhattan Transportation
Improvements Project
Summary
The Lower Manhattan subway was severely damaged in the
September 11, 2001, attacks that destroyed the World Trade
Center, paralyzing transportation in the area. Several major
projects were initiated as part of a program of improvements to restore mobility to Lower Manhattan. Several
approaches were particularly helpful in expediting this
project, including
• Strategic oversight and readiness assessments to ensure
efficient program management and allocation of sufficient
resources for each project;
• Aligning expectations of interagency participants up front
with regard to what could and could not occur, and soliciting ideas and concerns early;
• Real-time collaborative interagency review and revision of
documentation to avoid the delay that can occur from
sequential rounds of review and reconciliation of conflicting comments;
• Development of a regional environmental analysis framework and template to provide common methodology and
data sources for all projects (this eased review by regulatory agencies and allowed for a cohesive assessment of
cumulative effects); and
• Incorporation of environmental and performance commitments, irrespective of project impacts, to address stakeholder
concerns and avoid delay due to protracted negotiations.
Two EISs and one EA were completed over a 24- to
27 -month period. The average for transit projects is 3.5 years,

and the average for highway projects is about 4 years; doing
them together can take an average of 7 years. In the New York
region, 20 years had recently been spent on the westside EIS.
The expediting approaches employed in the Lower Manhattan transportation improvements resulted in EIS and EA
development times that were well below national and regional
averages (see Table 4.5).

Lessons Learned
The key lesson reported from the environmental project
manager was to listen as closely as possible to stakeholders
and the public. Early on, adding additional alternatives may

Program Overview
The Lower Manhattan transportation improvements
project included a variety of roadway and transit system
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Table 4.5. Lower Manhattan Transportation Improvements Project Timeline
September 11, 2001

Terrorist attacks on World Trade Center, Pentagon, and Pennsylvania.

January 10, 2002

Congress passes Public Law 107-117 providing funds for security, capital investments, and ferry projects.

June 20, 2002

Members of the Federal Task Force to Rebuild New York City sign a memorandum of understanding outlining
streamlined environmental coordination and review procedures.

August 2, 2002

Congress passes Public Law 107-206, providing $4.25 billion for the rebuilding of transportation infrastructure in
Lower Manhattan. Six months later Governor Pataki signs a letter requesting funds for three projects: World Trade
Center Permanent PATH Terminal, South Ferry Terminal Station, and Fulton Street Transit Center. In December
2003, funds are requested for Promenade South segment of Route 9A/West Street project.

March 28, 2003

FTA introduces risk management approach to project management.

April-December 2003

Grants are awarded for projects, preliminary engineering, and in some cases, design and construction.

September 3, 2003

Environmental analysis framework is signed by Metropolitan Transportation Authority, Port Authority, and New York
State DOT.

May21, 2004

Signed categorical exclusion for parts of Fulton Street Transit Center.

August 10, 2004

Signed programmatic agreement for the South Ferry Terminal outlining approach to preserving historic resources.

August30,2004

Signed FONSI for South Ferry Terminal Station project.

November 22, 2004

Signed environmental ROD for Fulton Street Transit Center project.

April19, 2005

Signed MOA (Section 106) for World Trade Center Permanent PATH Terminal.

May 13,2005

Published FEIS for World Trade Center Permanent PATH Terminal.

improvements. FTA approved $4.25 billion to fund several
major projects. The following projects are far too complex
to describe in this case study and can be looked into separately for the primary transportation components of this
program:
•
•
•
•
•

Battery Park Enhancements;
Brooklyn Bridge Rehabilitation;
Fulton Street Transit Center;
South Ferry Subway Terminal; and
World Trade Center Transportation Hub.

EPA told FTA and FHWA that the projects would not be
able to advance without a cumulative impacts assessment.
Ultimately, EPA played a pivotal role in working out a common framework for analysis. This was a national streamlining
project with Cabinet~level coordination. The process was
designed to enable groups to come to agreement earlier rather
than later.

Project Constraints
The scope, complexity, and urgency of the Lower Manhattan
transportation improvements are unusual, as are the magnitude of the constraints facing the lead agencies and the tools
at their disposal. However, some constraints (briefly outlined
below) and the strategies employed to address them have
broad applicability to less unusual circumstances.

Unusually Large Scale of and/or Complex Project
or Program

The program entailed a variety of agencies with differing
involvement and interests in each project. Providing cohesive
program management across all the projects and parties
involved posed a significant challenge.
Lengthy Review and Revision Cycles

With so many agencies involved, reviewing documents and
decisions could introduce substantial delay if these reviews
were not well coordinated. Interagency review and revision
cycles often delay projects, and this program was especially
vulnerable because of the many agencies involved and the
high demands the program placed on them.
Issues Arising Late Cause Project Change

With so many agencies involved, and the issues to be addressed
so complex, the program was especially vulnerable from
unanticipated issues cropping up or participants raising new
concerns late in the process.
Difficulty Agreeing on Impacts and Mitigation

The many different parties involved meant that agreement on
how to evaluate impacts and design appropriate mitigation
could delay decision making and progress. A cohesive approach
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for assessing impacts and developing mitigation would be
needed to streamline this activity across all the projects.
Cumulative effects would be especially challenging if assessed
separately for each project by different teams.

Stakeholder Controversy and Opposition
The projects in this program entail major changes to transportation infrastructure within an area that is very densely
developed and actively used by the community. Many stakeholders held serious concerns about the effect of these projects
on the natural and built environments.

Facilitation to Align Expectations Up Front
FTA invested in a facilitator at the outset to coordinate among
all the parties and to align expectations. This person facilitated discussions at the outset of the program, solicited agencies' desired outcomes and concerns, and provided a forum
for FTA and other leads to explain the boundaries and constraints imposed on the program. These actions helped to
avoid future disappointment and disagreement from agencies seeking specific outcomes and reduced the possibility of
unanticipated issues arising late during project development.

Real-Time Collaborative Interagency Reviews

Expediting Strategies
The Lower Manhattan recovery transportation improvements
included many expediting strategies to deliver the improvements quickly. The following sections outline strategies that
addressed the constraints described above.

Strategic Oversight and Readiness Assessment

At the outset of the program, FTA developed memoranda of
understanding with other federal agencies that defined
responsibilities for drafting and reviewing specific documents and sections. A federal interagency review team was
established to expedite agencies' reviews and make the revision process quicker and more effective.
In some cases, the revision process was done in real time,
with all reviewing parties in a room together and the documentation projected on the wall. This facilitated reconciling
conflicting comments, produced a revised draft that had the
agreement of all necessary parties, and prevented subsequent
rounds of review and revision. These meetings were resourceintensive, but ultimately they provided significant cost savings by making the project go faster. One interviewee
explained, "It seemed extravagant but all found it very worth
it in the end, to the extent it was considered as a way to go in
the future."

With regard to the federal transportation improvements in
the region, federal oversight agencies, particularly FTA, worked
out project development agreements with all the project sponsors and did readiness assessments. FTA examined the capacity of the sponsoring agencies to marshal projects of this
size by reviewing their accounting systems, environmental
staff resources, and engineering and design capabilities.
After this review, FTA indicated to the project sponsors the
areas in which they needed to strengthen their staffing and
resources.
Elements of the strategic oversight included

Regional Environmental Analysis Framework

• An early partnering agreement between FTA and each
project sponsor that established environmental actions;
project scope, schedule, and budget; and project oversight
protocols.
• A team of FTA staff and contractors working in the areas
of project management oversight, financial management
oversight, procurement systems reviews, and environmental processes.
• An PTA-developed risk oversight approach to customize
the level and kind of oversight for each project.
• A risk assessment profile approach developed by contractors to measure the adequacy of time and contingency for
building each project.
• Construction agreements by FTA and project sponsors
covering project scope, schedule, and budget. These agreements provide a streamlined approach to managing each
project.

A regional environmental analysis framework was developed
to facilitate a common approach for evaluation of impacts
and designing mitigation across all projects, so that the analysis and document contents were standardized and cumulative effects were evaluated programmatically. The framework
expedited review times by making the documents consistent
and easier to understand and by facilitating evaluation of
resource issues across projects. The foundation of this
approach was based on a commitment to the application of a
common set of methodologies, data sources, and assumptions for the evaluation of effects across projects.
The cumulative effects analysis focused only on those environmental areas identified as subject to potentially significant
adverse cumulative effects. In a coordinated effort, the federal
partners and project sponsors identified five key environmental assessment areas: air quality, access and circulation,
noise and vibration, cultural and historic resources, and economic factors. Focusing the analysis of cumulative effects on
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those areas most likely to affect decision making improved
understanding of the trade-offs and choices for major decisions. Finally, as each project matured through the NEPA
process, the findings of the project were incorporated into the
cumulative effects analyses for the projects that follow it.
Thus, the project on which findings have been issued can
constitute an existing condition for the cumulative effects
analysis of the next project.

Up-Front Environmental Commitments
A system of environmental performance commitments was
incorporated into projects irrespective of the extent of
impact. This enabled parties to get what they wanted and
meant that they did not have to go through a more lengthy
process of developing data and arguments supporting their
position. Participating parties could focus on what they could
accomplish together. On the Lower Manhattan Bridge project, an interviewee stated, this "really unlocked coordination
in a way that isn't typical of the NEPA process." The various
agencies collaborated to ensure that resources would not be
damaged without derailing progress by debating impacts and
appropriate mitigation. Specific.commitments pertained to
noise, air quality, the use of ultra-low-sulfur diesel fuels, traffic mitigation plans, and documentation of historic resources
(buildings and archeological resources).

Lessons Learned
The Lower Manhattan transportation improvements project
provided many lessons learned in project management and
coordination. Great efficiencies can result from early coordination, a more structured process, and associated agreements
and commitments. One interviewee on the project noted several lessons learned detailed here. "Over-design is often a preferred solution/response to differences. A lot of time there is
the belief that if we just do that "right" or "better;' whatever
issues there are will be resolved. But most problems are more
subtle and personal than that, though the problems come disguised as technical issues:' New data and the advent of various technologies often bring hope of expediting a project.
However, with a proliferation of information "people sometimes get stuck in resolving technical issues that may or may
not be germane to decision making," says the interviewee. "All
these people are trying to advance their resource and point of
view and are focused on finding data to provide it."
Establishing and getting early agreement from the resource
agencies in an environmental analysis framework was enormously valuable and a huge time savings. It streamlined the
consideration of many comments and probably eliminated
the need for many comments that might otherwise have
occurred, along with the attendant responses. The interviewee

commented that from a public service perspective, if she was
a DOT she would require each MPO to set up an environmental analysis framework. "Why pay consultants to re-invent the
wheel? Our state of knowledge and practice evolves, but so
much could build on each other. And then people can be
allowed to deviate, but for a reason, not just because Consulting companies (want to) do things differently."
Great efficiencies can result from early coordination, a more
structured process, and associated agreements and commitments. Moving beyond having to prove points (e.g., amount
of impacts) opened up the discussions and enabled them to
take a positive direction (9, 10).

Maryland Intercounty
Connector Project
Summary
The Maryland Intercounty Connector (ICC) was proposed as
a six-lane tollway, approximately 18 miles long, to provide an
east-west link between I-270 and I-370, approximately
10 miles north of the existing beltway (I-495) around Washington, D.C. By linking these corridors, the ICC will reduce
the cross-county traffic that currently overburdens the hilly,
two-lane east-west roads.
The ICC is intended to
• Increase community mobility and safety;
• Facilitate the movement of goods and people to and from
economic centers;
• Provide a cost-effective transportation infrastructure to
serve existing and future development patterns reflecting
local land use planning objectives;
• Help to restore the natural, human, and cultural environments from past development impacts in the project area;
and
• Stimulate new transit growth through the creation of additional express bus routes along the corridor.
This case study describes how the Maryland State Highway
Administration (MSHA) expedited the ICC project by using
substantial environmental commitments and a consolidated
project-level decision council to streamline decision making.

Project Overview
The ICC has been included in master plans for Montgomery
County and Prince George's County for over 50 years. The
National Capitol Planning Commission first introduced the
concept of an east-west highway in the 1950s as part of a
larger outer beltway around Washington, D.C. The outer beltway idea was later dropped, but the segment between I-270
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and I-95/US-1, which became known as the ICC, was retained
in plans to address a need for improved east-west mobility
between those two north-south corridors. In 1972, the
Montgomery County Planning Board recommended, and
the Montgomery County Council approved, the alignment of
a new highway east of I-270 and north of Rockville to the
eastern border of Montgomery County.
MSHA started the first NEPA analysis of an ICC in 1979,
issuing a DEIS in 1983. In the 1980s, several federal reviewing agencies expressed concern about the impacts of an
ICC project on the natural environment. MSHA later
became concerned that much of the socioeconomic data
and traffic forecasts on which the need and design of the
ICC were based had become outdated since the 1983 DEIS.
MSHA initiated a new ICC planning study in 1991 and
published a new DEIS on March 3, 1997, but no final decisions were made on the study.
MSHA and the other lead agencies restarted ICC planning
efforts in 2004 when the project was identified as a high priority by the state governor. The project's purpose and need
was based on a combination of existing and future needs.
Population in the area had grown by 28o/o over the past two
decades and was expected to continue to grow, leading to a
projected 29o/o growth in traffic in the study area by 2030.
MSHA also identified a need for a connection between the
two north-south corridors ofi-95/US-1 and I-270, the most
intensive employment, residential, and transportation corridors in Maryland. The ICC project's timeline is illustrated in
Table 4.6.

Project Constraints

planned, the ICC would have caused the bifurcation of seven
major parks, eradication of 746 acres of forests, filling of
48 acres of wetlands, piping of 38,100 feet of stream channel,
and major impairment of the last trout stream in the Washington, D.C., metropolitan area. Thus, while this project faced
many significant challenges to expediting project delivery,
perhaps the most significant was addressing the concerns
from stakeholders and resource agencies about impacts to
the natural environment and communities surrounding the
project corridor. The ICC project had been stalled during two
earlier attempts, in the 1980s and 1990s, due in part to significant concerns from federal and local agencies over
impacts. Developing a project that would be acceptable to
local constituents, stakeholder organizations, and resource
agencies would require avoiding and reducing impacts throughout the corridor and developing substantial mitigation and
enhancement.

Slow Decision Making and Inability
to Maintain Agreement
Slow decision making and the inability to maintain agreements constituted two other important challenges confronted
by the ICC project team. Projects of the scope and complexity
of the ICC encounter many difficult decisions that can be
slow and arduous to make, and sometimes must be reopened
on especially controversial issues. At the outset of the project,
MSHA recognized that timely, effective decision making
would be both crucial to expediting delivery and a significant
challenge.

Expediting Strategies

Stakeholder Controversy and Opposition
Up-Front Environmental Commitments
The ICC faced significant challenges by proposing a new corridor with substantial socioeconomic and environmental
implications in an area rich in natural resources. As originally

Table 4.6. Maryland Intercounty Connector
Project Timeline
2004

ICC NEPA study begins.

November 2004

DEIS published.

January 2006

FEIS published.

May 2006

ROD published.

June 2006

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers issued a
Section 404 permit.

Mid-2007

Construction begins.

Late 2011

Main-line road is scheduled to be completed.

Environmental enhancements were a major part of the project early on. The ICC explicitly included environmental stewardship as part of the project's stated purpose and need,
which helped MSHA incorporate environmental stewardship
in nearly every aspect of the project in a proactive way that
did not require extensive demonstration of impact.
The revised ICC design minimized or avoided most of the
initially anticipated environmental impacts. Additionally,
the project made significant improvements to the natural
environment and adjacent communities above and beyond
mitigation requirements. The project included initiatives
that went far beyond regulatory compliance, such as correcting environmental problems unrelated to the highway that
otherwise would have remained unaddressed. These included
63 environmental stewardship projects addressing environmental stresses caused by past development in the area, combined into approximately 50 design-bid-build contracts
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with an estimated value of over $97 million. These stewardship and mitigation projects include the following:
• Nearly 74,000 linear feet of stream restoration in local
watersheds. To the 21,000 linear feet required for mitigation, MSHA added restoration projects along 53,000 linear
feet of streams in 26 sites to help achieve state, federal, and
local wetland and watershed restoration priorities.
• 1,500 linear feet of fish-passage work, which will remove or
bridge blockages, enabling fish to reach prime upstream
spawning areas.
• More than 83 acres of new wetlands at seven major sites.
• Approximately 4,300 acres of water quality and stormwater management improvements, including state-of-theart stormwater controls and 16 stormwater management
sites, in each of the major watersheds.
• 21 projects, totaling 620 acres, aimed at improving water
quality, protecting brown trout, and addressing other
environmental conditions (350 acres were required for
mitigation).
• 44 bridges and culverts (in addition to the bridges at major
stream crossings) to provide safe passage for deer and small
mammals.
• More than 700 acres of reforested land to create new forest
habitat.
• Over 775 acres of new parkland to mitigate the approximately 88 acres that will be used for the ICC.
• Wildlife passage at 26 roadway crossings.
Overall, the project includes $370 million in environmental mitigation and enhancement-more than 15o/o of the total
project cost. More than $100 million was earmarked for mitigation and stewardship, but an additional $270 million is for
voluntary enhancements.

Consolidated Decision Council
The significant implications, costs, and potential impacts
from construction and operation of the ICC had stalled two
earlier attempts to develop this project during the 1980s and
1990s. Because of these challenges, the ICC was designated by
the U.S. Secretary of Transportation as a high-priority project
as described in Executive Order 13274. This prompted state
and federal agencies involved in developing, reviewing, and/
or permitting the project to commit their top executives to
form a project-level oversight group to assist decision making
involving policy-level issues. This group, referred to as the
Principals+ 1, comprised the top executive and one technical
staff member of each agency. The Principals+ 1 met quarterly
and on an as-needed basis in the event that the project
required their direction immediately to maintain progress
and avoid delay.

This oversight group was instrumental in helping the project to maintain progress and reach challenging milestones on
time by providing guidance to project-level staff and the
authority to negotiate and broker compromises needed to
advance a decision. The executives were especially helpful
when the project faced issues that required action or decisions outside of their agency's standard protocols or policies.
For example, resource agencies desired bridges that would
clear span stream crossings, but in some cases this required
nontraditional bridge designs that project engineers were not
initially comfortable committing to because of the higher
cost and less common construction techniques required. The
MSHA administrator gave project staff the authority to commit to the bridge designs needed to clear span the crossings
and meet the interests of the resource agencies.
Regular meetings with the Principals + 1 group also helped to
maintain momentum and avoid slower progress on more routine issues. Project-level staff from these agencies knew they had
to report their progress to their agency's executive, which provided motivation for staff to make progress and not allow decisions to languish. By working and communicating directly with
technical staff, the agency executives helped to refocus discussions toward a solution, rather than a protracted debate, and
provided guidance and direction when necessary. This frequent
involvement from staff at the highest level signaled the commitment of their agency to the ICC that percolated throughout
the agencies' culture and the staff working on the project.

Lessons Learned
The ICC project illustrates the breakthroughs that are possible
with an exceptional environmental offer by the state transportation agency. MSHA offered many environmental enhancements up front and/or at the suggestion of agency partners
that turned the ICC into an environmental benefit rather than
a negative environmental impact. Agencies that might have
been project opponents became project proponents as a result
of the environmental benefits that would be contributed by
the project and the rigorous protections MSHA was willing to
put in place for wetland protection and restoration, sediment
control, and monitoring and enforcement.
An important lesson learned from the environmental
commitments included in the ICC is the need to demonstrate
to resource agencies and interested stakeholders that the
environmental benefits of these commitments will be fully
realized. ICC built trust with these parties by committing to
on-site, highly qualified environmental inspectors to ensure
that construction activities abided by the project's permits
and any other agreements with applicable stipulations about
construction techniques and performance measures. These
inspectors provided a higher measure of assurance to resource agencies that the project's effect on the surrounding
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environment would be at or bdow agreed-on thresholds. An
important provision of this commitment was that the independent environmental monitor reported not to the ICC project team or MSHA at large, but to several environmental
regulatory agencies. If permit violations or other problems
were observed, the independent environmental monitor would
report them directly to these resource agencies (11-15).

Table 4. 7. Milton-Madison Bridge Project Timeline
1929

Construction of the existing bridge.

1995

Initial planning study considers
improvements to the river crossing.

1997

Rehabilitation of the bridge extends
its life for 10 to 15 years.

Summer 2008

FHWA, IN DOT, and KYTC begin environmental evaluation for existing
project.

Spring and summer 2009

Evaluation of alternatives.

Fall2009

Selection of preferred alternative.

December 2009

EA issued for public comment.

February 201 0

Announcement of TIGER grant for
Milton-Madison Bridge project.

March 2010

FHWA issues FONSI and Section 4(1)
evaluation.

September 2010

Proposed letting date for designbuild contract.

September 2012

Anticipated completion of construction of superstructure replacement.

Milton-Madison Bridge Project
Summary
The Milton-Madison Bridge Project seeks to improve the
crossing over the Ohio River between the towns of Madison,
Indiana, and Milton, Kentucky. The Indiana DOT (INDOT)
and Kentucky Transportation Cabinet (KYTC), in partnership
with FHWA, completed an EA, Section 4(f) evaluation, and
Section 106 MOA in an accelerated time frame in order to meet
the deadlines required to be eligible to receive funding from the
Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery
(TIGER) federal stimulus program. The project team used two
major approaches that were particularly helpful in meeting this
time frame:
• A project-levd management group that effectively made
decisions on time to address critical path issues and adopted
a dispute-resolution process; and
• A media rdations manager who hdped the project to devdop
a clear strategy for communicating with the media and
anticipating potential controversy.

Project Overview
The Milton-Madison Bridge across the Ohio River between
Madison, Indiana, and Milton, Kentucky, follows US-421 and
was built in 1929. Eighty years later, the bridge has deteriorated structurally, and the narrow width (20-foot roadway
cross section) makes its design obsolete for modem traffic. A
1995 study ended early after an inspection found deficiencies
that required immediate attention. Plans for a new bridge
were put on hold while a $10 million rehabilitation was performed to extend the life of the existing structure 10-15 years.
In 2008, INDOT and KYTC began a project to study alternatives for replacing the existing crossing with a bridge that
would avoid the significant rehabilitation costs required to
retain the current structure while ensuring that it would
safely accommodate motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians. An
EA evaluated several alternatives, including a major rehabilitation, several new bridge locations, and replacing the superstructure on the existing bridge piers.
The superstructure replacement was identified as the prefem!d alternative. This involves removing the existing steel

superstructure and replacing it with a new wider truss superstructure. The road deck will be rebuilt twice as wide as the
current bridge to accommodate two full-width lanes and
emergency shoulders that can be used by bicyclists. A pedestrian walkway will be cantilevered from the bridge deck. The
existing piers will be reused by retrofitting and widening
them to modem standards. Minimal changes will be made to
the roadway approaches to the bridge. Construction of this
project will require closure of the bridge for 12 months, during which a free ferry service will transport travelers across
the river (see Table 4.7 for the project timeline).

Project Constraints
The Milton-Madison Bridge Project faced a variety of obstacles, many of which are common to projects to replace and
improve transportation infrastructure. Two such obstacles
that were successfully addressed through innovative
approaches were delayed or revisited decisions and negative
or misinformed media coverage.
Slow Decision Making and Inability
to Maintain Agreement

One obstacle faced by many projects is the difficulty project
management encounters in making decisions on a wide range
of complex, often controversial issues relatively quickly and
in an effective manner that minimizes the need to revisit the
topic or change the decision. The difficulty of quick, effective
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decision making on the Milton-Madison Bridge project was
exacerbated in two ways. First, the project spanned two states,
which effectively doubled the agencies sponsoring the project: two DOTs and two state FHWA offices. Second, the project's timeline was compressed in order to meet the deadlines
imposed by the federal stimulus (TIGER) funding sought by
the project. A complex project management structure and
shortened timelines introduced additional impediments to
making timely and effective decisions.
Negative or Critical Coverage from the Media

Many projects encounter challenges when media coverage
highlights or stokes controversy and opposition. A variety of
factors can create or contribute to these difficulties. Project
leaders can fail to anticipate hot-button issues with local
media outlets or stakeholder groups, or they may identify
them but not develop effective methods for addressing these
issues or working with these groups. Transportation agencies
often struggle to communicate information, either in meetings or via press releases, that both anticipates and clearly
addresses topics of potential interest and concern to the press
and their public audience.

helped keep M3T discussions focused by providing a single
voice from each agency during decision making. The Indiana
FHWA office deferred primary involvement to the Kentucky
FHWA office. Staff from both offices worked together outside
ofM3T to minimize the number of staff members who actively
participated in this group while ensuring the FHWA staff
member represented the opinion of both state offices.

M3T staff could easily and directly contact the executives of
their respective agencies. Such communication was critical for
decisions that needed input or confirmation from agencies'
top leadership, and it effectively expanded the capabilities of
M3T to make decisions without delay.

Meetings were frequent, with decision topics identified in
advance. M3T met every 2 weeks and relied on project e-mails
1 week before each meeting to identify necessary decisions and
information relevant to that topic. These e-mails were developed by and sent to the larger project team. This allowed a week
for the project team to work with M3T members in advance of
the meetings so they could make better-informed decisions.
When possible, decisions were made at the first M3T meeting
after their identified need, but decisions sometimes required the
group to wait until the next meeting (2 weeks later). With this
approach, it rarely took more than 3 weeks for M3T to make a
decision when it was needed to meet the project schedule.

Expediting Strategies
Three expediting measures were used successfully in the
Milton-Madison Bridge project to avoid or minimize the
detrimental effects of the constraints described above.
Consolidated Decision Council

The project formed a consolidated decision council called the
Milton-Madison management team (M3T) to facilitate the
rapid and effective decision making needed for the project
team to stay on track with their aggressive schedule. A project
management team is commonly formed on medium and
large projects, but these teams are not always successful at
reaching consensus and making decisions quickly enough to
avoid delay, especially when schedules are compressed. Several factors contributed to the success of M3T.
FHWA was a key member ofthe group. Many projects coordinate with their federal leads through processes separate
from the typical DOT or MPO management meetings. M3T
included FHWA early in the project's development, which
allowed FHWA to understand and participate in the decision
making throughout early design and environmental evaluations. Their early involvement helped streamline later decisions, such as the review and approval of the EA.
The core group was small. Each of the project's lead
agencies-INDOT, KYTC, and FHWA-committed a single
senior-level staff person as the primary M3T member. This

Dispute-Resolution Process

A dispute-resolution process was important at several key
points. Developing consensus among multiple agencies is often
challenging, so it is crucial for a multiagency project team to
develop a dispute-resolution process to avoid an impasse if
debate becomes protracted. M3T members understood early
on that they would need to elevate some decisions to executive
leadership quickly if they couldn't get consensus in the time
frame needed to maintain the project schedule. This proved
important when the two DOTs had to decide whether to
restrict the project boundary to just the river crossing in order
to complete NEPA Section 4(f) and Section 106 studies in
time to receive TIGER funding. In this case, the Indiana Transportation Commissioner, in consultation with the governor,
needed to provide approval to remove some approaches on the
Indiana side of the river from the project's scope.
Media Relations Manager

The project team hired a dedicated media relations manager
with significant career experience in the news industry as a
reporter, producer, and news director. The media relations
manager had three primary functions that helped the project
to avoid some of the delays that can occur on projects that
run afoul oflocal media coverage and stakeholder reactions.
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The media relations manager developed and implemented a
simple and consistent strategy for working with local media outlets. A fundamental element of this strategy was early identification and clear communication of the key expectations of
the agencies leading the project, such as the need for a single
bridge that could be largely paid for with state funding. The
media relations manager helped to craft these expectations in
a form that was easily communicated to reporters and stakeholders, so they could later understand the rationale behind
any controversial decisions, such as the narrowing of alternatives and ultimately the selection of a preferred alternative.
The media relations manager anticipated pitfalls when
communicating with the media. The media relations manager's experience in the news industry helped her to identify
hot-button issues with local media outlets and foresee how
information could be misunderstood. For example, she
organized a meeting with the editor of a local newspaper
whom she heard was planning to publicize opposition to the
project's preferred alternative. The project team was able to
preemptively meet with this editor to explain the reasons
behind the selection of the preferred alternative. After the
meeting, the editor said she had gained a greater understanding of the decision. She changed her opinion of the
preferred alternative and wrote an editorial reflecting that.
Ultimately, there were no major surprises during the public
involvement process or in the reporting on the project.
The media relations manager adapted information to be easily
understood by the media and public. The media relations manager helped to craft news releases, public meeting materials,
and other project information materials produced for external distribution in a vocabulary and structure that could be
readily understood and used by the media. This often entailed
translating engineering or scientific jargon into terms that
stakeholders could understand and refocusing the presentations on topics of interest to stakeholders. For example, the
lead agencies initially identified a "defensible NEPA document" as a key expectation. This was modified to "developing
a solution that is environmentally acceptable" in order to be
better understood and remembered by local media and the
public, as this expectation later shaped decisions.

Lessons Learned
The Milton-Madison Bridge project successfully addressed
two issues that can commonly delay transportation projects:
(a) how to make decisions quickly and effectively to maintain
progress on the critical path and (b) how to proactively engage
the media and project stakeholders in a manner that avoids or
diffuses controversy. Neither approach was revolutionary, but
rather a refinement and successful implementation of techniques that are common in transportation projects. Many
projects form management teams with the intent that they

will make decisions when needed, and most projects have staff
at least partially dedicated to public engagement. The success
of the Milton-Madison Bridge project lay in the details of how
the team addressed these common issues.
Complex or multijurisdictional projects can result in large
management groups, and decision making can suffer because
of this size or an unclear decision-making approach. M3T
addressed these challenges by forming and maintaining a
small core group of decision makers, despite the two-state
project area and the involvement of the federal lead agency in
this group. M3T members met regularly together and with
their agencies' executives to ensure that decisions on the critical path could be made on time. Many projects would benefit from considering smaller decision-making groups, closer
involvement of the federal lead agency (or agencies) in their
decisions, and ensuring a strong connection with the sponsoring agencies' executive leadership.
Despite the best intentions, coordination with the media
and stakeholder groups can degrade as unexpected issues
become contentious or simply because of miscommunication.
The Milton-Madison Bridge project illustrates the benefits of
retaining staff with journalism experience to help anticipate
potential pitfalls with reporters, enabling the project to proactively address these issues instead of responding to them
after they have already sparked controversy. Projects with any
likelihood of controversy would benefit from retaining assistance from individuals with career experience in media relations and public engagement so that they can assist project
engineers and planners working with stakeholder groups.

Missouri 1-70 Tiered NEPA
Evaluation Project
Summary
The Missouri DOT (MoDOT) and FHWA used a tiered
NEPA process to effectively integrate the planning and environmental phases of the I-70 corridor program. Conducting a planning-level study in a Tier 1 EIS allowed MoDOT
to get a quick decision on the preferred strategy for addressing problems in the I-70 corridor with buy-in from FHWA
and key resource agencies. This decision consequently provided a reliable basis for further development and evaluation of alternatives in Tier 2 NEPA studies. Many agencies
experience schedule delay, and in particular, extensive
reworking of earlier decisions and inability to maintain
agreements, when implementing the tiered NEPA process.
This case study illustrates how a tiered NEPA process can
help transportation agencies to address complex problems
by documenting decisions at interim milestones and allowing planning work to better inform later phases of design
and environmental evaluation.
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Project Overview
I-70 in Missouri was constructed in the 1950s, spanning
approximately 200 miles between Kansas City and St. Louis.
I-70 is the primary east-west corridor in the state, with some
segments carrying well over 100,000 vehicles each day. Traffic
congestion and safety are currently problems in many areas
along the corridor because demand exceeds the capacity and
design of the freeway. Projected growth in statewide population and employment predicts these problems will increase.
MoDOT and FHWA conducted a statewide feasibility study
to explore methods for addressing the problems in the I -70
corridor. This study documented the condition of I-70 and
evaluated its capacity, safety, traffic conditions, and how it
could be expected to operate in the future. The outcome of
this study indicated the need for comprehensive improvements to address current and predicted problems along this
corridor. Because of the size, cost, and complexity of a comprehensive solution and possible impacts to communities
and the environment, MoDOT and FHWA evaluated alternative methods of addressing the needs of this corridor via a
two-tiered NEPA process.
The Tier 1 EIS looked broadly at a range of statewide solutions for the I-70 corridor and recommended a general improvement strategy. The first tier had four goals:
1. Approval of a general strategy for improving I-70;
2. Identification of sections of the I-70 corridor for secondtier studies;
3. Documentation that could be referenced by second-tier
studies to eliminate repetitiveness; and
4. Development of agency and public consensus for the
overall improvement plan.
Six alternatives were evaluated in the Tier 1 EIS, including
no build, demand management, widening I-70, a new parallel
corridor, HOY lanes, and high-speed passenger rail. Widening I-70 by expanding the right-of-way width from roughly
400 feet to approximately 500 feet was the preferred strategy
identified in the Tier 1 ROD. Rural portions (80% of the corridor) would be widened from four lanes to six lanes, and
urban areas would be widened from eight lanes to ten lanes.
The Tier 1 EIS also identified seven sections of independent
utility to be evaluated separately in Tier 2 documents.
The second-tier projects consisted of two EISs, four EAs,
and one categorical exclusion, each relying on the decisions
made in the Tier 1 ROD. In particular, each Tier 2 evaluation
began with a range of alternatives defined by the selection of
the strategy to widen the existing I-70 corridor. The Tier 1
evaluation also informed the Tier 2 studies' identification of
secondary and cumulative effects. Ultimately, the seven
Tier 2 evaluations were completed in 4 years (see Table 4.8 for
the project timeline).

Table 4.8. Missouri 1-70 Tiered NEPA Evaluation
Project Timeline
1999

MoDOT begins a feasibility study to document
the condition of the 1-70 corridor.

January 2000

FHWA issues an NOI to begin the 1-70 improvement study as a Tier 1 EIS.

December 2001

FHWA issues a ROD on the Tier 1 EIS, selecting
a preferred strategy for improving the corridor.

2002

MoDOT launches the 1-70 improvement program
by beginning separate but coordinated Tier 2
NEPA evaluations of seven sections of the
Tier 1 corridor.

2006

MoDOT and FHWA complete the last of the
seven Tier 2 evaluations.

Project Constraints
Unusually Large Scale of and/or Complex Project
or Program and Inability to Maintain Agreement

MoDOT faced a daunting challenge when it decided to comprehensively approach the congestion, mobility, and safety
problems throughout the I-70 corridor. The geographic
scale, complexity, and diversity of problems along the corridor and the scope of needed improvements necessitated a
programmatic evaluation before beginning work on individual projects. When faced with similar challenges, many
DOTs have employed corridor studies before initiating
NEPA evaluations. The transition from corridor study to
project-level NEPA can introduce challenges for the lead
agencies when they attempt to leverage the work they completed during the planning phase. Valuable work done during the planning phase, such as scoping and stakeholder
outreach to define the problems, as well as early identification and screening of potential alternatives, can be difficult
to rely on once NEPA is initiated. In many cases, transportation agencies decide to revisit work done during planning
after they issue an NOI. This decision can require duplicative
evaluation and coordination, introduce greater confusion
for the public, and generally result in a longer NEPA process
than if the work and decisions in the planning phase were
fully leveraged.

Expediting Strategy
Tiered NEPA Process

MoDOT staff identified a tiered NEPA process as a possible
method for approaching the problems in the I-70 corridor
early in their deliberations with FHWA. Ultimately, MoDOT
and FHWA agreed to use this method because it could address

107
several challenges. The following steps were taken to implement this strategy:

• Make strategy decision quickly. From the initial feasibility
study in 1999, MoDOT realized there were several fundamentally different strategies for addressing the problems in
the I-70 corridor, including building a new corridor, constructing high-speed rail, or making improvements to the
existing corridor. MoDOT wanted to make a decision
about the preferred strategy quickly so that work could
then focus on alternative designs. To do this, MoDOT
wanted official buy-in from FHWA before moving forward
on detailed development and analysis of alternatives. Tiering allowed for separate levels of formal decision making
under NEPA by establishing a Tier 1 ROD and subsequent
Tier 2 decisions. MoDOT and FHWA clearly defined the
goals of the Tier 1 process up front to focus on the overall
strategy for addressing the problems in the I-70 corridor,
leaving the engineering and detailed alternatives evaluation for the second-tier processes. This arrangement
allowed for a relatively rapid Tier 1 EIS (less than 2 years)
that culminated in a reliable decision for how MoDOT
should proceed.
• Identify individual projects within the corridor. The Tier 1
EIS identified the sections of the I-70 corridor that could be
evaluated and undertaken as separate projects in secondtier studies. These sections would be manageable for more
detailed environmental analysis and engineering, funding,
and construction. Under NEPA, these individual projects
must meet several criteria in order to be evaluated and constructed separately. The Tier 1 EIS provided the analysis and
documentation necessary to establish the limits and extent
for these second-tier studies.

• Provide documentation to be referenced by second-tier studies.
FHWA's involvement in the planning study helped MoDOT
and the consultant team to conduct analyses and provide
documentation in the Tier 1 EIS in a manner that could be
easily referenced in the second-tier documents with little
or no adaptation. Indirect and cumulative effects were especially useful in the Tier 1 EIS, as these issues were best
addressed at the corridor scale. While the Tier 2 documents
did look at these issues for their individual project areas,
they relied heavily on the Tier 1 document for its corridorwide analysis.
• Garner resource agency input on strategy. Performing the
planning study under NEPA helped MoDOT get more
involvement and buy-in from some key resource agencies
that are not typically involved during this early phase of
project development. These agencies included EPA, the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, and the state's Department ofNatural Resources.
FHWA's involvement and the initiation of NEPA during

the planning phase helped MoDOT to gain input from
these agencies on the selection of an overall strategy. MoDOT
held quarterly meetings with several resource agencies to
get their feedback on potential concerns or benefits associated with the strategies being considered and their relative
merits from the regulatory purviews of these agencies. Ultimately, this gave MoDOT a greater degree of certainty that
the decision on a preferred strategy and the supporting
evaluations would not have to be revisited during the
second-tier project-level studies or permitting.

Lessons Learned
A tiered NEPA process helped MoDOTto effectively and efficiently study how to address the problems in the I-70 corridor. Despite their success, MoDOT noted that a tiered NEPA
process is not always helpful and that there were important
elements in the I-70 corridor project that made the tiered
approach useful. Chiefly, the nature of the problems to be
addressed in the I -70 corridor required at least two distinct
and sequential levels of decision. MoDOT first needed a decision about the fundamental strategy for addressing the problems in the corridor. The decision about whether to improve
the existing corridor was critical to framing the subsequent
decisions about the type of improvements along various sections of the corridor. Receiving buy-in from FHWA and some
key resource agencies on this first decision allowed MoDOT
to proceed with the separate I-70 corridor projects in a more
confident and focused fashion than if there had been concern
that agencies might later question the underlying strategy.
A second important characteristic of the I -70 program that
made a tiered approach effective was that the second-tier
decision-evaluating alternative designs for improving I -70--was divided into several separate decisions and separate projects along the corridor. This meant that each project was able
to rely on the decision made in the Tier 1 EIS without the
need for each to separately approach this issue again.
Many projects are better served by a traditional single-tier
NEPA process. If there is a clear approach for addressing a
problem, even though there may be variations on the approach
that need to be studied, a tiered NEPA process might add
unnecessary steps and time by requiring more analysis, documentation, and public comment periods than needed. Similarly, a problem likely to be addressed as a single project may
receive less benefit from a tiered process than a problem that
is likely to be split into multiple separate projects that could
rely on a preceding ROD.
NEPA compliance can be complex and confusing, especially for members of the public who are not familiar with
the process. A tiered NEPA process can be doubly complex,
which made it especially important for the I -70 project
team to develop and maintain a clear message about the
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intended progression through the tiered evaluations and
decision making. Outreach during the first tier was sometimes difficult because the development of different strategies was very rough and preliminary, which didn't allow for
detailed analysis of impacts. This made it problematical for
some stakeholders to believe they could contribute meaningfully. The project team needed to continually remind participants of the decision at hand and that more detail and
analysis would follow once there was agreement on the preferred strategy for addressing the problems in the I-70 corridor. During the second-tier studies, MoDOT employed a
public engagement consultant to provide a consistent message on all the projects.
MoDOT faced similar challenges with resource agencies
that were not used to being involved in the planning phase of
project development. Initially agencies expected more detailed
design information that could facilitate a more nuanced
understanding and comparison of impacts. These agencies
tended to jump to issues concerning later decisions about
project design, which required that project staff bring the discussion .back to the decision at hand, that is, whether to
improve the I-70 corridor, not how. Overall, it was important
for MoDOT and FHWA to clearly define the goals of the Tier 1
EIS and to keep participants reminded of the scope and process of this first tier and what would be addressed later in the
second-tier studies.

Recovery Act Broadband
Access Program of Actions
Summary
In February 2009, President Obama signed into law the
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) of 2009,
which appropriated $7.2 billion in loans and grants for the
U.S. Department of Commerce's National Telecommunications and Information Administration (NTIA) and the U.S.
Department of Agriculture's Rural Utilities Service (RUS) to
increase access to broadband services in unserved and underserved communities throughout the United States. RUS
received $2.5 billion to provide grants and loans for broadband access in rural and remote areas byway of its broadband
initiatives program (BIP). Using its broadband technology
opportunities program (BTOP), NTIA received $4.7 billion
to support grants and loans for projects that map and document existing broadband services; increase broadband use in
underserved areas; improve access to local police and fire
departments; and provide broadband training and support to
schools, libraries, healthcare providers, and other organizations. Under ARRA, all NTIA and RUS grants and loans must
be awarded by September 30, 2010.

To meet the compressed and congressionally mandated
timeline in which ARRA funds need to be obligated and
construction completed, RUS, NTIA, the National Conference of State Historic Preservation Officers (NCSHPO), and
the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP)
undertook two streamlining activities:
• A program comment, signed by ACHP, NTIA, RUS, and
the Federal Communication Commission (FCC), which
allowed RUS and NTIA to adopt the results of FCC's Section 106 compliance process; and
• A complementary national Section 106 programmatic
agreement for BTOP and BIP that allowed for post-award
compliance with Section 106 and the exemption of sustainable broadband adoption programs (i.e., educational
efforts, training, and support) and broadband over existing power lines projects from Section 106 compliance
requirements.

Project Constraints
Inefficient Section 106 Consultation with SHPO

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)
requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of
their actions on historic properties and to provide ACHP
with a reasonable opportunity to comment on such actions.
ACHP issued regulations (Section 106 regulations, codified
under 36 CFR, Part 800) that set forth the process through
which federal agencies must comply with these duties.
The available technological solutions for broadband accessibility and use are diverse and include the construction and
modification of FCC-regulated communication towers and
antennas. FCC, ACHP, and NCSHPO have existing programmatic agreements that direct how FCC meets its Section 106
responsibilities for certain undertakings, including communication towers and antennas: the FCC Co-location
Programmatic Agreement (200 1) for the co-location of wireless antennas, and the FCC Nationwide Programmatic Agreement (NPA)(2004) for the review of effects on historic
properties for certain undertakings approved by FCC.
Through these NPAs, FCC has established a procedure that
is supported by approaches to expedite review and facilitate
the involvement of stakeholders (including Indian tribes) to
ensure that effects to historic properties are taken into
account. RUS and NTIA, however, have been unable to use
these existing FCC NPAs to meet their individual Section 106
responsibilities. In some proposals submitted to NTIA's
BTOP and RUS's BIP, FCC will have regulatory authority over
these towers and antennas. In short, for the implementation
of broadband projects involving FCC-regulated communication towers and antennas, FCC, RUS, and NTIA would be
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required to conduct separate Section 106 reviews for the same
proposed undertaking.

Lengthy Review and Revision Cycles
The traditional agency-by-agency, four-step Section 106
review process (initiate consultation, identify historic properties, determine impacts, and resolve adverse effects) can
take months to years to complete. This review process usually
happens before funds are awarded and would not allow for
BTOP and BIP grant and loan processing to meet ARRA
deadlines, thereby threatening delivery of funding and concomitant projects.

Expediting Strategy
Programmatic Agreement for Section 106
In the context of the ARRA funding requirements for broadband access, the NPA streamlines the Section 106 reviews
through the program comment and the NPA for Section 106
review.
Recognizing the delays that would hinder meeting the September 30, 2010, deadline for awarding funds, ACHP issued a
program comment to NTIA and RUS to relieve them of the
need to conduct a separate Section 106 review regarding
the effects of communication facilities construction or
modification that would be subject to such review by FCC
(see Table 4.9 for the full timeline).
The program comment applies only to those undertakings
reviewed under FCC's NPA or NPA for the co-location of
wireless antennas and does not change FCC NPAs or the procedures through which SHPOs, Tribal Historic Preservation
Officers, Indian tribes, Native Hawaiian organizations, local
. governments, and other consulting parties consult about the

effects of these undertakings. RUS, NTIA, and the Federal
Emergency Management Agency are still responsible for Section 106 reviews for undertakings that include components
other than telecommunication facilities construction or
modification subject to FCC review. They will not, however,
have to consider the effects of the telecommunication facilities construction or modification portion reviewed under
FCCNPAs.
In conjunction with the program comment, RUS and
NTIA worked collaboratively with FCC and tribal leaders to
improve how tribes were notified about Section 106-eligible
BIP and BTOP applications. NTIA and RUS use a modified
version of FCC's tower construction notification system, an
FCC tool and database that allow RUS and NTIA to readily
provide reliable information about BTOP and BIP proposals
to federally recognized tribes in order to expedite historic
preservation compliance.
Based on issues identified in the program comment, the
NPA
• Stipulates that as a condition of financial assistance
awarded under BTOP and BIP, NTIA and RUS will attach
award conditions to guarantee that ARRA funds are not
released, and ground-disturbing activities are not started,
before the completion of the Section 106 review;
• Allows NTIA and RUS to award BTOP and BIP grants and
loans before Section 106 process completion so long as
NTIA or RUS requires applicants to begin Section 106 consultation within 90 days after project award;
• Provides NTIA and RUS with the authority to withdraw
project awards until completion of the Section 106 review;
• Stipulates that NTIA and RUS will provide applicants with
guidance on the Section 106 process, including contact
information for people in the respective agencies who will

Table 4.9. ARRA Broadband Access Program Timeline
2001

FCC NPA for the co-location of Wireless Antennas is approved.

2004

FCC NPA for Review of Effects on Historic Properties for Certain Undertakings is approved.

February 2009

President Obama signs ARRA into law. ARRA provides NTIA and RUS with $7.2 billion to expand access to broadband
services in the United States.

October 2009

ACHP issues a program comment for RUS and NTIA by unassembled vote. Under this program comment, NTIA
and RUS will not be required to conduct an independent review under NHPA Section 106 for the construction
and modification of wireless communication facilities already subject to review by FCC under the two NPAs.

October 2009

At the 2009 annual session of the National Congress of American Indians, the general assembly adopts a resolution,
"Advancing Consultation Regarding Tribal Section 106 Concerns in the ARRA Broadband Programs."

November 2009

NPAsigned.

September 30, 201 0

ARRA funds obligated.

September 30, 2013

Ending date of the NPA.

September 30, 2015

Extension of ending date of NPA to take into consideration currently unknown contingencies.
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be responsible for answering applicants' questions regarding Section 106 compliance; and
• Encourages BTOP and BIP applicants to design their activities to avoid historic properties.

Lessons Learned
At this time, it is difficult to know how well the NPA will work
in terms of Section 106 review schedule compliance, the
number of projects that moved from the award to completion
stage within the 3-year ARRA schedule, or the number of
projects that met or will meet the 5-year ARRA schedule,
which was a modification for unexpected contingencies.
However, at least some lessons can be taken from this case.
NTIA and RUS worked closely with FCC and several historic preservation, tribal, and telecommunications industry
organizations throughout the development of the program
comment in the context of ARRA deadlines. Prior to NTIA's
and RUS's formal request to ACHP to issue a program comment, they sought to share their intent to develop one with
the National Trust for Historic Preservation, NCSHPO, the
American Cultural Resources Association, the National Association of Tribal Historic Preservation Officers, the National
Congress of American Indians, the Wireless Infrastructure
Association, and the Association of Public Safety Communications Officials, among others. In this process, NTIA and
RUS documented and reported to ACHP the expressed concerns of these organizations. If these concerns were not
addressed in the program comment, they were addressed in
the NPA, if possible. This early and continued communication garnered the general support of these stakeholders, thus
allowing for NTIA, RUS, and unserved and underserved areas
to benefit from ARRA funds for broadband access without
compromising the integrity of Section 106 reviews and existing agreements.

Texas Section.106
Programmatic Agreement
Program of Actions
Summary
TXDOT, FHWA, the Texas SHPO, and ACHP developed a
programmatic agreement to provide a variety of streamlining
measures for the NHPA Section 106 compliance process on
TxDOT projects. The agreement defines several categories of
projects, including those that pose no potential to affect historic properties and thus require no review by TxDOT,
FHWA, or SHPO. The primary streamlining element in the
agreement is the definition of project types with potential to
cause effects (but not likely adverse effects) on historic properties, and the provision that internal TxDOT staff can review

and process these projects without formal review or comment from FHWA or SHPO. Instead, TxDOT provides quarterly reports summarizing project activities undertaken with
potential to cause effect, rather than requiring a case-by-case
review by SHPO for these projects.
This agreement includes a variety of stipulations to streamline the Section 106 compliance process while ensuring the
protection it affords is not marginalized. These stipulations
include requirements for TxDOT to maintain staff with
appropriate expertise in historic and archaeological resources,
allowances for the agreement to be updated as its implementation yields opportunities for improvement, and the
requirement for continual review and monitoring of how
the agreement is used. Overall, the agreement has helped to
reduce delay for a majority ofTxDOT projects that pose little
or no risk to resources protected by Section 106, and has in
turn helped TxDOT, FHWA, and SHPO to focus resources on
projects that could have adverse effects, thus helping to expedite those projects as well.

Project Constraint
Inefficient Section 106 Consultation with SHPO

Most DOT projects have little or no potential to affect historic
or archaeological resources, but are nonetheless often subject to
individual project review from SHPO. These reviews can add
time and expense to these projects and consume resources in
the agencies that might be better spent on projects with a greater
likelihood of affecting resources protected under Section 106.
The traditional approach of submitting most DOT projects and
activities to SHPO individually for review and comment is generally inefficient and may ultimately inhibit agencies' ability to
provide the appropriate resources to projects that do pose concern for historic and archaeological resources and that need the
attention to avoid unnecessary delays.

Expediting Strategy
Programmatic Agreement for Section 106

FHWA and TxDOT worked with the Texas SHPO and ACHP
to develop a programmatic agreement that would significantly reduce the number of TxDOT projects and activities
that would require individual SHPO review. The agreement
defines three classes of projects or activities:
1. Undertakings with no potential to cause effects to historic
properties. These activities are not reviewed by FHWA,
SHPO, or TxDOT environmental staff. Activities in this
category include roadway maintenance, driveway and
street connections, and intersection improvements that
require no additional right-of-way.
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2. Undertakings with potential to cause effects to historic
properties. These activities are not typically reviewed on a
case-by-case basis by SHPO. Instead, internal TxDOT staff
that meet specified training and experience requirements
review these projects for potential effects, including definition of the area of potential effect, determinations of
properties eligible for protection under Section 106, and
determinations of effects to these properties. If adverse
effects are identified, TxDOT staff consult with SHPO and
other consulting parties to determine a course of action.
3. Undertakings with potential to cause adverse effects to
historic properties. These projects require consultation
with SHPO. There are specific provisions for undertakings
involving cemeteries or historic bridges.

The agreement also outlines provisions tailored specifically for activities affecting cemeteries or historic bridges.
These are resources protected·by Section 106 that are commonly affected by TxDOT projects. TxDOT and SHPO
developed provisions for how these resources will be considered during consultation, including methods for determining eligibility for protection under Section 106, methods for
assessing potential effects to these resources, and applicable
approaches for resolving any effects. These provisions help
to streamline the consultation process on projects that may
affect these resources because they have established a consultation process and approach already agreed on by TxDOT,
FHWA, and SHPO.

TxDOT staff estimate that approximately 85o/o of their
projects fall under the first and second classes, meaning that
only about 15o/o of projects proceed with the traditional individual consultation process with SHPO. Projects falling into
the first class are streamlined by avoiding Section 106 review
from TxDOT environmental staff, SHPO, or FHWA entirely.
Documentation on these projects is limited to the engineering material required for design and construction.
Projects that fall under the second class require documentation by the TxDOT environmental staff, and this documentation is compiled and reported to SHPO quarterly. This
requirement means that projects with potential effect still
take a similar amount of time and effort by TxDOT to determine any effects and to consult with any outside parties, such
as Indian tribes. Nevertheless, these projects often have an
overall time savings by not needing to wait for SHPO to
review the project design, potentially eligible resources, and
any effects. Instead, this work, and statistics about how the
agreement is being implemented across all TxDOT projects,
are compiled into quarterly reports and submitted to SHPO
for review. Regular weekly coordination meetings are held
with SHPO and TxDOT environmental staff.
Other important stipulations in the agreement include

Lessons Learned

• FHWA maintains its legal responsibility for compliance
with NHPA and the ability to consult directly with SHPO
and ACHP if desired.
• SHPO may request an opportunity to comment on determinations of eligibility or findings of effect on projects meeting
the second classification criteria (potential to cause effects).
• Tribal consultation is largely unaffected by this agreement.
While TxDOT typically carries out most consultation
efforts, tribes can always request direct government-togovernment consultation with FHWA.
• A dispute-resolution process is outlined. This includes
time frames for SHPO to respond with any objections and
specifies when objections from consulting parties should
cause TxDOT to elevate the issue to FHWA.

The programmatic Section 106 agreement has helped to
streamline the consultation process for TxDOT projects in
three ways:
1. Several types of activities are categorically excluded from
Section 106 consultation entirely, greatly reducing the volume of projects and material sent to SHPO;
2. Other projects with potential to affect (but not adversely
affect) Section 106 resources are evaluated by TxDOT
environmental staff without formally requesting review
and comment by SHPO; and
3. Provisions have been established for consultation specific
to two Section 106 resources--cemeteries and historic
bridges-that are commonly encountered on TxDOT
projects.

In practice, each of these streamlining measures has been
useful for expediting project delivery, but they rely heavily on
continual coordination between staff from SHPO and the
TxDOT environmental division. Staff from these agencies
meet weekly to informally review upcoming projects and any
issues that either agency may see emerging in the application
of the agreement. It has been crucial for TxDOT staff to prepare detailed information about projects that have not gone
through individual consultation with SHPO in order to compile quarterly reports that include statistics about the trends
and activities in these projects, specifically capturing how the
projects use the provisions in the agreement. Reporting this
information and meeting regularly with SHPO has allowed
TxDOT to provide assurance that they are acting in good
faith according to the stipulations of the agreement and that
there is continual opportunity to refine and revise how the
agreement is implemented.
Flexibility to amend the agreement has also been important. The current agreement is the result of several previous
amendments, some of which have been simple clarifications
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to language. Other amendments have been more significant,
such as adding types of projects that are excluded from consultation entirely. The provisions for dealing with cemeteries
and historic bridges were added after the original creation of
the agreement. TxDOT has found these resource-specific
provisions helpful and hopes to include more in .the future.
Ultimately, the value of the programmatic agreement
has been twofold: streamlining projects with little or no
likelihood of adversely affecting resources protected by
Section 106 and allowing staff from TxDOT, FHWA, and
SHPO to focus their resources on projects that may adversely
affect protected resources. Perhaps counter intuitively, this
streamlining approach has not reduced the interaction
between these agencies, but actually has required and instilled
stronger coordination between them in order to ensure the
agreement delivers time savings, when possible, while assuring proper compliance with Section 106.

Oregon Statewide Bridges
Program of Actions
Summary
The Oregon DOT (ODOT) statewide bridges program
developed a streamlined approach for replacing and repairing over 300 bridges around the state. ODOT realized that
the standard approach to project development would not
allow the state to complete this program within the time
frame mandated by the legislature or within the program
budget. ODOT partnered with other agencies, stakeholders,
and the private sector to redesign the standard approach to
project delivery.
Many different practices were developed or adopted to
streamline the delivery of the program, including strategies
and tools that helped to expedite data collection, permitting,
design, contracting, and construction. Compared with the
traditional approach to project delivery, this comprehensive
approach allowed ODOT to reduce delivery time on some of
the projects by as much as 50% and to cut years off the
program delivery schedule. The program's commitment to
context-sensitive solutions also resulted in greater environmental protection and enhancement than would have
occurred with the more typical approach to project delivery.
The program received not only FHWA's prestigious Environmental Excellence Award for Environmental Streamlining, but
also received the Best Program Award for Environmental
Excellence from AASHTO.
The ODOT bridge program faced a number of challenges
to timely delivery. 0 DOT and partners successfully addressed
these challenges through numerous strategies that helped to
expedite program delivery. This case study focuses on just
four of the many strategies employed by the program: early

commitment of construction funding, programmatic or
hatched permitting, performance standards, and disputeresolution process.

Project Overview
When ODOT identified widespread problems with deteriorating bridges built in the 1950s and 1960s, they quickly
realized that the usual approach to funding, permitting,
environmental review, contracting, and construction would
not work for this program, which required the repair or
replacement of more than 300 bridges across the state. One of
the first steps they took to develop a more efficient approach
to project delivery was to hold a workshop with resource agencies to let them know the problems they were facing and the
objectives they wanted to achieve, and to ask the agencies for
help in (a) understanding what goals and objectives the agencies would like to achieve as part of this program and (b) redesigning the coordination, review, and permitting process to
achieve the objectives of the DOT and all the resource agencies. This led to substantial changes in the delivery process,
including much more detailed and up-front environmental
data collection, new programmatic permits, a hatched biological assessment, outcome-based permits, a dispute-resolution
process, and agency leadership agreements. Overall, the new
review process front-loaded much of the process and agreements, was much more collaborative, and was much quicker
than the traditional approach.
After ODOT identified the problem and clarified an
approach for solving it, the 2003 Oregon legislature passed
House Bill 2041, the Oregon Transportation Investment
Act III (OTIA III), which provided $1.3 billion for the replacement and repair of bridges on state highways. In response,
ODOT developed a project delivery program that would
accomplish the following objectives:
•
•
•
•

Employ efficient and cost-effective delivery practices;
Stimulate the Oregon economy;
Maintain freight mobility and keep traffic moving;
Build projects sensitive to their communities and landscapes; and
• Capitalize on funding opportunities.
Table 4.10 shows the timeline for the Oregon bridges project. More information is available online for the OTIA III
program (16) and the environmental tools and strategies
developed to expedite project delivery ( 17).

Project Constraints
The ODOT bridges program faced multiple challenges that
could have derailed the program or extended the schedule.
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Table 4.10. Oregon Statewide Bridges Program Timeline
2002

ODOT identifies widespread problems with deteriorating bridges.

2002

ODOT holds workshops with resource agencies and internal divisions to begin a partnership for developing an approach to
deliver the bridge program.

2003

Oregon legislature passes House Bill 2041 providing funding to develop and implement the program.

Early2003

ODOT contracts consultants to work with them and their partners to collect environmental, engineering, and other data; to involve
the public and other stakeholders to better understand the issues and challenges; and to design an approach that will meet
program objectives.

2003-2004

ODOT and partners collaborate to develop new strategies to expedite program delivery in a context-sensitive and sustainable way.

Apri12004

ODOT contracts with a joint venture of private companies that will manage the delivery of the program.

2005

NEPA review and key federal and state programmatic permits and approvals are completed.

2006

First bridge replacement and repair projects begin construction.

2007

First bridge replacement and repair projects are completed.

2013

Projected construction completion for the last of the bridge replacement and repair projects.

This case study discusses just three of the barriers: significant and diverse environmental impacts and issues, a
large number of permitting agencies with overlapping
jurisdictions, and a program of unprecedented scale and
complexity.
Conflicting Resource Values and Difficulty Agreeing
on Impacts and Mitigation

The bridges program faced significant environmental concerns and required coordination and approvals from a large
number of regulatory agencies, including
• Section 404 permitting and NEPA coordination with the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers;
• Clean Water Act Section 402 compliance and coordination;
• Clean Water Act Section 401 compliance;
• Navigation clearance and Rivers and Harbors Act Section
10 compliance with the U.S. Coast Guard;
• National Marine Fisheries Service and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service consultation under ESA Section 7 (multiple
salmon species and other aquatic species in multiple
waterways, multiple wildlife and plant species);
• Section 4(f) resources;
• Section 106 historic resources (many of the bridges were
eligible or potentially eligible for listing on the National
Register of Historic Places);
• Significant archaeological resources and the need for tribal
input and coordination;
• Potential impacts to low-income and minority communities; and
• Significant visual impacts and concerns, including bridges
located in a national scenic area.

The breadth and significance of the environmental issues
created the potential for significant delay associated with
securing many different permits for many different projects
around the state from resource agencies with overlapping
jurisdictions, as well as the potential for conflicting requirements and constraints from the different state and federal
agencies with overlapping jurisdictions and different substantive and procedural expectations.
Unusually Large Scale of and/or
Complex Project or Program

The bridges program required the repair and replacement of
over 300 bridges in a 10-year period, more than ODOT had
addressed in the previous 50 years. The program was further
complicated by its geographic breadth; bridges were located
throughout the state, spread across thousands of miles of
Interstate and state highways. Bridges on the state's major
freight routes required that the program be carefully coordinated and expedited in order to avoid significant adverse
impacts to mobility, freight, congestion, and local economies
during construction.

Expediting Strategies
ODOT set an aggressive schedule and committed the necessary resources to develop a new, expedited approach to program delivery to meet the objectives of the program. Specific
expediting strategies addressed in this case study include
•
•
•
•

Early commitment of construction funding;
Programmatic or hatched permitting;
Performance standards; and
Dispute-resolution process.
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Early Commitment of Construction Funding
During the early planning phase of the bridges program the
state legislature approved House Bill2142, which authorized
an increase in motor vehicle and trucking fees to provide full
funding for the $1.3 billion bridge replacement and repair
program. The key factor that made this an expediting tool
was that this funding was approved while the program was in
early planning and had not yet initiated preliminary engineering or NEPA. This demonstration of commitment helped
to communicate that this program was real-it had passed
the construction funding obstacle and had nearly eliminated the risk that time and resources spent to plan, design, .
and permit the program might be wasted. An early commitment of construction funds helped to garner the attention,
time, will, and other commitments necessary to expedite decisions and delivery. Early funding indicated to all stakeholders
that significant political support existed for the program and
that it was a very high priority. This was an important factor
in expediting the internal agency processes, in garnering the
support and collaboration of other agencies, and in maintaining political support for the program.

Programmatic or Batched Permitting
By developing a single permit that can cover multiple, separate actions, it is possible to substantially expedite the permitting (and delivery) of a collection of projects. There are two
basic approaches: (a) a hatched permit or approval typically
covers a set of specific actions that are identified in advance
of the permit, and (b) a programmatic permit typically covers
a collection of future actions that may or may not be specifically identified in advance of the permit. The actions covered
by a programmatic permit are typically those that can meet
the specific performance standards or other conditions specified in the permit.
ODOT worked with the National Marine Fisheries Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to develop a
hatched biological assessment and biological opinion to
cover the bridges program. With over 300 bridges, this program included many different waterways and many species
of threatened or endangered salmon, other fish, and wildlife. Preparing a biological assessment and biological opinion for each bridge, or even each set of bridges, would have
been extremely costly and time consuming. The hatched
biological assessments and opinions covered multiple species for multiple bridge projects across multiple waterways
around the state (18).
ODOT worked with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and
state agencies to develop a regional general permit to address
tht! program's permitting requirements under Section 404
and Section 401 of the Clean Water Act. Again, with over

300 bridges, this program included many different waterways
and wetlands around the state. Some of the projects could
qualify for nationwide permits, but many would require individual permits. Permitting each bridge or even each set of
bridges individually would have required considerable time
and effort. The regional general permit covered the permitting needs for nearly every relevant bridge replacement or
repair project. The regional general permit was issued pursuant to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' authority under the
Clean Water Act, and it included conditions for certification
pursuant to Section 401 of the Clean Water Act and the
Coastal Zone Management Act. The bridges program also
secured a general authorization to cover state wetland and
waterway permitting requirements (19).
The development of these programmatic and hatched permits led to the development of Oregon's ecosystem-based
mitigation and conservation banking program, which helped
to expedite permitting and mitigation and provide greater
environmental benefits than the traditional approach to mitigation (20).

Performance Standards
The programmatic and hatched permits developed for the
Oregon bridges program were based on a single set of permit
conditions that included both prescriptive and performance
standards. These standards were common across the regional
general permit for Clean Water Act Section 404, the state wetland permit, and the ESA Section 7 hatched biological opinion. In addition to the schedule advantages of hatched and
programmatic permits, the bridge program was further expedited, and enjoyed cost savings, as a result of the consistency
in permit conditions across these three types of permits. Using
outcome-based performance standards was key to making
this possible. It allowed ODOT flexibility in bridge design
and construction while assuring resource agencies of adequate environmental protection.
An outcome-based performance standard is essentially a
term or condition included in a permit or approval that
describes a specific measurable outcome from a project
activity. For instance, rather than debating the best management practice that the permit will prescribe, agencies can
agree that the proposed activity will not result in greater
than X amount of impact (such as pollutant discharge). In
many cases, the X that is being committed to is already fixed
by regulation (e.g., this is the case for most water quality
issues). In these instances, outcome-based performance
standards are particularly useful at keeping permitting discussions on track. However, even when the outcome is not
specifically prescribed by regulation, discussions with stakeholders are generally more productive when the parties discuss desired outcomes. Successful performance standard
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development requires at least two key components. First,
the performance standard outcome must be dearly measurable through an agreed-on method. Second, no performance standard should be agreed on without review by
appropriate representatives from DOT design, cOnstruction, and maintenance staff.
One of the unique performance standards developed for
the bridges permits was the fluvial performance standard.
This standard created the flexibility to balance the sometimes
competing desires of (a) minimizing bridge piers in the
waterway (subject to Section 404 permitting requirements)
and (b) minimizing bridge abutment-related fill that is
within the floodway or floodplain but is above the ordinary
high-water mark (and therefore not subject to Section 404
permitting requirements). For more information on this and
other environmental performance standards, see the Oregon
Bridge Delivery Partners website (18, 19, 21).

Dispute-Resolution Process
More than 30 of the bridges that were part of ODOT's statewide bridge repair and replacement program were located on
federal lands administered by the U.S. Forest Service (USPS)
or the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). ODOT had
developed programmatic permits and a hatched biological
opinion to cover Clean Water Act Section 404 and 401
requirements, state wetland permit requirements, and ESA
Section 7 consultation requirements for nearly all of the
bridges requiring these approvals. However, the permitting
and approval requirements associated with federal lands were
not necessarily or completely covered by these programmatic
permits. In order to address the unique NEPA and other
approval requirements for bridges on USPS and BLM lands,
ODOT, FHWA, BLM, and USPS developed an MOA. The
MOA defined the approach that would be taken to ensure
that ODOT's NEPA process and documentation would
address the NEPA requirements of BLM and USPS and how
other permitting requirements would be addressed. The
MOA also defined each agency's role and responsibilities as
either lead or cooperating agency, and it specifically outlined
a process for elevating and resolving any disputes or issues
that arose during the approval process.
Developed in close coordination with USPS and BLM,
the dispute-resolution process specifically incorporated
lessons learned by those agencies from their previous experience with dispute resolution. In particular, USPS and
BLM had experienced problems with a previous disputeresolution process that placed excessive emphasis on avoiding escalating disputes above the technical staff level.
Technical staff on this earlier project had believed that
escalating a dispute to senior staff would be perceived as a
failure, and therefore they were very reluctant to elevate.

This reluctance resulted in protracted attempts by technical
staff to resolve disputes that probably could not be validly
resolved at their level. Some disputes can only be resolved
by senior staff or leadership with the authority to reinterpret policies or agency objectives or refine standard protocols and policies.

Lessons Learned
In the process of developing a new approach to implementing

project delivery for the bridges program, ODOT and other
agencies identified a number of keys to success in developing
new approaches to project delivery, including expediting
measures. They provide the following guidance:
• Identify and secure leadership support;
• Mobilize energy and commitment by jointly identifying
problems and solutions with other divisions within the
agency and with other agencies;
• Create a shared mission and pursue mutual benefits;
• Build on your and others' past successes;
• Initiate the new approach with a relatively autonomous
group (e.g., a pilot program);
• Understand the relevant laws and regulations and their
flexibility;
• Remove your agency's internal roadblocks to streamlining;
• Plan for and facilitate conflict and dispute resolution;
• Don't let the perfect be the enemy of the good;
• Formalize success through policy, systems, and organizational structure;
• Monitor results, evaluate, and improve; and
• Train, educate, and follow through (20, 22, 23).

Virginia DOT Early-Move
Incentive Program
Summary
The Virginia DOT (VDOT), in cooperation with FHWA,
expedited the relocation process for the Woodrow Wilson
Bridge project by implementing a program that provided
monetary incentives to encourage tenants to vacate their
property quickly and allow subsequent construction activities to occur on schedule. Response to this program was
largely positive. Tenants in 333 residential units in three
apartment complexes were relocated on an aggressive schedule that allowed construction to begin earlier than otherwise
possible. Delays in other preconstruction efforts were recovered, and the schedule was achieved in large part because this
program gave tenants incentive payments if they were able to
move out of their property within targeted time frames. Ultimately, VDOT paid approximately $1.2 million for incentive
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payments, but saved an estimated $6 million by avoiding a
projected 7-month delay to start construction.

Table 4.11. Virginia Dot Early-Move Incentive
Program Timeline
1987

A study is initiated by the federal government,
Virginia, Maryland, and the District of Columbia.

Early 1990s

Traditional project selection process fails in face of
opposition from local jurisdictions.

1992

Inclusive project development effort is launched.
A multijurisdictional coordination committee is
created, with nine of 14 members representing
local jurisdictions.

1992-1996

Panel studies are conducted with extensive public
input.

1996

A 12-lane facility and reconstruction of four adjacent
interchanges is recommended.

Project Overview
The Woodrow Wilson Bridge project is the largest public
works project in the mid-Atlantic region. This bridge carries
the 1-95/1-495 Capital Beltway and is one of seven crossings
over the Potomac River in the Washington, D.C., metropolitan area. The 7.5-mile-long project replaced the previous
bridge and reconstructed the four interchanges adjacent to
the crossing that directly influence its operation. The project
is sponsored by four agencies: FHWA, VDOT, the Maryland
State Highway Administration, and the District of Columbia
Department of Transportation.
There were three primary drivers for this project:
• Congestion relief;
• Safety improvements; and
• Correction of structural deficiencies.
The previous Woodrow W:tlson Bridge opened in 1961 and
was designed to carry 75,000 vehicles per day. By 2000, nearly
200,000 vehicles were using the bridge, with nearly 300,000 vehicles projected by 2020. The bridge's six lanes narrowed the
eight-lane Capital Beltway and had become a severe bottleneck
that created 7 hours of congestion on the average weekday and
frequently created traffic backups that spanned several miles.
Additionally, the previous structure-a drawbridge with only
50 feet of vertical navigation clearance-had to be raised frequently for river traffic, which exacerbated congestion and
traffic backups.
The congestion problems, coupled with substandard
highway design, lead to safety problems on and around the
original bridge. The merging from the eight-lane Capital
Beltway to the six lanes on the original bridge created traffic
conflicts, which were worsened by very narrow shoulders.
Furthermore, the drawbridge, which was frequently raised,
added potential conflicts as it introduced a stop that was
unexpected by some drivers. Overall, the accident rate on
and around the bridge was twice that of similar highways in
Maryland and Virginia.
Vibrations from the increased traffic volume had caused
the bridge supports to deteriorate, compromising the structural integrity of the original bridge. Engineers estimated that
if the bridge did not receive significant repairs or replacement
by 2004, it would require weight restrictions (see the timeline
in Table 4.11).
After several years of planning studies and alternatives
evaluation, the preferred alternative was identified in 1996.
This design included two separate six-lane bridges with a
pedestrian-bicycle path to connect trails on J:>oth sides of the

1997

FEIS and ROD are issued.

2000

Final supplemental EIS and ROD are issued.

2000

Construction begins with river dredging.

2001

Bridge foundation construction begins, as well as
some work on Maryland interchange improvements.

2003

Bridge superstructure construction begins with
work on Virginia and Maryland tie-ins.

2006

First new bridge is completed; traffic is rerouted to
this bridge, and demolition of the old bridge
begins.

2008

Second new bridge is completed, along with the
majority of the adjacent three interchanges.

2013

Fourth interchange is expected to be completed.

crossing. The new facility includes the ability to add two
HOY-transit lanes or a rail transit system if connecting facilities are constructed.

Project Constraint
Relocation Process Delays Construction

As with most projects of this magnitude, the Woodrow
Wilson Bridge project encountered many potential causes of
delay. The hurdle highlighted for this case study was the need
to rapidly relocate the tenants of 333 units in three apartment complexes located in the area where VDOT would construct the Virginia landside connections to the new bridges.
The project leaders hoped to relocate these tenants quickly
as relocation was one of the final steps needed before construction could begin. A variety of minor delays that preceded property acquisition and relocation added more
pressure for quick completion in order to recover the schedule and begin construction on time. What was originally
planned to be a IS-month relocation process needed to be
completed in just 8 months. to avoid delaying the start of
construction.
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Expediting Strategy
Incentive Payments to Expedite Relocations
The VDOT right-of-way team knew that relocating 333 apartment units in 8 months could not be accomplished simply by
implementing traditional approaches to the relocation process. Fortunately, FHWA,AASHTO, and NCHRP had recently
completed a study of transportation agencies in England,
Germany, Norway, and the Netherlands to review best practices for property acquisition and utility relocation. This
study looked at how transportation agencies in these countries addressed the needs of property owners affected by
highway projects, identified some innovative techniques for
compensating owners, and made recommendations for U.S.
applications. One of the innovative techniques identified
from this study was the use of incentive payments to encourage property owners and tenants to more quickly come to
agreement on arrangements for relocation.
Based on information from this study, VDOT introduced
the early-move incentive program, which stated that any tenant who moved within 30 days of receiving a replacement
housing payment would receive a $4,000 incentive. Residents
able to move between 31 and 60 days of receiving a replacement housing payment would receive a $2,000 incentive.
These payments were in addition to the relocation assistance
benefits provided to displaced tenants.
Tenants responded positively to the early-move incentive
program. Tenants in 262 units moved within 30 days of
receiving the replacement housing payment and were given
the $4,000 incentive payment, and tenants in 15 units moved
within 60 days and received the $2,000 payment. Ultimately,
all tenants were successfully relocated within the 8-month
time frame, allowing construction of the Virginia bridge connections to commence on schedule. Ov~rall, VDOT paid
approximately $1.2 million to displaced tenants via the earlymove incentive program. However, if the relocation process
had required the originally planned 15 months, this 7-month
delay to construction would have cost VDOT $6 million.

Lessons Learned
The early-move incentive program was a nearly unqualified
success and is a good example of implementing techniques
learned from FHWA's International Technology Scanning
Program. Several important factors contributed to this success. Techniques employed by VDOT staff helped to increase
the response rate from tenants to this program, and several
characteristics of the project helped to make the use of incentive payments worthwhile. While incentive payments can be
a helpful strategy for expediting the relocation process, they
are not always cost-effective.

Once the incentive program was approved internally by
VDOT and FHWA, the right-of-way team made sure all tenants were quickly made aware of the program by going doorto-door and explaining to each tenant the relocation process
and how the incentive payments would work. Performing this
outreach face-to-face immediately at the inception of the
program helped to maximize its effectiveness at compressing
the relocation schedule.
Accelerating the relocation process added staffing demands.
Immediately after the issuance of the replacement housing
payments, the relocation team received a strong response
from tenants wanting to make sure they moved in time to
meet the requirements of the incentive program. This
required additional staff to handle tenant inquiries and process the paperwork during the first several weeks of the
program. Additionally, the compressed timeline for moving
tenants from the apartment buildings required additional
staff to coordinate the moving process with property managers. The high-rise apartment building had only two elevators,
and one needed to be available at all times for day-to-day use.
This left just one elevator dedicated for tenants moving out,
a situation that required project staff to help manage logistics.
Overall, more project staff were required for the relocation
process because of the incentive program, but the shorter
schedule meant these staff were needed for less duration.
A few important characteristics of this project helped make
the early-move incentive program successful. First, the relocation process became the last task required before construction of the Virginia portion of the project could begin,
meaning that any delay to the relocation process would delay
construction and increase project cost accordingly. The risk
of increasing construction cost made the incentive payments
a cost-effective option. Second, the scheduled time frame for
relocations became shortened to nearly half the time that
would typically be allotted for the task, meaning that a business as usual approach would not work. Finally, the large
number of tenants to be replaced also raised the possibilities
of delay that can arise when attempting to relocate a large
number of households rapidly.
VDOT has recently used incentive payments on another
project that is making improvements to the I-66 interchange
in Gainesville. In this case, VDOT offered $100,000 incentives
to 42 businesses if they were able to relocate within 30 days of
the program's inception, and $50,000 if they moved in 31 to
60 days. Business relocations entail many different considerations than residential relocations and can often be more
complex. However, these incentives ultimately proved helpful in accelerating the relocation of 41 of the 42 businesses,
which was enough to advance the utility relocation process
(previously expected to delay the project) by an estimated
18 months. This delay would have escalated construction cost
by approximately $10 to $15 million.
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Conclusions

Transportation agencies are seeking to do more with less.
Funding for new capacity and even maintenance and preservation projects has not kept pace with growing needs. As transportation agencies seek to find efficiencies and to expedite how
they address these needs, public scrutiny is becoming more
intense, decisions are becoming more difficult, and regulatory
compliance is becoming more involved. These conditions pose
significant challenges for a transportation sector attempting to
deliver projects with greater efficiency and speed.
Research into the causes of project delay and methods of
expediting project delivery began in earnest in the 1990s and
has continued to the present, particularly in the transportation sector. The number of transportation-related directives,
studies, and other publications devoted to this topic is a testament to this sector's concern about the effects of project delay
and high interest in delivering projects more efficiently. This
interest is especially telling when compared with other infrastructure sectors, such as energy or water supply, that appear
to have devoted considerably less attention to this topic.
Research on expediting transportation projects has developed and matured rapidly, and in a relatively short time has
transitioned from exploring broad principles of good practices to identifying specific types and causes of delay and
techniques for addressing them.
The research in this report reflects a growing interest in
the specific tools and techniques-or strategies, as they are
generally referred to in this report-for addressing constraints to expedited project delivery. Much has already been
written about the causes of project delay, the general principles of and approaches for expediting project delivery, and
major landmark projects and programs that have successfully avoided delay and/or expedited delivery. This study
sought to provide more information and evaluation of the
specific strategies used to overcome the constraints associated with specific delivery tasks. It was evident from the literature search that this was an area of project expediting that
was not well covered in the existing research. There were

detailed case studies of several major landmark projects, and
lists and short descriptions of expediting strategies, but
detailed information on specific strategies has been limited.
This study aimed to make substantial progress toward filling
that gap.
Another objective of this study was to present the information so that it will be accessible and useful to practitioners.
This objective drove the focus of the research and at least part
of the documentation of the findings in this report. However,
this report only partially accomplishes this objective. There is
too much information in this report for it to be considered
highly accessible. Accessibility and utility to practitioners will
be accomplished largely through the subsequent task of
uploading key information (in a form that prioritizes ease of
access and use) about the strategies and the constraints to the
TRB's Transportation for Communities: Advancing Projects
through Partnerships (TCAPP) website, created to enhance
collaboration in transportation decision making {1). This
website is being continually expanded to include relevant
information generated by the Capacity program research
conducted through SHRP 2. Information from this study will
be added in late 2010 or early 2011.
While this research has highlighted some clear themes for
what the tools and strategies can accomplish and has identified specific strategies that have helped to expedite project
deliverr., it has also emphasized that the transferability of different strategies can depend on context, and that some strategies are more transferable than others. Each strategy also
carries its own potential costs {as well as cost savings), risks,
potential for time savings, and other benefits. These factors,
including potential transferability and applicability issues, are
included in the analysis of each strategy. While projects may
share many traits and appear to face similar challenges, there
are variables that can be important in determining the potential success of a given strategy. Accordingly, before choosing to
apply a particular strategy, it is important to consider the specific constraints that need to be addressed, the context of the
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project (organizational, institutional, and political, and so
forth), and other factors that made that strategy effective in
previous projects. This report provides that information to
help project and program managers make these determinations and adapt the appropriate expediting strategies to their
own projects.

Recommendations for
Further Research
Through the course of conducting the interviews, literature
search, and other tasks in this study, several recommendations for further research have emerged. Some are directly
related to the topic of this research project, while others are
generally related to expediting. Recommendations include
• Evaluate the reasons that the mean and median durations
for completing transportation EISs are consistently and
notably longer, and in some cases substantially longer, than
the durations in any other sector. This difference is evident
from analyses of the EIS databases from multiple federal
agencies including FHWA, but explanations of this difference are only speculative (2). Increased understanding of
why there is such a substantial difference could help to
identify the particular types of expediting strategies that
would provide the greatest reduction in delivery time for
transportation projects and programs.
• Identify and evaluate additional expediting strategies not
included in this report. This study was not intended to
compile or evaluate an exhaustive list of expediting str.ategies. Other potential strategies were identified but were
not included in this study due to a lack of information,
inability to locate parties that implemented the strategy,
or the timing limitations of the study. For example, predictive modeling for natural resource issues has shown
some potential, but it was not included in the report due
to a lack of examples in which it had clearly helped to
expedite delivery.

• Further evaluate why certain strategies have been successful
in some situations and have failed in others. This could
include programmatic permits and decision councils, both
of which have provided significant expediting benefits in
some situations and have failed in others. This study evaluated transferability and applicability, but more in-depth
analysis of some of the strategies that have had an especially
wide range of results could provide further understanding
of how to reduce their risks and improve success.
• Further evaluate why some strategies with proven success
are not widely used. Through this study, strategies have
been identified that implementing agencies reported to be
highly successful, but these strategies have not been broadly
implemented.
• Regularly update and maintain the list of successful expediting strategies and case studies, including descriptions and
analyses of the strategies. As new projects and programs successfully expedite delivery, the lessons learned could be used
to add to the information provided in this report and be
made available to practitioners through the TCAPP website.
In addition to research, there would be benefit from selectively making other existing information on expediting
project delivery (contained in other reports, papers, agency
guidelines, and so forth) more available and usable to practitioners. Much of it is embedded in reports that are not
readily usable or accessible. The utility of this information
would be increased if it were made available on the web and
presented in more user-friendly formats.
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Round 2 Implementation

SHRP2
TOOLS FOR THE ROAD AHEAD

Assistance Opportunities

The Federal Highway Administration and the American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials are pleased to announce that 18 States will be provided with
implementation and technical assistance as part of Round 2 of the second Strategic Highway
Research Program (SHRP2). As of October 17, 2013, the following agencies have been selected
to receive implementation assistance for Round 2 solutions.

R07- Performance Specifications

R09- Managing Risk in Rapid

for Rapid Renewal

Renewal Projects

Performance specifications to speed construction,

Innovative strategies for evaluating risk and

reduce oversight, and encourage innovation.

managing complex projects.

STATE
Maine
Vermont
Alabama
Missouri

STATE
Pennsylvania
Florida
Minnesota
Oregon

ENTITY
DOT
DOT
DOT
DOT

ASSISTANCE
OPPORTUNITY
Lead Adopter
Lead Adopter
Lead Adopter
Lead Adopter

R16- Railroad-DOT Mitigation

C19- Expediting Project

Strategies

Delivery

Resources that streamline permitting processes,

Strategies for addressing or avoiding common

improve public involvement, and support rapid

constraints to speed delivery of transportation

decision making to reduce delays.

planning and environmental review projects.

STATE
South Dakota
Arkansas
Colorado
Pennsylvania
Texas
Idaho
California

C-2A

ENTITY
DOT
DOT
DOT
DOT

ASSISTANCE
OPPORTUNITY
Lead Adopter
Lead Adopter
Lead Adopter
Lead Adopter

ENTITY
DOT
DOT
DOT
DOT
DOT
DOT
DOT

ASSISTANCE
OPPORTUNITY
Lead Adopter
Lead Adopter
Lead Adopter
Lead Adopter
User Incentive
User Incentive
User Incentive

STATE
Massachusetts
Idaho
Arizona
Florida
Vermont
Arizona
California
Nebraska
California
South Dakota
Arkansas
South Carolina

ENTITY
DOT
DOT
MPO
DOT
DOT
DOT
DOT
DOT
MPO
DOT
DOT
DOT

ASSISTANCE
OPPORTUNITY
Lead Adopter
Lead Adopter
Lead Adopter
Lead Adopter
Lead Adopter
Lead Adopter
User Incentive
User Incentive
User Incentive
User Incentive
User Incentive
User Incentive

Round 3 and 4 Opportunities for SHRP2
Implementation Assistance

~
SHRf!2
SOLUTIONS
~·---,~----~~~~"'-~

STRATEGIC HIGHWAY
RESEARCH PROGRAM

Round 3 Products
In January 2014, a third round of SHRP2 products will move from the research phase into widespread
implementation. The application period for implementation assistance will open on January 17, 2014
and close February 14, 2014. States are invited to consider these solutions, outlined below, and to visit
the GoSHRP2 Web site for more information on the application process.

•

C20- Freight Demand Modeling and Data Improvement
An organizational approach to achieving improved freight data sets and freight modeling
practices.

•

R02- GeoTech Tools
The technology selection tool and resource identifies more than 40 geotechnical solutions to
common embankment, cut slope, structure/foundation interface, and pavement foundation
issues.

•

ROS - Precast Concrete Pavement
Tools for using precast concrete pavement (PCP) systems to reduce the duration of construction
closures on critical roadways.

•

RlSB -Identifying and Managing Utility Conflicts
Improving cooperation among highway agencies and utilities for faster project delivery.

•

R23- Using Existing Pavement in Place and Achieving Long Life
Guidelines for using existing pavements in rapid construction to extend pavement life and save
money.

Anticipated Round 4 Products
The fourth round of SHRP2 products is scheduled to open in June 2014. The anticipated solutions are
listed below.

•

ROlA- Technologies to Store, Retrieve, and Use 3D Utility Location Data

•

ROGA- Nondestructive Testing Technologies for Concrete Bridge Decks

•

ROGG- Mapping Defects in or Behind Tunnel Linings

•

ROGC- Rapid Technologies to Enhance Quality Control on Asphalt Pavements

•

R09- Managing Risk in Rapid Renewal Projects

•

RlO- Innovative Strategies for Managing Complex Projects

•

R19A- Designing and Preserving Bridges to Achieve a lOQ-Year Service Life

•

R21- Composite Pavement Systems

•
•

C03 & Cll- T-PICS I Economic Analysis Tools
ClO -Integrated Travel Demand Modeling

•

L02/05/07/08/37/38- Reliability Data and Analysis Tools (Bundle)

Memorandum

u~ Depar '!"'le"lt

of icnsportoti<To
federal Highway
Administration

HEPH..Q207·39TE·0012

Subject: ACTION: SHRP2lmplementation
Assistance Funds Allocated to State of
South Carolina

Date:

foil', ~vv{~

From: Shari Schaftlein
1
Director, Office of Human Environment

Feb. 7, 2014

In Reply Refer To:
HEPH-30

To: Robert Lee
Division Administrator (HDA-SC)
Columbia, South Carolina
This memorandum allocates $50,000 of SHRP2 implementation assistance funds to the
South Carolina Division, in collaboration with the South Carolina Department of
Transportation (SCOOT) for SHRP2 User Incentive Implementation Assistance to deploy
Expediting Project Delivery. The primary goal of Expediting Project Delivery is to use
innovative approaches and early coordination with resource agencies, stakeholders, and
the public to help transportation agencies achieve timely project delivery. This funding
will be used to perform the tasks outlined in the attached Statement of Work.
By copy of this memorandum, we request that the Office ofBudge~ Office of the Chief
Financial Officer (HCF-1 0), make $50,000 available for obligation by the South Carolina
Division. These funds should be obligated through the Fiscal Management Information
System (FMIS) using FHW A program code 39TE. The State's obligation limitation will
be increased by the amount of this allocation. The Federal share ofthese activities is 100
percent. The funds must be obligated by May 30,2014.
Amount
$50,000

ram Code

39TE

Fund Year
2012

Ms. Damaris Santiago in the Office of Project Development and Environmental Review
(HEPE) is the Headquarters contact for this effort and can be reached at (202) 366-2034.
This allocation memo has been discussed with Stephen Ikerd of your office.
cc:
Deborah Johnson, HEPE-40
Damaris Santiago, HEPE-1 0
James Garland, HEP-1
FMIS Team, HCF-10
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SHRP2 Expediting Project Delivery (C19) Implementation Assistance
User Incentive
South carolina Department of Transportation (SCOOT)
STATEMENT OF WORK
This Statement of Work describes the tasks, deliverables, schedule, and cost estimate required for the
use of funds provided to the South Carolina Department of Transportation {SCOOT) for the SHRP2
Implementation Assistance Program funds to develop Expediting Project Delivery Product (C19). Your
agency has been selected to receive a User Incentive in the amount of $50,000.
Use of Funds:
The funds will be used for development/future implementation activities, to advance SHRP2 Expediting
Project Delivery Risk Management Strategy (or like principle), for integration into SCOOT common
business practices.
The project will be investigating the development of a proposed process improvement to establish a
systematic way of priming projects for production, during the Planning phase and throughout the
project development process, with a two-pronged approach:
1. Project categorization- Entails categorizing individual projects by level of complexity, derived
from Project Benchmark Data for like projects developed and delivered after the
Preconstruction Reorganization, to predefine an acceptable time frame/realistic goal for
successfully completing projects from the Preliminary Engineering phase to the Construction
phase; and
2. Project Development- Entails developing SHRP2 Expediting Project Delivery Risk Management
Strategy (or like principle), derived from SHRP2 Solutions Research and Project Benchmark
Data (referenced above), to identify and document potential project risks and ways to address
them - the ultimate goal being to maximize the overall effectiveness and efficiency of the
project development process, and expedite project delivery.
SCOOT will perform the following actiVities during the implementation of this project:
1. Thoroughly review SHRP2 Solutions Research, relevant to SHRP2 Risk Management Strategy,
and implementation efforts of SHRP2 Risk Management Strategy (or like principle) at other
agencies
• Identify implementation efforts that could work well within SCOOT
• Document ideas for Integrating Strategy into SCOOT common business practices
2. Obtain/Analyze Project Benchmark Data, to include all projects developed and delivered
after SCOOT Preconstruction Reorganization (effective 5/02/07}, where the Preconstruction
Reorganization represented a major change in the organizational structure of the
Preconstruction Division, which created four Regional Production Groups (RPGs), statewide,
geographically aligned around the existing Metropolitan Planning Organization and Council
of Government boundaries throughout the state, to provide a turn-key project development
effort, including project management/engineering and design/plans preparation, within
each RPG unit.
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•

•

•

•

Compile Project Characteristics for Selected Projects, for each Project Type,. with
Preliminary Engineering Initiation Date >= 5/02/07 and Total Time = 20 Shortest/20
Median/20 Longest durations, for each Project Type, where Total Time =
Construction Obligation Date- Preliminary Engineering Obligation Date, for DesignBuild/Other Project Types with no let Date; or= let Date - Preliminary Engineering
Obligation Date, for Non Design-Build/Other Project Types with let Date
Define Complexity Components, applicable to any given project (depending on
scope), using quantitative metrics derived from Project Characteristics and Project
Development Equation, where Sum of Complexity Components affecting Total lime
=Total lime
Rank Complexity Components for individual Selected Projects, from 1 (in ascending
order), where 1 = Most negative effect on Total lime [Assign same number to
different Complexity Components to denote cumulative effect on Total Time)
calculate Complexity Scores for Selected Projects, on scale of 0-5 (Not ApplicableMinimal-Minor-Moderate-Major-Maximal), where 0 = No Negative Effect on Total
Time, and 5 =Maximal Negative Effect on Total lime

3. Develop Risk Assessment, using SCOOT Advanced Project Planning Report Project Evaluation
Matrix (attached) as starting point, with "Complexity Component/Measurement" in Column
1, "Level" in Column 2, "Score" in Column 3, "Assessment" in Column 4, and "Total lime"
(range) at bottom under u Average Score," derived from Project Benchmark Data
• Complete Risk Assessment for individual Selected Projects
• Identify relationship between Average Score and Total Time (if one exists), for
individual Selected Projects, to determine predefined acceptable time frame to
complete like projects of similar scope

4. Obtain/Analyze Program Management Data, to include funding obligation history
throughout life of Selected Projects
• Document Total Number of Delays, throughout life of project, using Primary
Meeting Notes/Primavera/P2S, to include Reason and Length of each Delay
• calculate Total length of Delay, throughout life of project, where Total Length of
Delay = Actual let Date - Original let Date
5.

Develop Proposed Process Improvement, using findings and conclusions from above
investigation, for implementation of SHRP2 Risk Management Strategy into SCOOT common
business practices
• Create Current Process/"As-Is" Map, to include current process activities for
developing and delivering projects, relative to implementing Strategy
• Create Proposed Process Improvement Map, to include Proposed Process
Improvement activities for developing and delivering projects, relative to
implementing Strategy

6. Prepare semi-annual Project Progress Reports, Preliminary Report, and Final Report, for
SCOOT and FHWA review/approval.
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7. Share experiences, successes, challenges, and lessons learned, via webinars, expert panels,
or other sessions, in developing Expediting Project Delivery, upon request from FHWA as
needed.

Note: Recipients of Implementation Assistance Program funds {including either Lead Adopter Incentives
or User Incentives) may request an Assessment Workshop facilitated by FHWA to identify constraints to
streamlined project delivery and assist in developing a tailored Action Plan for putting particular
Expediting Project Delivery strategies into place and practice. The next two sections of this Statement of
Work ("Expected Oeliverables" and "Schedule and Cost Estimate") should clearly articulate and outline
whether and when an Assessment Workshop is desired (with FHWA's costs for conducting the
Assessment Workshop deducted from the total SHRP2 award).
SCOOT has not requested an Assessment Workshop facilitated by FHWA.
Expected Deliverables:
1. SHRP2 Project Progress Report #1
2. SHRP2 Project Progress Report #2
3. SHRP2 Project Preliminary Report
4. SHRP2 Project Final Report
Schedule and Cost Estimate:
The estimated cost associated with development/future implementation activities for the SHRP2 Risk
Management Strategy can be derived as follows (where SCOOT Primary Participant= Michelle Shepherd,
whose Certified Public Manager project was the basis for the SCOOT application that was selected for
the SHRP2 award):
• SCOOT Primary Participant Cost = 1,025 hours x $39.04/hour (SCOOT Primary Participant's
hourly salary) = $40,016.00
• SCOOT Secondary Participant Cost= 320 hours x $31.27/hour (SCOOT Secondary Participant's
hourly salary) = $10,006.40
Total Cost = $50,022.40 7 Use $50,000.00
Assumptions:
To maximize funding benefit, assumed Total Cost= $50,000
Primary Participant/SCOOT Secondary Participant, respectively; and back-calculated hours, based on
hourly salaries of each Participant, as follows:
• SCOOT Primary Participant Hours = $40,000 I $39.04/hour = 1,024.59 hours 7 Use 1,025 hours
• SCOOT Secondary Participant Hours= $10,000 I $31.27/hour = 319.80 hours 7 Use 320 hour
The estimated cost of the project is as follows:
Task# Deliverable/Activity
SHRP2 Project Progress Report #1- 2096 payout
1
2
SHRP2 Project Progress Report #2- 2096 payout
3
SHRP2 Project Preliminary Report - 3096 payout
4
SHRP2 Project Final Report - 3096 payout
Total Estimated Cost
Total SHRP2 Award

Timeframe •
6 months from NTP
12 months from NTP
18 months from NTP
24 months from NTP

Estimated Cost
$10,000
$10,000
$15,000
$15,000
$50,000
$50,000
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• NTP denotes Notice to Proceed dote
Note: If the project Total Estimated Cost is higher than Total SHRP2 Award, please explain how SCOOT
proposes to cover the remainder of the costs for implementing the projfkt.
Reporting and Monitoring:
The recipient will participate in a kick-off call with FHWA scheduled within two months of the allocation
of funds to discuss ways that FHWA can support the recipient in implementing Expediting Project
Delivery and agree upon regular communications and monitoring expectations. Recipients are required
to report on a semi-annual basis their progress towards and completion of deliverables. The recipient
will also report on a series of performance measures that are mutually agreed upon by FHWA and the
recipient to help the recipient and FHWA meet program goals. These performance measures and
methods for communication will be discussed on the kick-off call.
Presentations to Share Experiences:
The FHWA may ask you, as an Implementation Assistance Program funding recipient, to present your
experiences, successes, challenges, and lessons learned with deploying Expediting Project Delivery on
webinars, expert panels, or other instances. This may occur while the project is underway or after its
completion, as needed. Your acceptance of this award provides agreement in working with us to achieve
these goals.
Points-of-Contact:
Michelle Shepherd
Assistant Program Manager
South Carolina Department of Transportation
Phone: 803-737-4596
E-mail: shepherdam@scdot.org
Steve Ikerd
Director of Engineering and Operations
FHWA South Carolina Division
Phone: 803-253-3885
E-mail: stephen.ikerd@dot.gov
Neel Vanikar
Environmental Protection Specialist
FHWA Office of Project Development and Environmental Review (HEPE)
Phone: 202-366-2068
E-mail: Neei.Vanikar@dot.gov
Damaris Santiago
Environmental Protection Specialist
FHWA Office of Project Development and Environmental Review (HEPE)
Phone: 202-366-2034
E-mail: Damaris.Santiago@dot.gov
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Larry Anderson
SHRP2 capacity Implementation Specialist
FHWA Resource Center
Phone:72Q-963·3268
E-mail: larrv.Anderson@dot.gov
David Williams
SHRP2 capacity Implementation Specialist
FHWA Resource Center
Phone: 410.962-2482
E-mail: David.Williams@dot.gov
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PRECONSTRUCTION PROJECT DEVELOPMENT PROCESS
Table of Contents
December 2011
Task No.
Activitv
1.
Advanced Project Planning Report (APPR) and Corridor Feasibility Studies
(CFS)
2.
Initial Project Development Team Meeting (Scoping Meeting)
3.
Initial Cost Estimates and Schedule
4.
Program Action Request (PAR) Submitted
5.
Project Authorization Received - Preliminary Engineering Funding Approved
6.
Surveys and Initial Studies
7.
Preliminary Design
8.
Utility and Railroad Preliminary Coordination
Environmental/ National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
9.
Right of Way Plans Completed and Signed
10.
11.
Right of Way Acquisition Authorization Received
12.
Right of Way Acquisition
13.
Environmental/ Water Quality Permit(s)
14.
Utility and Railroad Final Coordination
Final Design
15.
16.
Construction Plans Completed & Signed
17.
Plans, Specifications and Estimates (PS&E)
18.
Construction Authorization Received
19.
Construction Bids Received
20.
Award Project- Monitor Project Expenditures & Report Periodically to MPO,
COG

1
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Preconstruction Project Development Process
December 2011

Preconstruction Project Development Process
Showing Sub-Tasks & Responsible Party
Note: The Program Manager (PM) is the project leader and will lead the Project Development Team
(PDT) throughout this process in order to move the project to completion. The process below assumes
the project has a defined purpose and need and is approved by the Commission and is included in the
State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). Candidate projects (or groups of projects) would
normally be identified in accordance with Legislative Act 114 through coordination with the Planning
Office and the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) or Council of Government (COG). Local
Public Agency (LPA) or County Transportation Committee {CTC) projects developed by the
Department may follow an abridged process.
This information is not inclusive of all items that will be required but is general information for
the user. The numbering convention used below should not be considered ordered steps but as a way to
indicate milestones or other general tasks. Several items include alphanumeric codes in parenthesis that
reference primavera tasks (i.e. PMO 10).
"Dates for Assembling Information on Construction Obligations" should be followed where applicable.
(http://iwww.dot.state.sc.us/PreConstruction/Supportlletting/operationscenter.shtml)

1.

Advanced Project Planning Report (APPR) and Corridor Feasibility Studies (CFS)
•

2.

The Office of Planning works with MPOs and COGs to identify eligible projects and
facilitates their inclusion in their Transportation Improvement Programs {TIP) and the STIP.
Whenever a major widening or new location project is selected from a long-range plan for
inclusion in the STIP, the Planning Office develops an Advanced Project Planning Report
{APPR) or Corridor Feasibility Study (CFS). An APPR and CFS is a document that
identifies impacts to the surrounding environment and communities. The SCDOT Program
Manager should have an approved (by MPO or Local Representative) APPR developed by
Planning Office for the proposed project prior to scoping the project and requesting
authorization of funding for design services from the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA).

Initial Project Development Team Meeting (Scoping Meeting)
The purpose of this meeting is to explain the purpose and need of the project to the Project
Development Team- Program Manager
• Coordinate establishment of the Project Development Team (PDT)- Program Manager
[Regional Production Group (RPG) Design Staff, Preconstruction Support Design Staff,
Surveys Office, Environmental Office, Utilities Office, Rights of Way (R/W) Office,
Railroad Projects Office, Traffic Engineering, Program Controls Unit, District
Engineering Offices, and FHWA]
• Determine if outside design resources will be necessary for the project- Program Manager,
Design Manager, RPG Engineer
• Revise schedule based on time necessary to issue notice to proceed for outside design
resources -Program Manager
2

Secretary of Transportation
Robert J. St. Onge, Jr.
{803) 737-1312 Fax {803) 737-2038

MEMORANDUM
To:

Senior Management

From :

Robert J. St. Onge, Jr., Secretary of Transportation

Date:

July 12, 2013

Subject:

Agency Organizational Realignments

1Z

As many of you are aware, I have been hosting a number of roundtables to review SCOOT's
organizational structure. I have identified several areas that will be realigned to recognize more
efficiency and an elevated focus in operations. The following changes will be effective July 17,
2013, and I have attached an organizational chart for easier reference:
Division of Engineering
•

•
•
•

•

The Planning Office will be realigned under the Division of lntermodal and Freight
Programs. The division will be renamed the Division of lntermodal and Freight
Planning .
The Environmental Management Office will be realigned to report to the Chief
Engineer for Planning , Location , and Design (PLD) instead of Planning.
The Right of Way Office will be realigned to report to the Chief Engineer for PLD
instead of Preconstruction.
Preconstruction Resource Management will be dissolved.
Local Program
Administration will be report to the Chief Engineer for PLD. Obligation Management,
Program Controls, and Program Applications will be consolidated under one unit that
will also report to the Chief Engineer for PLD.
A new position is being created for a Chief Engineer for Field Operations that will
report to the Deputy Secretary for Engineering . Once this position is filled, the
District Engineering Administrators will be realigned to report to this Chief Engineer.
I expect the person who fills this role to have a strong focus on field operations and
an active role in ensuring consistency among the districts.

Division of Support Services
•

The Office of Occupational Health and Safety will be realigned to report directly to the
Director of Support Services.

Many of you have asked about the search for a new Deputy Secretary for Engineering. We are
still in the process of finalizing a Position Description, but it is my intent to post this position
internally and externally within the next month.
Thank you for your cooperation as these changes are implemented. Please let me know if you
have any questions.
RJS :mmb
Attachment
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E-18- RPG 1 PM LOS CHART DATA
FY

Number of
Projects

Level of
Service A

Level of
Service C

Level of
Service F

Current
Staffing Level

6

2007

14

3

2

1

6

2008

25

6

3

1

6

2009

50

10

6

2

6

2010

59

10

6

2

6

2011

74

11

7

2

6

2012

80

12

7

2

6

E-lC- RPG 1 PM LOS STAFFING NEEDS
2007

Level of
Service

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

Manhours

PM'sReq'd

Man hours

PM'sReq'd

Man hours

PM'sReq'd

Man hours

PM'sReq'd

Manhours

PM'sReq'd

Man hours

PM'sReq'd

A

4,656

3

8,021

6

14,549

10

14,531

10

16,183

11

16,968

12

B

3,725

3

6,416

5

11,639

8

11,625

8

12,946

9

13,575

10

c

2,794

2

4,812

3

8,730

6

8,719

6

9,710

7

10,181

7

D

1,863

1

3,208

2

5,820

4

5,812

4

6,473

5

6,787

5

F

931

1

1,604

1

2,910

2

2,906

2

3,237

2

3,394

2

E-1D- RPG 1 PM PROJECT TYPE/TOTAL WORKLOAD AND LOS MANHOUR MULTIPLIERS
2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

Bridge

3

9

18

18

20

18

302.8

242.24

181.68

121.12

60.56

Interstate Upgrade

1

1

2

1

1

1

371.3

297.04

222.78

148.52

74.26

Interstate Rehab

0

1

5

4

0

0

62.3

49.84

37.38

24.92

12.46

Interstate Interchange

0

0

0

0

0

0

371.3

297.04

222.78

148.52

74.26

Interstate Operations

0

0

0

0

0

0

101.6

81.28

60.96

40.64

20.32

Interstate Safety

0

0

0

0

0

0

101.6

81.28

60.96

40.64

20.32

Widening

5

9

15

14

14

16

371.3

297.04

222.78

148.52

74.26

New Location

2

2

3

3

3

3

627.3

501.84

376.38

250.92

125.46

Intersection

0

0

2

2

3

7

101.6

81.28

60.96

40.64

20.32

Streetscape/Enhancement

1

1

3

14

25

24

62.3

49.84

37.38

24.92

12.46

Design-Build

2

2

2

3

8

11

101.6

81.28

60.96

40.64

20.32

CMAQ

0

0

0

0

0

0

101.6

81.28

60.96

40.64

20.32

C-Project

0

0

0

0

0

0

101.6

81.28

60.96

40.64

20.32

RR Hazard Elimination

0

0

0

0

0

0

101.6

81.28

60.96

40.64

20.32

14

25

so

59

74

80

PROJECT TYPE/ FISCAL YEAR

LOSA

LOSB

LOSC

LOSD

LOSF

E-lE - RPG 1 PM ACTIVE PROJECTS LIST
PIN

File

FY 2007

FY 2008

FY 2009

FY 2010

FY 2011

FY 2012

New Location

1

1

1

1

1

1

Port Access Road and 1·26 interchange

New Location

1

1

1

1

1

1

1-26 Widening from 1-526 to Exit 218

Interstate Upgrade

1

1

1

1

1

PM

10.036932

Kinard

35808

10.035808A

Kinard

36524

10.036524

Kinard

36932

Work Type

Description

1-526 Mark Clark Expressway Extension

l.ettl"'

37212

10.037212A

Boylston

1-26 Rehabilitation (MP 212.22 - 218.7)

Interstate Rehab

2009

38656

27.038656

Rewis

1-95 NB Rehabilitation (MP 18.3 - 23.19)

Interstate Rehab

2009

39419

1220.039419

Boylston

1-77 Rehab Chester Co.

Interstate Rehab

2010

1

1

Boylston

1-77 Rehab Fa irfield Co.

Interstate Rehab

2010

1

1

1

1

39976

1

1

39363

10.039363A

Boylston

1-526 Rehab Charleston Co.

Interstate Rehab

2011

36065

7.036065

Rewis

SC 46 Bluffton

Wideni ng

2009

1

1

1

36066

7.036066

Rewis

Simmonsville Road- Bluffton

Widening

2009

1

1

1

37213

7.037213

Rewis

Burnt Church Road - Bluffton

Widening

2009

1

1
1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

32502

08.1658

Boylston

US 17 Al (Phase Ill) S-9 to Moncks Corner

Widening

2009

37178

07 .037178A

Rewis

US-278- Widen to 6 La nes in Bluffton

Widening

2011

38779

8.038779

Rewis

S-62 College Park Rd . Ext.

Widening

Sep-12

30285

8.801

Boylston

S-732- Railroad Ave Extension

Widening

May-13

41402

25.041402

Boylston

Hampton SC 68 Widening

Widening

Aug-13

39389

8.039389

Rewis

Henry Brown Blvd . Ext. Phase 1

Widening

Sep-13

39390

8.03939

Rewis

S-33 Clements Ferry Rd . Phase 1

Widening

Sep-13

1

1

1

1

41336

8.041336

Rewis

Henry Brown Blvd. Ext. Phase 2 (new location)

New Location

Mar-14

1

1

1

1

39168

27.039168

Rewis

Widen US17 from GA State line to SC315

Widening

Apr-14

Rewis

S-33 Clements Ferry Rd . Phase 2

Widening

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

37286

10.037286A

Boylston

S-19S8 Bridge Over Tidal Creek

Bridge

2009

1

1

37217

15.0372 17A

Rewis

S-66 Bridge Over Calfpen Swamp

Bridge

2009

1

1

37215

27.037215A

Rewis

37219

27.037219A.1 Rewis

S-19 Bridge Over Knowles Island Creek

Bridge

2009

1

1

S-247 Bridge Over Jessie Creek

Bridge

2009

1

1

2009

1

1

1

2009

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

37218

15.037218A

Rewis

S-129 Bridge Over Wolf Creek

Bridge

37285

08.037285A

Boylston

S -22 Bridge Over Californ ia Branch

Bridge

37284

10.037284A

Boylston

S-98 Bridge Over Wando River

Bridge

2010

37130

10.037130A

Boylston

SC 171 Bridge Over Sol Legare Creek (Folly Creek)

Bridge

Mar-12

1

1

37131

10.037131A

Boylston

SC 171 Bridge Over Folly River

Bridge

Mar-12

1

1

1

1

1

1

Boylston

SC 41 Bridge over Wando River

Bridge

May-12

1

1

1

1

1

Boylston

SC 7 Bridge over Meeting Street and CSXT RR

Bridge

Dec-12

1

1

1

1

Boylston

US 78 Bridge over Meeting Stand CSXT RR

Bridge

Dec-12

1

1

1

1

Rewis

US 21 Bridge Over Albergoni Creek

Bridge

Dec-12

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

37977

7.037977

1

1

1

38226

10.038226

Boylston

S-379 Bridge over Noisene Creek

Bridge

Mar-13

33673

10.210 8.1

Rewis

SC 174 Bridge over Store Creek

Bridge

May-13

38057

10.038057.1

Rewis

SC 174 Bridge over Sa nd Creek

Bridge

May-13

1

1

1

1

38120

10.03812

Rewis

SC 174 Bridge over Russell Creek

Bridge

May-13

1

1

1

1

39614

10.039614

Kinard

S32 Bridge over Noisette Creek

Bridge

Dec-13

1

1

40476

27.040476

Rewis

SC 462 Bridge Over Bees Creek

Bridge

Dec-13

1

1

1

40476

27.040476

Rewis

SC 462 Bridge Over Euhaw Creek

Bridge

Dec-13

1

1

1

39603

27.039603

Rewis

US17 Bridge over SCL RR

Bridge

Dec-14

1

1

1

1

39102

7.39102

Rewis

S-79 Bridge over Jarvis Creek

Bridge

Dec-1 4

1

1

39672

10.039672

Kinard

S-20 Bridge over Tidal Stream (Hoopstlck)

Bridge

Dec-14

1

1

40477

18.40477

Boylston

Bridge

Oec-14

1

1

40353

10.040353

Boylston

S-91 Bridge over Tidal Stream

Bridge

Dec-14

1

1

Kinard

5-86 (Bainbridge Ave.) Bridge over RR

Bridge

on-hold

1

1

36631

10.38778

Rewis

Do rchester S-13/58 Butternut@ Central Ave

Intersection

2010

1

1

1

38778

10.38778

Rewis

US 17A@ SC 41/ SC 45

Intersectio n

2010

1

1

1

US 78 Bridge over Four Hole Swamp

1

41192

7.041192

Rewis

U521/5C280

Intersection

Aug-13

Rewis

US 278 @ Wi ndm ill Harbor

Intersection

TBD

1

1

Rewis

US 21 @G rays Hill

Intersection

Jan-14

1

Rewis

SC 802@ 5-112/5-72

Intersection

Jan-14

1

Rewis

US 21 @Shanklin Drive

Intersection

Jan-14

1

Rewis

5C 64@ 5-24

Intersection

Jan-14

1

38438

10.038438

Boylston

Horizon Village at Noisette Enhancement Project

Streetscape/En ha ncement

2010

1

1

1

38165

27.038165

Rewis

US-278 Sidewa lks in t he Town of Ridgeland

Streetscape/Enha ncement

2010

1

1

1

39902

10.039902

Boylston

Su llivans Island Station Markers

Streetscape/En hancement

2011

1

1

1-26@ U517A Berkeley (AAI)

Streetscape/Enhancement

2011

1

1

2011
1

1

40007

8.040007

Kinard

39965

8.039965

Boylston

Plantation North Hiker/Biker Trail Ph I

Streetscape/E nhancement

Boylston

Goose Creek Hiker Biker Trail Phase II and Ill

Streetscape/Enhancement

Rewis

SC 46(May River/Bruin Rd) St reetscape

St reetsca pe/Enhancement

2011

38971

7.038971

1

1
1

1

1

39868

10.039868

Boylston

US 78/US 52 Bicycle Pedestrian Trai l

Streetscape/Enhancement

Apr-12

1

1

1

38188

18.038188

Boylston

Patriot Poi nt Blvd. Bikeway

Streetscape/Enhanceme nt

Apr-12

1

1

1

40175

8.040175

Rewis

Town of Jamestown Sidewa lks

Streetscape/Enhancement

Apr-12

1

1

1

40031

10.040031

Boylston

Colem an Blvd. Streetscape

Streetscape/Enhancem ent

Jul-12

40764

10.040764

Boylston

Town of Hollywood Sidewalk

Streetscape/Enhancem ent

Jul-12

Kinard

SC 174 Scenic Byways Project

Streetscape/Enhanceme nt

M ay-12

1

1

1

1

1

41194

18.041194

Kinard

Town of St. George Enhancem ent (I-95@ US78)

Streetscape/Enhancement

5ep-12

1

1

41194

18.041194

Kinard

Town of St. George Enhancem ent {US1S LIG HTING)

Streetscape/Enha ncement

Sep-12

1

1

40394

10.040394

Boylston

Avondale Point US17 Raised Medians

Streetscape/Enhancement

5ep-12

1

1

41196

18.041196

Kinard

Town of Ridgeville Sidewa lks

Streetsca pe/En ha ncement

Oct-12

1

1

41197

25.041197

Rewis

Town of Hampton lee Ave. Streetscape

Street scape/Enha ncement

Dec-12

40345

18.040345

Boylston

Eagle Chandler Bridge Tra il Phase 2 (M ulti-use Path)

Streetscape/Enhancement

Mar-13

36362

18.036362A

Boylst on

Eagle Chandler Bridge Trail Phase 1 {Pedestria n Bridge)

Streetsca pe/Enhancement

Mar-13

1

1

1

40441

18.040441

Boylston

Sawmill Branch Phase 5

Streetscape/Enhancement

May-13

1

1

1

39904

18.039904

Boylston

Old Fort Drive Sidewalk Phase 4

Streetsca pe/Enhancement

1

1

39057

10.039057

Boylston

126@ Aviatio n Blvd. Enha ncement (AAI)

Streetscape/Enhancement

Oct-12

1

1

38868

10.038868

Boylston

1-26 @ Remount Rd. Enhancement (AAI)

Streetsca pe/En hance ment

Oct-12

1

1

1

Boylston

Saw mill Branch Neighborhood Co nnector

Streetsca pe/En hancement

TBD

1

1

Boylsto n

Town of Moncks Corner Sidewalk

Streetscape/En hanceme nt

May-13

Boylston

Gahaga n Plantation Trai l Connections

Streetscape/En hancement

TBD

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

Boylsto n

Sa wmill Branch HikeBike Tra il Connections

Streetscape/Enhancement

TBD

38869

10.038869

Boylston

1-526 @ International Rd. Enhancement Project

Streetscape/Enha ncement

Oct-13

40971

7.040971

Rewis

City of Bea ufo rt Bladen St. Streetscape

Streetscape/En hancement

Boylston

Rivers Ave (US 52) Sidewalk Enhancement

Streetsca pe/En h ancement

Boylston

Tow n of Moncks Corner MUP/Ped Pathway

Streetscape/Enhancement

Rewis

1-95 loop St reetscape

St reetscape/Enh ancement

Boylston

US 17 Wideni ng and HNB Interchange

Widening

1

1

1

1

Boylston

Dorchester Rd (SC 642) Widening

Widening

1

1

1

1

1

Boylston

Bees Ferry Road Widen ing

Wi deni ng

1

1

1

1

1

Boylst on

Bow man Road Widening

Widening

1

1

1

1

1

Kinard

Sheep Island Interchange & 1-26 Widen ing

Interstate Upgra de

Boylsto n

Sept im a Cla rk Ph II

Widening

Boylston

Bacons Bridge Rd (SC 16S)

Widening

Rewis

Bluffton Parkway SA Ph II

Widening

Rewis

US 21 Boundary Streetscape

Streetsca pe/Enhancem ent

Boylston

us 17 ACE basi n (Segment 2) DB

Design-Build

Boylston

SC 150 Bridge Replacmeent over 1-85

Design-Build

Sep-11

1

Federal Aid Bridge Replacement Project - Package A {Dist.

Design-Build

Sep-11

1

Boylston

4/51

1
1

1

Ja n-14

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1
1
1

1

1

1

Kinard

Federa l Aid Bridge Replacement Project· Package C (Dist.
2/4)
Federa l Aid Bridge Replacement Project· Package D (Dist.

Design-Build

1

Dec-11

1

Design-Build

Feb-12

Boylston

SC 41 Bridge Replacement

Design-Build

May-12

Kinard

Federal Aid Bridge Replacement Project· Package B (Dist.
4)

Design-Build

Aug-12

Boylston

1·26 Widening/Rehab.

Design-Build

Oct-12

Boylston

1-95/US 301 Interchange

Design-Build

Feb-13

1

Boylston

1-85 I 1·385 Interchange

Design-Build

Apr-13

1

Kinard

Port Access Road

Design-Build

TBD

Boylston

US 701 BR over Great Pee Dee River

Design-Build

TBD

Kinard

Bridge Asset Maintenance Contract

Design-Build

TBD

1

Boylston

Interstate Asset Maintenance Contract for 1-85

Design-Build

TBD

1

Kinard

hl.

The number 1 under the fiscal year column indicates that a Program Manager was actively managing the project during that year.

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

E-2A - RPG 2 PM LOS CHART
Program Management level of Service
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Fiscal Year

-
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-

Level of Service C
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Number of Program Managers Needed
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E-28- RPG 2 PM LOS CHART DATA
FY

Number of

Level of

Level of

Level of

Current

Projects

Service A

Service C

Service F

Staffing Level

8

2007

40

9

5

2

8

2008

59

12

7

2

8

2009

76

14

9

3

8

2010

90

17

10

3

8

2011

89

16

10

3

8

2012

83

13

8

3

8

E-2C- RPG 2 PM LOS STAFFING NEEDS
2007

Level of
Service

2009

2008

2012

2011

2010

Manhours

PM'sReq'd

Manhours

PM'sReq'd

Manhours

PM'sReq'd

Man hours

PM'sReq'd

Manhours

PM'sReq'd

Manhours

PM'sReq'd

A

12,917

9

17,403

12

20,493

14

24,211

17

23,006

16

19,049

13

B

10,334

7

13,922

10

16,394

12

19,369

14

18,405

13

15,239

11

c

7,750

5

10,442

7

12,296

9

14,527

10

13,803

10

11,430

8

D

5,167

4

6,961

5

8,197

6

9,684

7

9,202

6

7,620

5

F

2,583

2

3,481

2

4,099

3

4,842

3

4,601

3

3,810

3

E-2D- RPG 2 PM PROJECT TYPE/TOTAL WORKLOAD AND LOS MANHOUR MULTIPLIERS
2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

Bridge

9

18

23

28

25

15

302.8

242 .24

181.68

121.12

60.56

Interstate Upgrade

0

0

0

0

0

0

371.3

297.04

222.78

148.52

74.26

Interstate Reh ab

2

3

3

2

1

1

62.3

49.84

37.38

24.92

12.46

Interstate Interchange

1

1

1

1

1

1

371.3

297.04

222.78

148.52

74.26

Interstate Operations

0

0

0

0

0

0

101.6

81.28

60.96

40.64

20.32

Interstate Safety

0

0

0

0

0

0

101.6

81.28

60.96

40.64

20.32

Widening

14

19

23

27

25

22

371.3

297.04

222 .78

148.52

74.26

New Location

6

5

4

5

5

4

627.3

501.84

376.38

250.92

125.46

Intersection

6

10

14

9

14

22

101.6

81.28

60.96

40.64

20.32

Streetscape/Enhancement

2

3

8

17

17

17

62.3

49 .84

37.38

24.92

12.46

Design-Build

0

0

0

1

1

1

101.6

81.28

60.96

40.64

20.32

CMAQ

0

0

0

0

0

0

101.6

81.28

60.96

40.64

20.32

101.6

81.28

60.96

40.64

20.32

101.6

81.28

60.96

40.64

20.32

PROJECT TYPE/ FISCAL YEAR

C-Project
RR Hazard Elimination

0

0

0

0

0

0

40

59

76

90

89

83

LOSA

LOS B

LOSC

LOSD

LOS F

E-2E - RPG 2 PM ACTIVE PROJECTS LIST
PIN

File

Description

PM

FY 2007

Work Type

l-9S Rehab (Clarendon)

Interstate Rehab

Aug-08

Amado

I-9S Rehab (Clarendon)

Interstate Rehab

Jun-09

Amado

1-20 WB

R~ab

Interstate Rehab

Sep-10

37231

14.037231

Amado

38645

14.038645

39536

1631.039S36

39535

28.039535

Amado

1-20 Rehab {MM 9S.8 • 10S.8)

Interstate Rehab

Feb-13

34778

43.176B

Amado

SC 120 Alice Drive Phase I & II

Widening

Aug-Q9

40010

26.040010A

Amado

17 BP NBturn lane

Widening

Oct-10

29713

43 .0291713A

Amado

SC 120 Alice Drive Phase Ill

Widening

May-12

40309

28.040309

Amado

S-45 Camden Truck (Segment 1)

Widening

Nov-12

40309

28.040309

Amado

S-4S Camden Truck (Segment 2)

Widening

Nov-12

40309

28.040309

Amado

S-45 Camden Truck (Segment 3)

Widening

Nov-12

30S97

21.182B.1

Amado

US 378 Bridge over Great Pee Dee

Bridge

Oct-08

31507

2634.102B.1

Amado

US 378 Bridge over Uttle Pee Dee

Bridge

Apr-09

31498

2634.1028.1+

Amado

US 378 I 5-24 Bridge over Unle Pee/ Swamp

Bridge

Apr-Q9

37232

16.037232A.1

Amado

S-42 Bridge over Swift Creek

Bridge

Jul-10

3723S

28.03723SA.1

Amado

5-129 Bridge over Horse Head Branch

Bridge

Sep-10

30696

26.178B I et al

Amado

SC 917 Bridge over Sandy Bluff Hwy

Bridge

Oct-10

37234

26.037234A.1

Amado

5-110 Pitch Lnding Bridge over Bear Swamp

Bridge

Nov-10
Apr-11

(MM 117.4 - 133.8)

37238

26.037238A.1

Amado

S-926 Bridge over Tributary to ICWW

Bridge

31936

13.131B / .1

Amado

5-58 Rayfield Rd Bridge over Thompson Creek

Bridge

Jul-11

39221

21.039221 I .1

Amado

S-24 Papermlll Rd Bridge over Jefferies Creek

Bridge

Sep-11

38241

43 .038241 I .1

Amado

US 76 Bridge over Scape Ore Creek

Bridge

Feb-12

35221

43.178B I .1

Amado

US 1S Slafayene Bridge over CSX RR

Bridge

May-12

34447

43 .173B I .1

Amado

US 76 Bridge Over US S21

Bridge

Aug-12

39106

1316.039106

Amado

S-327 Bridge over Cedar Creek and Swamp

Bridge

Oct-12

3772S

26.037725A.1-S

Amado

S-31 Bridge over Waccamaw River & Swamp

Bridge

Mar-13

39569

43.039569 .1

Amado

S-101 Bridge over Turkey Creek

Bridge

Mar-15

3204S

13.1328 /. 1 .2

Amado

S-20 Bridge over Bear Creek

Bridge

Apr- 13

39508

28.039508 .1 2

Amado

S-20 Brktge over little lyches River & Overflow

Bridge

Oct-14
Oct-14

39107

17.039107

Amado

US 301 Bridge over UtUe Pee Dee

Bridge

37236

Canceled project

Amado

Bridge over 25 mi Crk

Bridge

30684

22.124B/26.177Bl/2226.100B2

Amado

US 701 N Fraser Great Pee Dee

Bridge

33908

1329.102B - delayed project

Amado

S-67 Bridge over Lynches River

Bridge

Sep-12

29249

14.1378

Amado

us 301/s-63

Intersection

40S26

22.040526A

Amado

US 17 (Rt Turn Lane Georgieville Street)

Intersection

Jun-11

40446

28.040446

Amado

US 1 {Lugoff Turn Lanes)

Intersection

Feb-13

41473

T80

Amado

Project 2A Broad St/ Carter Rd

Intersection

TBD

TBO

TBO

Amado

Project 2B Broad 5t/ Gion St

Intersection

TBD

41478

TBO

Amado

Project 2C Broad 5t/ Patriot Parkway

lnterst!ction

TBD

TBD

TBD

Amado

Project 20

Intersection

TBD

TBD

TBD

Amado

Project 3 Lafayette St/ Manning

Intersection

TBD

3S718

13.035718A

Amado

5-1100 Tadlock

Streetscape/ Enhancement

Sep-11

39897

21.039897A

Amado

S-182Wilcox5t

Streetscape/Enhancement

Mou-12

40314

14.040314

Amado

US 301Ciarence Coker Entrance

Streetscape/Enhancement

Sep-11

Amado

US 521 Road Diet

5treetscape/ Enhancement

TBD

Amado

Manning Avenue

5treetscape/Enhancement

40309
40012

43.040012

Lafayett~

5t/ Guinyard

Feb-00

TBD

Amado

Wateree Blvd Streetscape

5treetscape/Enhancement

TBO

Amado

S. HarvinSidewalk

5treetscape/ Enhancement

TBD

TBD

Amado

Manning Avenue Streetscape

Streetscape/Enhancement

TBD

1326.40460.

Amado

Federal Aid Bridge Replacement (Padage A)

~ign -Build

TBD

Amado

Project 4 Lafayette St/ Graham

Intersection

33261

31.128B /.1

Amado

5C-341 Bishpvile BP

New Location

36358

47 .036358A1-8

Gossett

1-73 Southem Section

Gossett

I· 73 Interim Const Project 95 to 501

40460
TBD

R/W Plans

TBD

Aug-11

TBD
Jui-1S

New location

TBD

New Location

TBD

3717S

1721.037175A

Gossen

1-95 Rehab {Florrence/ Dillon)

lnterstat~

29287

35.1218, 8.1

Gossen

SC9/38

Widening

Gossett

5-S77 Pine Needles

Widening

Jul-08

17.040027 .1

Gossett

5-63 I us 301 / 501

Widening

Aug-11

36946
40027

Rehab

Jul-<lB
May-08

FY 2008

FY 2009

fY 1010

fY 1011

FY lOll

37239

21.037239A / .1

Gossett

US 76 W Palmetto

Wtdening

37241

21.037241A

Gossett

S-26 TV Rd

Widening

37269

21.037269A

Gossett

US378Sec1&11

Widening

Dec-12

37272

21.037272A

Gossett

U5378SecV

Widening

Aug-13

37271

21.037271A

Gossett

US 378 Sec Ill & IV

Widening

38191

21 .038191A/l

Gossett

SC 51 (Section 1)

Widening

38191

21.038191B

Gossett

SC 51 (Section 2)

Widening

Oec-13

38191

21.038191C

Gossen

SC 51 (Section 3)

Widening

Jan-14

38191

21.0381910

Gossett

SC 51 (Section 4)

Widening

Jan-14

34956

21.215B

Gossen

5-29

Widening

29220

16.133B

Gossen

US 52

Widening

Oec-13

38107

16.038107.1

Gossen

US 52/401 Bridge Only Portion

Bridge

May-12
Jul-12

36946

21.216B

Gossett

S-577 Pine Needles Bridge over 5-112

Bridge

37269

21.037269A1

Gossett

US 378 Sec I & II Bridge over lynches River Swamp

Bridge

37269

21.037269A2

Ge>s5ett

US 378 Sec I & II Bridge over High Hill Creek

Bridge

37271

21.037271A

Gossett

US 378 Sec Ill & IV Bridge over Big Swamp

Bridge

37272

21.037272A

Gossett

US 378 Sec V Bridge over Deep Creek

Bridge

Aug-13

29220

16.133B

Gossett

US 52 Bridge over Black Creek

Bridge

Oec-13

38191

21.038191A/1

Gossett

SC 51 Bridge over Willow Creek

38191

21.0381910

Gossett

SC 51 Bridge over Culvert at Swamp

Bridge

Jan-14

38160

34.03816

Gossett

US 76 (City of Mullins Welcome Sign)

Streetscape/Enhancement

Feb-12

38161

13.038161

Gossett

US 1 Cheraw

Streetscape/Enhancement

Mar-12

39984

13.039984

Gossett

SC 9 Streetscape Ph1

Streetscape/Enhancement

Mar-12

38164

17.038164

Gossett

SC917

Streetscape/ Enhancement

37630

Dec-12

Jan-14

21 .037630A

Gossett

Red Doe Plantation Francis Marion Road

Streetscape/ Enhancement

T110

Rtquested

Requested

Gossett

No Name Creek Trail- Florence Co

Streetscape/Enhancement

TliO

Gossett

Hartsville Utility Relocations- Darlington Co

Streetscape/ Enhancement

37463

34.037463

Gossett

US 501 City of Marion Downtown Rev. 1

Streetscape/Enhancement

Dec-12

36223

13.036223

Gossett

Courthouse Connector North

Streetscape/ Enhancement

Feb-12

3997S

21.03997S

Gossett

5-36 Morris Street w/ Coker Dr.

Streetscape/ Enhancement

Sep-12

Gossett

Clio Streetscape- Marlboro Co

Streetscape/Enhancement
Streetscape/ Enhancement

36221
33139

Gossett

Goldbug Street Enhancement -Marion Co

3S.036221A

Gossett

SC 9 (Main Street/Society Street/Red Bl)

21 .204B

Gossett

1-95/ SC 327

Interstate Interchange

TBO

Gossett

US 301 BP (FCFP)

New location

T110

35743

26.035743A

Quattlebaum

Southern Evacuation (SEll) Project

New location

TBO

Quattlebaum

Carolina Bays Pkwy Northern Extension

New Location

32778

22.135B

Quattlebaum

5-42

Widening

Oec-09
Jan-10

TBO

Jun-11

TBO

36063

26.036063A

Quattlebaum

US 17

Widening

36062

26.036062A

Quattlebaum

5-84 Third Ave

Widening

36777

22.036777A

Quattlebaum

SC 707 Ph Ill

Widening

Jun-13

36778

26.036778A

Quattlebaum

SC 707 Ph II

Widening

Jun-13

36779

26.036779A

Quattlebaum

SC 707 Ph I

Widening

36781

26.036781A

Quattlebaum

S-1240 Glens Bay (US 17 BP US 17 Bus)

Widening

39305

26.039305

Quattlebaum

5·1240 (US 17 BS MP 3.59 - 3.99)

Intersection

Oct-12

40271

26.040271

Quattlebaum

US 501

Widening

Feb-13

36837

26.036837A

Quattlebaum

Carolina Forest Intersection

Intersection

Apr-()8

37006

26.037006A

Quattlebaum

S-165 / US 501

Intersection

May-09

37136

26.037136A

Quattlebaum

US 17 I Mineola

Intersection

Jul-09

37138

22.037138A

Quattlebaum

US 17 I S-362

Intersection

Sep-09

37137

22.037137A

Quattlebaum

5-36/US 701

Intersection

Oct-09

39219

22.039219

Quattlebaum

US 17 5-102 (Venture Drive)

Intersection

Sep-10

38507

26.038507

Quattlebaum

US 17 {Indigo Club Or/Garden City)

Intersection

Jun-12

38187

22.038187

Quattlebaum

S-302 Utchfield

Intersection

Aug-11

40499

26.040499

Quattlebaum

US 701 Main 5-107

Intersection

Apr-12

41161

26.041161

Quattlebaum

US 17 (17th North & Melody ~ne)

Strt!@tscape/Enhancement

Jul-12

40634

26.040634

Quattlebaum

S-559 (Kings Rd. Hwy/Walmart Entrance)

Streetscape/Enhancement

Dec-12

41430

22.04143

Quattlebaum

US 17 FraserSt

Intersection

Dec-12

Oct-12

41431

22 .041431

Quattlebaum

US 17 Church / Exch

lntersKtlon

Dec-12

41438

26.041438

Quattlebaum

SC9SC90

Intersection

Feb-13

36836

26.036836A

Quattlebaum

US 17 BP (Inlet Square/Tournament)

lntersecUon

Feb-12

41439

22 .041439

Quattlebaum

US 17 Willbrook

Intersection

May-13

1
1

1
1
1

1

1

1

41429

26.041429

Quattlebaum

US 501 Church Wright

Intersection

Jun-13

40663

22.040663

Quattlebaum

US 17 (Waverly& MI.K)

Corridor Improvement

Jul-13

40498

26.040498

Quattlebaum

S-1121 (Singleton Ridge Road)

Intersection

Aug·l3

41427

26.041427

Quattlebaum

S-992 Burcale

Intersection

Dec-13

1

41428

26.041428

Quattlebaum

SC 90 St Joseph

Intersection

Dec-13

1

41433

22.041433

Quattlebaum

US 701 Fraser Wedg

Intersection

Dec-13

1

Dec-13

1
1

1

41512

26.041512

Quattlebaum

S· llO Pitch Lnd ing

Intersection

37328

4S.037328A

Quattlebaum

5-385 Broomstraw Rd

Enhancement

39332

26.039332

Quattlebaum

5-556 (Broadway Street)

Intersection

38402

26.038402

Quattlebaum

US 17 48th Ave S

Intersection

Dec-14

1

38865

26.038865

Quattlebaum

S-473 Hollywood DriveN Swk

Streetscape/ Enhancement

Sep-09

1

TBD

1

1

1
1

39227

22.039227

Quattlebaum

S.255 Kings River Road & 5-911

Intersection

May-10

1

39414

22.039414

Quattlebaum

US 17 Enhc

Streetscape/Enhancement

May-10

1

390S1

26.039051

Quattlebaum

5-51/US 17/5-155

Streetscape/ Enhancement

Oct-12

1

1

38528

26.038528

Quattlebaum

S-24 8th Av Elm

Streetscape/Enhancement

Sep-12

1

1

39381

45.039381

Quattlebaum

US 521 Society

Streetscape/Enhancement

May-12

41150

45.01115

Quattlebaum

SC4151 (Main Broad Society RR)

Streetscape/Enhancement

Aug-12

39388

22.039388

Quattlebaum

5-255 {Kings River Rd/ AIISaints Ch/Waverly Rd)

5treetscape/ Enhancement

Oct-12

39404

22.039404

Quattlebaum

S.255 (Kings River Rd/Witlbrook/AII Saints Ch Parting)

5treetscape/ Enhancement

Oct-12

41403

26.041403

Quattlebaum

S 106 long Ave (Multi Use Path)

Streetscape/ Enhancement

Aug-13

36359

26.036359

Quattlebaum

Seaboard & Oak Forest Lane lnt Imp (City of MB)

Intersection

1

1

Intersection

1

1

1
1

1

1

1

1

1

26.03636

Quattlebaum

39596

26.039596

Quattlebaum

Kings Hwy Corridor Improvement (City of MB)

Corridor Improvement

37228

26.037228A

Quattlebaum

US 17 & 6th Ave. 5

Intersection

36774

26.036774A

Quattlebaum

US17

Intersection

Feb-11

1

1

1

1

36776

26.036776A

Quattlebaum

US 501 OP US 501 (Aynor Overpass)

New location

Sep-10

1

1

1

1

34125

22.1418

Quattlebaum

SC 41 (Andrews Bypass Phase 2)

New location

none

1

36775

26.036775A

Quattlebaum

SC31 CBP

New location

Sep--12

1

1

1

1

1

369S3

21 .036953A

SC41

Widening

Oct-10

1

1

1

1

1

37589

34 .037589A

US 76 (SC 576 and S..l5)

Intersection

Oct-12

38866

34.038866

N Main St I US 501 BS/ 5 241/ S-38

Intersection

Dec-12

41306

31 .041306

us 15 s 62 S..ll

Intersection

Oct· 12

37568

21.037568A

SC 51 (Pamplico Hwy@ S-551)

Intersection

US 52 (US 301 South @Cedar Street)

Intersection

21.039775
43.039898 (Encroachment
ARreement

Shaw AFB Entrance

Intersection

none

38841

21.038841

5-218 Henry St

Streetscape/ Enhancement

Apr-12

35714

13.035714A

S-1097 Sally Blackwell

Streetscape/Enhancement

May-12

35719

13.035719A

5-1101 Arkorful Road

5treetscape/ Enhancement

May-12

36529

21 .036529A

537Main5t

5treetscape/ Enhancement

Sep-12

40437

16.040437

SC 151 (Hartsville Enhancement)

Streetscape/ Enhancement

Feb-12

39052

35.039052

5C 9 Main (Town of dio)

Streetscape/ Enhancement

Jun-12

1
1

36360

39775

1

1

38th Ave. & Oleander lnt Improvement (City of MB)

39898

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1
1

I I

I

I

The number 1 under the fiSCal year column ind icates that a Program Manager was actively m anaging the project during that year.

I I

I

I

I

I

I

I

E-3A - RPG 3 PM LOS CHART
Program Management Level of Service
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0
2007

2008

2009

2011

2010

2012

Fiscal Yea r

-

Number of Projects

-

-

Current Staffing level

-

Level of Service A

-

Level of Service C

-

Number of Program Managers Needed

Level of Service F

0

E-38- RPG 3 PM LOS CHART DATA
FY

Number of
Projects

Level of
Service A

Level of
Service C

Level of
Service F

Current
Staffing Level

2007

44

9

6

2

8

2008

48

9

5

2

8

2009

72

12

7

2

8

2010

109

17

10

3

8

2011

175

24

14

5

8

2012

189

26

16

5

8

E-3C- RPG 3 PM LOS STAFFING NEEDS
2007

Level of
Service

2008

2009

2011

2010

2012

Manhours

PM'sReq'd

Man hours

PM'sReq'd

Manhours

PMsReq'd

Manhours

PMsReq'd

Manhours

PM'sReq'd

Man hours

PM'sReq'd

A

13,106

9

12,890

9

17,639

12

24,150

17

33,544

24

36,884

26

B

10A85

7

10,312

7

14,111

10

19,320

14

26,835

19

29,508

21

c

7,864

6

7J34

5

10,583

7

14A90

10

20,126

14

22,131

16

D

5,243

4

5,156

4

7,055

5

9,660

7

13A18

9

13A18

9

F

2,621

2

2,578

2

3,528

2

4,830

3

6,709

5

7,377

5

E-3D- RPG 3 PM PROJECT TYPE/TOTAL WORKLOAD AND LOS MAN HOUR MULTIPLIERS
2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

Bridge

12

16

21

33

52

53

302.8

242 .24

181.68

121.12

60.56

Interstate Upgrade

0

0

2

3

3

2

371.3

297.04

222 .78

148.52

74.26

Interstate Rehab

2

4

10

5

7

7

62.3

49 .84

37.38

24 .92

12.46

Interstate Interchange

3

1

1

1

0

1

371.3

297 .04

222 .78

148.52

74.26

Interstate Operations

0

0

0

0

0

0

101.6

81.28

60.96

40.64

20 .32

Interstate Safety

0

0

0

1

1

1

101.6

81.28

60.96

40.64

20.32

Widening

13

10

14

16

16

21

371.3

297.04

222.78

148.52

74.26

New Location

4

4

4

4

4

5

627.3

501.84

376.38

250.92

125.46

Intersection

6

7

8

8

8

25

101.6

81.28

60.96

40 .64

20 .32

Streetscape/Enhancement

3

3

5

22

42

46

62.3

49 .84

37.38

24 .92

12.46

Design-Build

0

0

0

0

0

0

101.6

81.28

60.96

40 .64

20.32

CMAQ

0

2

5

9

14

13

101.6

81.28

60.96

40.64

20.32

C-Project

0

0

1

7

27

14

101.6

81.28

60.96

40 .64

20 .32

RR Hazard Elimination

1

1

1

0

1

1

101.6

81.28

60.96

40 .64

20 .32

44

48

72

109

175

189

PROJECT TYPE/FISCAL YEAR

Total

LOSA

---- --

LOS B

LOS D

LOSC

LOS F

E- 3E - RPG 3 PM ACTIVE PROJECTS LIST
File

PM

37730

40.037730A01

Gibson

39652

32.039652

Gibson

US 378 Bridge over Horse & Hollow Creek

Bridge

38231

40.038231

Gibson

Greene Street

Bridge

PIN

Oescript k»n
US 76 EBL over Mill Creek

Work Type

Bridge

lettlnJ

Feb-14

40440

40.04044

Gibson

US 1 Bridge over SCL RR

Bridge

Nov-13

33592

36.1578.1

Gibson

5-90 Bridge over CSX & Southern Railroads

Bridge

Nov-13

39042

20.039042

Gibson

SC 34 Bridge over little River

Bridge

Nov-13

33482

40.2498.1

Gibson

US 176 Bridge over Broad River

Bridge

Oec-09

37633

32.037633A.l

Gibson

5-28 Bridge over Fourteen Mile Creek

Bridge

Feb-13

37632

40.037632A.l

Gibson

5-434 Bridge over Eight Mile Creek

Bridge

Jan-12

38091

20.038091.1

Gibson

5-12 Bridge over Rocky Creek

Bridge

38122

36.038122.1

Gibson

5-642 over North Branch of Scotts Creek

Bridge

37631

36.037631A.1

Gibson

5-55 Bridge over Hellers Creek

Bridge

Sep-13

30616

9.123B

Gi bson

US 601 Bridges over Congaree River & Swamp

Bridge

37606

32.037606A.1

Gibson

5-413 over Rocky Creek

Bridge

May-10

Sep-09

37581

20.037581A.1

Gibson

5-323 over Cedar Creek

Bridge

Nov-09

25161

32.116B.1

Gibson

5-671 Piney Grove Bridge over Kinley Crk

Bridge

Nov-07

30627

32.220B.1

Gibson

5-51 Amicks Ferry Bridge over Bear Crk

Bridge

Nov-07
Nov-07

27543

40.173B.1

Gibson

5-1683 Shady lane Bridge over Wildcat Crk

Bridge

36724

40.036724A01

Gibson

SC 555 Bridge over CSX RR

Bridge

32634

36.148B.1

Gibson

SC 34 Bridge over NSRR (Newberry)

Bridge

32629

24.143B.1

Gibson

SC 34 Bridge over Wilson Creek (Greenwood)

Bridge

36952

20.036952A

Gibson

SC 34 Connector & US 211ntersection

Intersection

41501

Gibson

Broad River@ Piney Grove (Richland)

Intersection

41502

Gibson

leesburg@ Patricia Or (Richland)

Intersection

41504

Gibson

Harbison @ Park Terrace (leK)

Intersection

41507

Gibson

Old Orangeburg@ Will Wltlamson Court (lex)

Intersection

41494

Gibson

US 1@ Oak Drive (lex:)

Intersection

41503

Gibson

US 378@ Falrlane Dr (leK)

Intersection

36244

32.255B

Gibson

US 1 & 378 Intersection Improvements

Intersection

36614

40.036614A

Gibson

Hardscrabble Intersection Improvement

Intersection

Apr-08

36833

36.036833A

Gibson

SC 391/5-411ntersection

Intersection

Nov-09

39192

3240.039192

Gibson

1-26/ 20/ 126 Corridor Project

Interstate Upgrade

40479

3240.040479

Gibson

1-26 EB (89-101)

Interstate Rehab

38725

3240.038725

Gibson

1-20 WB (60- 70)

Interstate Rehab

Nov-09

38745

4032.03874S

Gibson

1-26 EB/WB (108 - 109.5)

Interstate Rehab

Oct-10

38744

40.038744

Gibson

1- 26 WB (96.5- 101)

Interstate Rehab

Oct-10

40.040648

Gibson

Koon Road Bridge Replacement (see 38744)

Interstate Rehab

40649

40.040649

Gibson

Shady Grove Bridge Replacement (see 38744)

Interstate Rehab

36525

40.036525A

Gibson

1-77 NB/SB Rehab (MM 6-13.5)

Interstate Rehab

37179

32.037179A

Gibson

1-20 WB Pavement Rehab (37-54)

Interstate Rehab

Nov-09

37174

3240.037174A

Gibson

1-20 EB Pavement Rehab (60-70)

Interstate Rehab

May-09

37182

40.037182A

Gibson

1-77 SB Pavement Rehab (13-18}

Interstate Rehab

Jun-09

38743

40.038743

Gibson

1-77 NB (13.75- 17.47)

Interstate Rehab

Nov-09

38831

32.038831

Gibson

1-26 EB/WB (110.5- 115.4)

Interstate Rehab

Oct-10

40686

32.040686

Gibson

Leaphart Road Bridge Replacement

Interstate Rehab

40685

32.040685

Gibson

Rainbow Road Bridge Replacement

Interstate Rehab

40683

32.040683

Gibson

Old Dunbar Road Bridge Jacking

Interstate Rehab

40478

3036.040478

Gibson

1-26 EB/WB (60-75}

Interstate Rehab

39976

20.039976

Gibson

1-77 NB/SB (MM 33 +/-to MM 34+/-)

Interst ate Rehab

Apr-11

36696

36.036696A

Gibson

1-26 Pavement Rehab (74-89)

Interstate Rehab

Nov-07

37679

40.037679

Gibson

1- 20/SC 215 Interchange- Ramp Extensions

Interstate Safety

35392

40.2608

Gibson

l-20wldenlng from I-nto Spears Crk. Ol. Road

Interstate Upgrade

12506

32.115A

Gibson

1-26/SC 302 Interchange

Interstate Interchange

30005

36.1398

Gibson

1-26/ SC 202 Interchange

Interstate Interchange

Nov-12

Jun-07

Mar-12

FY 2007

FY 2008

FY 2009

FY 2010

FY 2011

FY 2012

22408

32.220A

Gibson

1· 26/US !Interchange

Interstate Interchange

1

1

1

1

24110

32.247A

Gibson

John Hardee Expressway Phase II

New location

1

1

1

1

36225

40.036225A

Gibson

Shop Road Extension

New Location

1

15296

40.473A

Gibson

Assembly Street RR Crossing Elimination

RR Hazard Eli mination

1

1

1

41497

32.041497

Gibson

Three River Greenway (Saluda River Crossing)

Streetscape/ Enhancement

Gibson

N. Main Street Streetscape - Phase IAl

Streetscape/ Enhancement

1

1

1

Gibson

N. Main Street Streetscape - Phase IB

Streetscape/Enhancement

1

1

Gibson

N. Main Street Streetscape - Phase IA2

Streetscape/Enhancement

1

1

Gibson

N. Main Street Streetscape · Phases II, Ill, IV

Street.sc:ape/Enhancement

1

1

1

1

24149
36650

40.03665

1

40.03665

Gibson

N. Main Street Streetscape

Streetscape/ Enhancement

1

1

1

36170

40.03627

Gibson

s-10 North Harden Street Streetscape Ph 1

Streetscape/Enhancement

1

1

1

1

1

1

22875

32.144B

Gibson

SC 602 Extension

Widenlna

40.039333

Gibson

Hardscrabble Road Widenina

Widenlna

Gibson

S-48 Olapln Widening

Widenlna

26215

32.1458

Gibson

SC 6 Widening (Redbank)

Widening

35423

32.2738

Gibson

US 1 Widening • Batesburg leesville

Widening

39032

40.039032

Gibson

Leesburg Road Widening

Widening

1

1

36650

39333

1

Feb-10

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1
Jul-07

1

1

1

1

1
1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

36308

32.036308A

Gibson

Old Cherokee Road Widening

Widening

7197

32.946

Gibson

US 378 (5-24 to Saluda Co. Une)

Widening

16867

40.498A

Gibson

Oemson Rd Phase II (Winslow to 1-77)

Widening

May~

1

26231

32.1488

Gibson

SC 6 (US 378 to LMD)

Widening

Oct-04

1

1

1

1

26235

32.1478

Gibson

SC 60 (LMD to irmo)

Widening

Oct-04

1

1

1

1

1

40647

46.040647

Klauk

5-50 Road Widening (City of Rock Hill)

Widening

1

1

Klauk

Dave Lyle Boulevard Extension

New Location

1

1

1

Klauk

Springhill Farm Road CMAQ - Phase I

CMAQ

Jul-12

1

1

1

Klauk

Springhill Farm Road CMAQ · Phase II

CMAQ

Nov-13

1

1

Nov-13

39674

46.039674

Oct-08

1
1

1

1

1

1

Klauk

Springhill Farm Road CMAQ · Phase Ill

CMAQ

1

1

41406

46.041406

Klauk

Riverview f Riverchase Phases 1 and 2

CMAQ

1

1

41411

46.041411

Klauk

Dave Lyle Blvd/1-77 Exit Ramp/ Olamberside Dr

CMAQ

1

1

3B512

46.03B512

Klauk

Alternative Fuel Vehicles {FY 08) Oty of Rock Hill

CMAQ

Feb-11

1

1

1

1

1

38523

46.038523

Klauk

Oean Air Works Prosram

CMAQ

Mar-11

1

1

1

1

39565

46.039565

Klauk

Alternative Fuel Vehicles {FY 09) Oty ofTega Cay

CMAQ

Jul-10

1

1

1

39176

46.039176

Klauk

Mount Gallant Road@) SC 161

CMAQ

Jun-12

1

1

1

1

41084

46.041084

Klauk

Gardendale/Lake Ridge Trail Project

CMAQ

Sep-12

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

41333

46.041333

Klauk

East White Street @ US 21

CMAQ

May-13

31125

29.031125

Klauk

SC 160 Widening (Phase 2)

Widening

Aug-13

31125

29.031125A

Klauk

SC 160@ S-42 (Barberville Road)

Intersection

May-11

34019

12.141B 44.131B

Klauk

SC 9 Bridge over Broad River

Bridge

Jul-13

1

1

1

Klauk

SC 9 Bridge over Broad River Canal

Bridge

Jul-13

1

1

1

Ktauk

SC 9 Bridge over 5-46

Bridge

Jul-13

1

1

1

Klauk

SC 9 Bridge over 5-31

Bridge

Jul-13

1

1

1

46.145B

Klauk

US 21 Bridge over Catawba River

Bridge

Dec.()9

1

1

1

46.038511

Klauk

SC 72 Bridge over Fishing Creek

Bridge

1

1

Klauk

Design-Build Bridges • Package B

Design-Build

1

30648
38511

39094

1

1

1

1

1

39094

12.039094.1

Klauk

5-77 Bridge over Fishing Creek

Bridge

Jun-12

1

39094

12.039094.2

Klauk

5-141 Bridge over Rocky Creek

Bridge

Jun-12

1

1

39094

20.039094.3

Klauk

SC 200 Bridae over Wateree Creek

Bridge

Jun-12

1

1

39094

1229.039094.4

Klauk

SC 9 EBL Bridge over Catawba River

Bridge

Jun-12

1

1

39094

29.039094.5

Klauk

SC 200 Bridge over Cane Creek

Bridge

Jun-12

1

1

39094

46.039094.7

Klauk

5-22 Bridge over Steele Creek

Bridge

Jun-12

1

1

39094

46.039094.8

Klauk

5-64 Bridge over Allison Creek

Bridge

Jun-12

1

1

39094

46.039094.9

Klauk

5-347 Bridge over Stony Fork Creek

Bridge

Jun-12

1

1

39094

46.039094.10

Klauk

5-732 Bridge over Calabash Branch

Bridge

Jun-12

1

1

39094

11.039094.11

Klauk

I-B5 Twin Bridges over NSRR

Bridge

Jun-12

1

1

Klauk

Design-Build Bridges · Package C

Design-Build

Klauk

S..B16 Bridge over Wolf Creek

Bridge

1

1

39441
39441

46.039441.1

Nov-11

1

39441

44.039441.2

Klauk

SC 72 Bridge over cane Creek

Bridge

39441

44.039441.3

Klauk

5-134 Bridge over Buffalo Creek

Bridge

Nov-11

39441

44.039441 .4

Klauk

5-279 Bridge over Fair Forest Creek

Bridge

Nov-11

Nov-11

39441

44.039441.5

Klauk

5-602 Bridge over Pinckney Creek

Bridge

Nov-11

39441

30.039441.6

Klauk

SC 308 Bridge over Duncan Creek

Bridge

Nov-11

39441

29.039441.7

Klauk

5-64 Bridae over McAlpine Creek

Bridge

Nov-11

40558

46.040558.1

Klauk

5-81 Bridge over Tools Fork Cr

Bridge

Jul-13

40558

46.040558.2

Klauk

SC S Bridge over Tools Fork Cr

Bridge

Jul-13

40554

12.040554.1

Klauk

SC 72 Bridge over Sandy River

Bridge

Jul-05

39108

46.039108

Klauk

5-50 Bridge over Manchester Creek

Bridge

Jul-13

38039

29.038039

Klauk

5-29-16 Bear Creek Bridge Replacement

Bridge

Jun-13

38043

46.038043

Klauk

5-46-650 Wildcat Creek Bridge Replacement

Bridge

Sep-13

38040

29.03804

Klauk

5-29-185 Cane Creek Bridge Replacement

Bridge

Dec-13

38041

29.038041

Klauk

5-29-70 Hannahs Creek Bridge Replacement

Bridge

Dec-13

31918

46.169B

Klauk

5-46-103 Fishing Creek Bridge Replacement

Bridge

Jul-13

38510

12.03851

Klauk

SC 97 Rocky Creek Bridge Replacement

Bridge

May-13

38509

46.038509

Klauk

5-44-86 Big Browns Creek Bridge Replacement

Bridge

Apr-12

39110

46.03911

Klauk

5-46-101 Wildcat Creek Bridge Replacement

Bridge

Jui-13

39111

29.039111

Klauk

5-29-770 Hanging Rock Creek Bridge Replacement

BridHe

Oct-13

37243

2946.037243A

Klauk

SC 5 Bridges over Catawba River & S.L Railroad

Bridge

Sep-10

38670

46.038670

Klauk

SC 121 Albright Road

WideninH

Feb-12

33301

46.188B

Klauk

Fort Mill Southern Bypass

New location

33298

46.185B

Klauk

SC 324/ Gordon I Cameron Roundabout

Intersection

33302

46.189B

Klauk

SC97/Nimitz Road loop

Klauk

SC 160 & 5-98 Gold Hill Road Connector Project

31344

Jul-12

33311

46.198B

Klauk

Mount Gallant Road (Dave lyle Blvd. to Anderson Road)

Widening

Mar-12

33313

46.200B

Klauk

5-904 Ebinport Road (Cherry Road to India Hook Road)

Widening

Jan-13

Kiauk

York County PFP 3 iGA

Klauk

SC 160West

Klauk

SC 274/SC 279 Widening

Klauk

US 321/Barrett/West Gate Connector

Widening

Klauk

US 21 North Phase 1and SC 51 Widening

Klauk

SUtton Springs Road

Widening

Klauk

Celrlver I Red River Road (5-50) Widening

Klauk

1-77@ Gold Hill Road Interchange

Interstate Interchange

Klauk

US 21@ Anderson/Cowan Farm Road Intersection

Intersection

Klauk

SC 49 @ Congress/lincoln

Intersection

Klauk

US 321 @ Johnson/Railroad Ave

Intersection

Klauk

SC 49 @) Campbell Road

lntersectioo

Klauk

Sullivan Middle School Sidewalk Addition

Streetscape/Enhancement

Klauk

Winthrop Univ Pedestrian Improvements along US 21

Streetscape/Enhancement

Widening

Klauk

Griggs I Bate harvey@ SC S57lntersection

Intersection

Klauk

4th/5th @ Ross Cannon Street Intersection

Intersection

Klauk

White/West Main/Constitution/West Black Roundabout

Intersection

Klauk

Paraham Road Widening and Shoulder Improvements

Widening

Klauk

Fort Mill Southern Bypass/Spratt/Sutton Connector

New Location

Klauk

University Drive Bike Lanes and Sidewalk

Streetscape/Enhancement

Klauk

SC 557 Widening

Widening

Klauk

SC 160 East Widening

Widening

Klauk

Riverview Road Widening

Widening

Klauk

Mt Gallant Road Corridor Intersection Improvement

Intersection

Klauk

SC 72 Widening

Widening

37975

2.037975

Gantt

sc 302 (Sitverbluff Rd)/5-419 (Dousherty RD)

Intersection

34300

2.174B

Gantt

SC 125 (East Buena Vista) from 5-189 to US 25

Wldenln&:

Jun-13

34290

2.17SB

Gantt

SC 302 from Indian Creek Trail to Richardson Lke Rd

Widening

Oct-13

39029

2.039029

Gantt

SC-19 Whiskey Rd. Dralnase Improvements

Streetscape/Enhancement

May-10

39539

2.039539

Gantt

Towncenter Streetscaping

39983

2.039983

Gantt

US 25/Walnut lane Corridor Improvements

Streetscape/Enhancement
Intersection

May-12

40694

2.040694

Gantt

US 25 Park and Ride

Streetscape/Enhancement

Dec-12

40695

2.040695

Gantt

SC 118 Hitchcock Pkwy

Widening

41446

2.041446

Gantt

SC 126 Widening Project

Widening

365S6

2.036556A

Gantt

Greenway Extension

Streetscape/Enhancement

36982

5.036982A

Gantt

US 78/ US 321

Intersection

Oct-12

41385

9.04138S

Gantt

US 176/ SC 6

Intersection

Aug-13

41495

6.041495

Gantt

US 78/SC 39 Intersection Improvement

Intersection

Mar-14

36983

6.03983A

Gantt

SC 64/5-224

Intersection

Aug-12

36985

38.03698SA

Gantt

US 301/ SC 33

Intersection

Jan-13

36984

38.036984

Gantt

US 301 Extension

New location

Apr-13

41380

2.04138

Gantt

US 78/SC 7811ntersection Improvement

Intersection

Mar-14

41513

2.041513

Gantt

5-166 (Union St.)

Bridge

21893

2.958

Gantt

US 78 Widening

Widening

36981

5.036981A

Gantt

US 78 from Denmark to Bamberg

Widening

Oct-12

39096

2.039096

Gantt

US 278 Bridge Replacement over Three Runs Creek

Bridge

May-14

41Sll

2.041511

Gantt

5-180 (Fairfelld St.) Bridge Replacement

Bridge

38090

2.038090.1

Gantt

5-31 Bridge Replacement over Railroad

Bridge

30738

38.159B.1

Gantt

5-105 Bridge of Big Poplar Creek

Bridge

26285

5.119B.138.1808.1538.100B

Gantt

US 78 bridge over Edisto River & Overflow

Bridge

Feb-10

40308

38.040308

Gantt

US 301 Bridge Replacement over Four Holes Swamp

Bridge

Dec-13

35196

38.193B

Gantt

5-1148 Bridges over Caw Caw Swamp

Bridge

23647

9.122B, 14.142B, 43.157B

Gantt

Briggs-Deline-Pearson

Bridge

34945

38.184B

Gantt

Railroad Relocation Project

RR Hazard Elimination

41252

38.041252

Gantt

Pedestrian Bridge over US 21

Streetscape/Enhancement

Sep-13

1-26 Design Build Project (MP llS to MP 136)

Interstate Upgrade

Sep-12
Nov-10

Mar-14

932.03817

Gantt

39031

38.039031

Gantt

I-9S (MM 85.7 to MM 99.4)

Interstate Rehab

37242

2.037242A

Gantt

1-20 Westbound (MP 22.8S to 3S.8)

Interstate Rehab

Jun-09

39384

9.039384

Gantt

Various Roads in City of Cameron

Streetscape/Enhancement

Sep-12

40470

44.04047

Barker

Resurfacing S.21 (Flat Dr) and 5-526

C-Project

Jan-11

40515

20.040515

Barker

Resurfacing River Road 5-101

C-Project

Mar-11

37303

02.037303A

Barker

5-440 Road Shoulder/Drainage/ Resurlacing

C-Project

Apr-11

38170

40211

46.040211

Barker

Resurfacing S-861, 5-862, S-588, S-90, S-769, 5-462 & S-603

C-Project

Apr-11

40564

20.040564

Barker

Guardrail

C-Project

May-11
May-11

39894

38.039894

40645

2.040645

Barker

Various Roads Resurfacing 2011 including Banks Mill Rd

C-Project

Jun-11

40528

5.040528

Barker

~;;~~~~~g 5-266, 5-151, S-568, 5-511, 5-124, 5-550, S.5S1,

C-Project

Jul-11

Barker

Resurlaclng of Bluff Road

C-Project

Jul-11

40538

3.040538

40750

40.04075

40739

44 040739

Barker

Various Roads in Oty of Union and Union Co

C-Project

Sep-11

40966

36.040966

Barker

5-743 (Gen Henderson Rd), S-749, 5-183 Resurfacing

C-Project

Sep-11

40728

5.040728

Barker

Bamberg Resurfacing (Deacon, Mill Pond, & Kearse Rds)

C-Project

Sep-11

40950

3.04095

Barker

Resurfacing 5-43, 5-79, 5-185/288, 5-284, 5-310 & 5-467

( ·Project

Sep-11
Oct·ll

39887

9.039887

Barker

Resurfacing 5-102 and 5-75 (Browns Chapel Rd)

( -Project

41002

29.041002

Barker

Resurfacing 5-306 (Holiday Rd)

C-Project

Oct-11

41191

46.041191

Barker

::~~:a;~;~ S-860, 217, 151,1132, 41, 654, 1056, 1455, 1096, C-Project

Feb-12

41040

12.04104

Barker

Resurface 5-89,5-166,5-471 & 5-585

C-Project

Feb-12

41322

36.041322

Barker

Striping various roads in Newberry Co

C-Project

Feb-12

36.041321

Barker

Resurlaclng 5-571 (State Park Rd)

C-Project

Feb-12

40629

38.040629

Barker

Widen Assembly Hall Way

C-Project

Feb-12

40513

38.040513

Barker

US 601· Pipe Ditch

C·Project

Apr-12

39769

2.039769

Barker

Windsor Rd • last phase

C-Project

May-12

41321

41447

2.041447

41091

2.041091

Barker

Gty of Aiken Resurfacing

C-Project

May-12

May-12

41525

6.041525

Barker

Resurlacing 1.4 miles· Barnwell

C-Project

Jul-12

40602

40675

3.040602

32.040675

Barker

Allendale Sidewalks Phase II

C-Project

Barker

Sunset/Kiapman Blvd Beautification

C-Project

Felr13

Barker

AC Bouknight

(-Project

Mar-13

Bartc.er

Bluff Road Sidewalks at Fairground

C-Project

Apr-13

Oct-12

40422

32.040422

Barker

Town of Gaston- Beautification Streetscaping

Streetscape/Enhancement

Jan-11

39385

3240.039385

Barker

Town of Irma- Sidewalks along St. Andrews Rd 5-36

Streetscape/Enhancement

Mar-11

35867

38.035867

Barker

Town of Santee Bonner Sidewalks

Streetscape/Enhancement

May-11

40671

32.040671

Barker

Fork Avenue Improvements

Streetscape/Enhancement

Jun-11

40443

38.040443

Barker

Town of Bowman US 178 Streetscape

Streetscape/Enhancement

Jul-11

39578

12.039578

Barker

SC 9 at 1-77

Streetscape/Enhancement

Jan-12

39604

40.039604

Barker

Town of Irma- Sidewalks along S Royal Tower Road

Streetscape/Enhancement

Feb-12

39602

40.039602

Barker

1-77 Blythewood Rd Adopt A Interchange Beautification

Streetscape/Enhancement

Mar-12

40797

32.040797

Barker

West Columbia- Charleston Hwy Plantings

Streetscape/Enhancement

Apr-12

36348

32.036348

Barker

Springdale- Platt Springs Road

Streetscape/Enhancement

Jun-12

41043

32.041043

Barker

Springdale and cayce- Airport Blvd

Streetscape/Enhancement

Jun-12

41043

32.041043

Barker

Springdale and cayce- Airport Blvd

Streetscape/Enhancement

Jun-12

393B7

32.039387

Barker

West Columbia US 21 Enhancement

Streetscape/Enhancement

Jul-12

40444

36.040444

Barker

Prosperity Sidewalks

Streetscape/Enhancement

Jul-12

40775

38.040775

Barker

LPA. Oty or Orangeburg- Middleton Street

Streetscape/Enhancement

Jul-12

40346

32.040346

Barker

Oty of cava -State Street

Streetscape/Enhancement

Au(l:-12

37375

32.03737S

Barker

Town of Lexington Park St

Streetscape/Enhancement

39104

3.039104

Barker

Fairfax US 321 and US 27B Streetscape and Lighting

Streetscape/Enhancement

37891

46.037891

Barker

LPA, Saluda Street Phase I, II, Ill

Streetscape/Enhancement

37314

29.037314A

Barker

LPA. US 521 Sidewalks

Streetscape/Enhancement

Oct-12
Oct-12

Au(l:-12

39386

32.0393B6

Barker

Town of Lexington Church St. Enhancement- Sidewalks

Streetscape/Enhancement

40622

3240.040622

Barker

lrmo - Sidewalks along Colle(l:e and Eastview

Streetscape/Enhancement

Oct-12

40632

32.040632

Barker

Gilbert - Sidewalks along Hampton and Crosson St

Streetscape/Enhancement

Oct-12

40665

46.04066S

Barker

Oty of Rock Hill- Oakland Avenue Streetscape

Streetscape/Enhancement

Oct-12

41199

20.041199

Barker

Jenkinsville Sidewalks

Streetscape/Enhancement

Oct-12

413S9

32.041359

Barker

lrmo- carlisle and Moseley Sidewalks

Streetscape/Enhancement

Oct-12

413S7

40.0413S7

Barker

lrmo- Brickling Sidewalks

Streetscape/Enhancement

Oct-12

40127

46.040727

Barker

Tega cay- Sidewalks on Molokal

Streetscape/Enhancement

Oct-12

40653

46.0406S3

Barker

Tega cay- Sidewalks on Tega cay Drive

Streetscape/Enhancement

Oct-12

39555

32.039555

Barker

West Columbia US 1 Meeting Street

Streetscape/Enhancement

Nov-12

39329

38.039329

Barker

Holly Hill - Sidewalk and Ughtin(l:

Streetscape/Enhancement

Nov-12

40442

32.040442

Barker

Town of Chapin 5-83 Lexington Ave Enhancement

Streetscape/Enhancement

Nov-12

41448

40.041448

Barker

Assembly Street Corridor Improvements

Streetscape/Enhancement

Dec-1 2

Barker

Rhame and Westbridge Road Sidewalks

Streetscape/Enhancement

Apr-13

Barker

Welcome Sslgn - Lexington

Streetscape/Enhancement

Jan-13

Barker

US 76 Newberry College 5treetscape

Streetscape/Enhancement

Barker

5C 160 @I US 21 Steele Creek and Cherry Road

CMAQ

40020

Jul-13
May-12

40019

46.040019

Barker

US 21/ SC 121@ Princeton and Springsteen

CMAQ

Jul-12

38515

46.038515

Barker

SC 160 @I SC 98 Gold Hill Road and Zoar Road

CMAQ

Sep-12

39042

20.039042

Barker

SC 34 Bridge over Little River

Bridge

Nov-13

33595

36.157B

Barker

5-90 Bridge over CSX & Southern Railroads

Brtdae

Nov-13

40440

40.040440.1

Barker

US 1 Bridge over SCL RR

Brtdae

Dec-14

The number 1 under the fiscal year column indicates that a Program Manager was actively managing the project during that year.
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Fiscal Yea r

-

Number of Projects

-

-

Current Staffing Level

-

Level of Service A

-

Level of Service C

-

Number of Program Managers Needed

Level of Service F

E-48- RPG 4 PM LOS CHART DATA
FY

Number of

Level of

Level of

Level of

Current

Projects

Service A

Service C

Service F

Staffing Level

7

2007

38

9

5

2

7

2008

60

12

7

2

7

2009

67

12

7

2

7

2010

88

13

8

3

7

2011

93

13

8

3

7

2012

89

13

8

3

7

E-4C- RPG 4 PM LOS STAFFING NEEDS
2007

Level of
Service

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

Man hours

PM'sReq'd

Man hours

PM'sReq'd

Manhours

PM'sReq'd

Man hours

PM'sReq'd

Man hours

PM'sReq'd

Man hours

PM'sReq'd

A

12,079

9

16,335

12

16,889

12

18,943

13

18,676

13

18,922

13

8

9,663

7

13,068

9

13,511

10

15,155

11

14,941

11

15,138

11

c

7,247

5

9,801

7

10,133

7

11,366

8

11,206

8

11,353

8

D

4,832

3

6,534

5

6,756

5

7,577

5

7,470

5

7,569

5

F

2,416

2

3,267

2

3,378

2

3,789

3

3,735

3

3,784

3

E-4D- RPG 4 PM PROJECT TYPE/TOTAL WORKLOAD AND LOS MANHOUR MULTIPLIERS
2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

Bridge

11

18

18

19

19

18

302.8

242.24

181.68

121.12

60.56

Interstate Upgrade

1

1

2

2

2

2

371.3

297.04

222.78

148.52

74.26

Interstate Rehab

4

9

10

12

11

7

62.3

49.84

37.38

24.92

12.46

Interstate Interchange

0

1

2

2

2

2

371.3

297.04

222.78

148.52

74.26

Interstate Operations

0

0

0

0

0

0

101.6

81.28

60.96

40.64

20.32

Interstate Safety

0

0

0

0

0

0

101.6

81.28

60.96

40.64

20.32

Widening

16

18

16

17

15

17

371.3

297.04

222.78

148.52

74.26

3

3

3

3

3

3

627.3

501.84

376.38

250.92

125.46

Intersection

2

9

12

16

18

22

101.6

81.28

60.96

40.64

20.32

Streetscape/Enhancement

0

0

3

15

22

18

62.3

49.84

37.38

24.92

12.46

Design-Build

0

0

0

0

0

0

101.6

81.28

60.96

40.64

20.32

CMAQ

0

0

0

0

0

0

101.6

81.28

60.96

40.64

20.32

101.6

81.28

60.96

40.64

20.32

101.6

81.28

60.96

40.64

20.32

PROJECT TYPE / FISCAL YEAR

New Location

.

C-Project

RR Hazard Elimination

1

1

1

2

1

0

38

60

67

88

93

89

LOSA

LOS B

LOSC

LOS D

LOS F

E-4E- RPG 4 PM ACTIVE PROJECTS LIST
File

PIN
24493_X

Description

PM

Work Type

4.1038

Elrod

S-1164 East-West Connector

New location

Lett1n1

FY2007

FY2008

FY 2009

FY 2010

FY 2011

FY 2012

Aug.Q9

1

1

1

1

1

1

37447

04.037447A

Elrod

SC 153 Widening from Saluda River to Cooper Road

Widening

Jan-10

1

1

1

1

1

37447

04.0374478

Elrod

SC 153 Widening from Cooper Road to near 1-85

Widening

May-11

1

1

1

1

1

37902

04.037902A

Elrod

Michelin Boulevard @ Tri-County Tech

Streetscape/Enhancement

Jul-09

1

1

1

41539

4.041539

Elrod

Multi-Use Path

Streetscape/Enhancement

Dec-15

1
1

41544

4.041544

Elrod

SC 81, Greenville St. Ext.

New location

41541

4.041541

Elrod

SC 24@ S-103, Old Asbury Rd

Intersection

Dec-14

1

41529

4.041529

Elrod

5-34, Concord Road@ SC 28, N. Main St

Intersection

Dec-14

1
1

1

4.04154

Elrod

S-61, Concord Road@ S-29, Harris Bridge Rd

Intersection

Feb-15

reo

Elrod

S-736, Kings Road @ Brown Road

Intersection

Dec-16

reo

reo

Elrod

US 76/178@ Campbell/Dean

Intersection

Feb-17

reo

reo

Elrod

SC 187@ 5-34, Whitehall Road Ext.

Intersection

Apr-17

reo

41540

reo

reo

Elrod

Monroe Street@ S-22, W. Market Street

Intersection

Jun-17

37685

23.037685A

Elrod

SC 101/SC 290

Widening

Jun-13

1

1

1

1

1

37686

23.037686A

Elrod

S-164, Batesville Rd

Widening

Aug-13

1

1

1

1

1

reo

Elrod

S-164, Batesville Rd

Widening

Feb-20

rBO

22992_X 42.514A

Elrod

SC290

Widening

Apr-<14

1

1

26648_X

42.1438

Elrod

SC 21S Ph. II

Widening

Feb-05

1

1

23.037687A

El rod

SC 101/Fews Chapel Rd.

Intersection

Jun-12

1

1

1

1

1

37688

23.037688

Elrod

SC 146 @ S-564, to be part of I-85/I-38S Design-Build

Intersection

Feb-13

1

1

1

1

1

37689

23.037689

Elrod

SC 146@ I-8S 58 Ramp, to be part of 18S/138S D-B

Intersection

Feb-13

1

1

1

1

1

38824

23.038824

Elrod

US 29 Church Street

Widening

Oct-10

1

1

1

1

38112

23.038112

Elrod

Salters Road

Widening

Jun-13

1

1

1

1

38113

23.038113

Elrod

sc 290

Intersection

Jul-13

1

1

1

1

23.038119

Elrod

Butler Road

Widening

Oec-12

1

1

1

1

rBO

Elrod

Butler Road

Widening

Feb-18

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

37687

38119

rBO

23.464A

Elrod

SC 146 Ph. Ill

Widening

Jun-05

39283

23.039283

Elrod

Roper Mountain Road

Widening

Dec-13

38114

39.038114

Elrod

Brushy Creek Rd @ Pearson Road

Intersection

Sep-13

39660

23.03966

Elrod

SC146

Widening

Feb-14

41443

23.041443

Elrod

SC14

Widening

Feb-16

1

41471

23.041471

Elrod

Roper Mountain Road

Widening

Feb-17

1

42472

23.041472

Elrod

Roper Mountain Rd Ext.

Widening

Feb-17

1

22298_X

1

1

1

1

38727

39.038727

Elrod

Prince Perry Road @ US 123

Intersection

Oct-10

1

1

1

37728

39.037728

Elrod

SC183

Intersection

Jul-12

1

1

1

1

1

37728

39.037728

Elrod

SC183

Intersection

Feb-16

1

1

1

1

1

37728

39.037728

Elrod

SC183

Intersection

Feb-17

1

1

1

1

1

39301

39.039301

Elrod

Brushy Creek Rd @ Strange/Kimbrell

Intersection

Sep-13

1

1

1

39309

39.039309

Elrod

SC153 Ext

New location

Feb-14

1

1

1

39303

39.039303

Elrod

us 178

Intersection

Sep-13

1

1

1

39542

39.039542

Elrod

us 178

Intersection

Jul-13

1

1

1

37727

39.037727

Elrod

SC 183/SC 8

Intersection

Aug-12

1

1

1

27616_X

23.2001.11

Elrod

Harrison Bridge Road

Widening

Nov-OS

27605_X

23.2001.10

Elrod

Old Spartanburg Road

Widening

36165

42.03616S

Elrod

SC9 Phase 1

Widening

39019

42.039019

Elrod

SC 9 Phase 2

Widening

39020

42.03902

Elrod

SC9 Phase 3

39714

42.039714

Elrod

us 176

1

1

1

1

1

1

Sep-07

1

1

1

Apr-10

1

1

1

1

1

1

Aug-12

1

1

1

1

1

1

Widening

Aug-12

1

1

1

1

1

1

Intersection

Nov-13

1

1
1

1

42.041116

Elrod

S-30

Intersection

Oct-13

1

rBO

Elrod

Wofford Street

Streetscape/Enhancement

Sep-13

1

1

707_X

23.333A/23.333BR1

Elrod

US 25 Phase 2

Widening

May-10

1

1

1

1

1

1

37129

23.037129A

Perry

US 25/SC 11 Interchange

Intersection

Aug-13

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

41116

rBO

36773

19.036773A

Perry

US 25/SC 121

Widening

Aug-14

39232

30.039232

Perry

US 221 Widening

Widening

Jan-13

1

Perry

SC 225/ Alexander Ave Int. Imp.

Intersection

29613X

37.133B

Perry

SC 28 Bridge over Chattooga River on SC/GA line

Bridge

3130SX

19.127B.1

Perry

US 25 Bridge over Turkey Creek in Edgefield

Bridge

Dec-12

1

1

1

40188

11.040188

Perry

SC S Bridge over Buffalo Creek near Blacksburg

Bridge

Dec-14

1

1

1

1

33535X

19.133B

Perry

US 25 Bridge over log Creek in Edgefield

Bridge

Dec-14

1

1

1

35373X

33.143B

Perry

US 378 Bridge over little River In McCormick

Bridge

Dec-14

1

1

1

30818X

24.133B

Perry

S-101 Bridge over Wilson Creek in Greenwood

Bridge

Dec-14

1

1

1

40205

11.04020S

Perry

S-41 Bridge over Peoples Creek in Gaffney

Bridge

Oec-14

1

1

1

S-223 Bridge over BurceU Branch In Cherokee

Bridge

Dec-13

1

1

1
1

11.040187

Perry

40192

1933.040192 .1

Perry

S-88 Bridge over Stevens Creek in Edgefelld

Bridge

Dec-14

1

1

40197

3044.040197.1

Perry

S-22 Bridge over Enoree River In laurens

Bri dge

Dec-13

1

1

41394

19.041394

Perry

S-146 Bridge over Ourkes Pond in Edgefield

Bridge

Oct-14

41401

3042.041401

Perry

S-893 Bridge over Enoree River In Spartanburg

Bridge

Feb-14

41339

42.041339

Pe.-ry

S-45 Bridge over NS RR In Cowpens

Bridge

Dec-13

41330

23.041330.

Perry

S-318 Bridge over lake Lanier in Greenville

Bridge

Oct-14

41338

37.041338

Perry

5-34 Bridge over NS RR in Oconee

Bridge

Oec-14

40187

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

4154S

40.041545 .1

Perry

S-1725 Bridge over Jackson Creek In Richland

Bridge

Oct-14

37191

39.037191A.1

Elrod

Miracle Hill Road (S-39-0298) Bridge Replacment

Bridge

Nov-()9

1

37192

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

Mar-07

1

1

Oct-()8

1

1

1

1

1

39.037192A.1

Elrod

Sheffield Road (S-39-0133) Bridge Replacement

Bridge

Jul-()9

28195_X

23 .1788

Elrod

Hammet Bridge Road Bridge Replacement

Bridge

llec-()7

30594_X

23.2118

Elrod

Garlington Road Bridge Replacement

Bridge

De<:-06

31673_X

42 .207B.1

Elrod

Powell Mill Road Bridge Replacement

Bridge

34031_X 23.2488

Elrod

Riley Smith Road (County) Bridge Replacement

Bridge

29653_X 42.180B

1
1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

Elrod

Rutherford Street (5-42-0128) Bridge Replacement

Bridge

Sep-10

42.037189A.1

Elrod

S-64 Near SC 290 to Near S-590

Bridge

Jun-13

39719

42.039719

Perry

1-26 Bridge Jacking MM 5 to MM 19

Interstate Rehab

Jun-12

38110

23.03811

Elrod

1-85 Widening from US 25 to 5C 129

Interstate Upgrade

Jan-14

38111

23.038111

Elr od

1-85@ 1-385 Interchange Improvement

Interstate Interchange

Feb-13

23.477A

Elrod

1-385 Widening from 1-85 to Downtown Greenville

Interstate Upgrade

Jun-01

38621

23.038621

Elrod

1-385 Design-Build Widening

Interstate Upgrade

38622

23.038622

Elrod

1-85 Rehab. from US 25 to US 276

Interstate Rehab

38623

23 .038623

Elrod

1-185 Rehab. NB from 1-85 to 5-260

Interstate Rehab

Nov-09

37176

42.037176A

Elrod

1-585 Near US 221 to Near S-124

Interstate Rehab

Jun-13

37173

423 .037173

Elrod

1-85 Rehab. Near US 29 to Near 1-185

Interstate Rehab

Feb-()9

37177

42.037177

Elrod

1-85 Rehab. Near US 29 to 1-85 Business

Interstate Rehab

Aug-08

1

1

39847

2342.039847

Elrod

1-85 Rehab. NB 43.2 to 47.3; SB 47.3 to 56.1

Interstate Rehab

Dec-10

1

1

1

39873

23 .039873

Elrod

I-18S Rehab. SBfr om 1-85 to S-260

Interstate Rehab

Dec-10

1

1

1

37181

23.037181

Elrod

I-38S Rehab. Near Fairview St. to SC 418

Interstate Rehab

Oct-()9

1

1

40692

42.040692

Elrod

1-85 Rehab. North bound MM 77 to MM 84

Interstate Rehab

TBO

1

1

TBO

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

37189

22921_X

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

Apr-10

1

1

1

1

Nov-09

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

40770

42.04077

Elrod

1-85 Rehab . MM 58 to MM 68

Interstate Rehab

36266

04.036266A

Perry

Bridge on Murphy Rd West Bridge

Bridge

36267

04.036267A

Perry

Bridge on Murphy Rd East Bridge

Bridge

39266

30.039266

Perry

Old laurens Rd/ 1-385/ SC 14

Interstate Interchange

38980

42.038980.

Perry

Blackstock Road Bridge

RR Hazard Elimination

Perry

City of Spartanburg Skate Park Trail

Streetscape/Enhancement

Perry

Hamilton Branch State Park

Streetscape/ Enhancement

New location - Road C at ICAR

New location

Feb-10

1

1

1

1

36168

23 .036168

Elrod

36167

23.036167

1

1

1

1
1
1

Elrod

Fairforest Way- Phase 1

Widening

Apr-10

1

1

1

1

1

36167_X TBO

Elrod

Fairforest Way - Phase 2

Widening

TSD

1

1

1

1

1

1

30436_X

42.1928

Elrod

Matthew Perry Parkway

New location

Aug-12

1

1

1

1

1

1

3094S_X

23.2218

Elrod

Greer Railroad Relocation Study

RR Hazard Elimination

TBD

1

1

1

1

37444

23.037444

Perry

Oty of Greenville-Reedy River Greenway Project

Streetscape/ Enhancement

37380

42.037380.

Perry

Tyger River Trail Project

Streetscape/ Enhancement

39174

42.039174

Perry

landrum Sidewalk Project

Streetscape/ Enhancement

Apr-12

1

1

39285

4.03928S

Perry

Pelzer Streetscape Project Ph. I

Streetscape/Enhancement

Aug-11

1

1

39796

42.039796

Perry

City of Spartanburg-Glendale Pedestrian Bridge

Streetscape/Enhancement

Nov-12

1

1

1

Nov-10

1
1

1

1

1

1

1

Nov-12

1

1

Streetscape/ Enhancement

Aug-12

1

1

Streetscape/ Enhancement

Sep-12

1

1

Town of Lyman-Multi-purpose Trail

Streetscape/Enhancement

Sep-12

1

1

Perry

Spart. County 1-585 interchange

Streetscape/ Enhancement

Jun-12

1

1

39.041327

Perry

Clemson University Peel. Bridge

Streetscape/ Enhancement

Apr-12

1

1

23 .041360.

Perry

Traveler's Rest Signi ng

Streetscape/Enhancement

Jun-12

1

1

30.036047A

Perry

Laurens Streetscape PH IV

Streetscape/ Enhancement

5ep-ll6

1

1

Perry

I-38S Adopt an Interchange

Streetscape/ Enhancement

1

Perry

And rew Pickens Scenic Restoration

Streetscape/ Enhancement

1

Elrod

Stenhouse Road@ W. Georgia Road

Intersection

May-12

SC Route 51 Widening in Florence

Widening

Aug-14

38217

39.038217

Perry

Uberty Streetscape Proj ect

Streetscape/ Enhancement

39611

23.039611

Perry

Greer Sidewalk Project

Streetscape/ Enhancement

39607

39.039607

Perry

City of Pickens

Streetscape/ Enhancement

37590

4.037590.

Perry

Town of Pendleton

41000

42.041000.

Perry

Oty of Inman sidewalk

41198

42.041198

Perry

41001

42.041001

41327
41360

36047

39302

23 .039302

1

Mar-11

1

1

1

Perry

Abbeville ( -Pr ojects

(-Project

1

1

1

1

1

1

Perry

McCormick C-Projects

(-Project

1

1

1

1

1

1

Perry

Oconee C-Projects

C-Project

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

36298

37.036298A

Perry

S-402 Sheep Farm Road

Widening

Jul-10

1

1

1

1

26058X

39.1118

Perry

SC 133 College Avenue Oemson

Intersection

Apr-10

1

1

1

1

34063X

30.1688

Perry

5-114 Stage Coach Rd Ph . II

Widening

Apr-09

1

1

1

37127

30.037127

Perry

1-385 Int er state Rehab

Interstate Rehab

Aug-09

1

1

1

37126

42.037126A

Perry

1-26 EB MP 0 to 5

Interstate Rehab

Feb-09

1

1

38567

30.038567A

Perry

1-26 MP 44 to 59 Rehab

Interstate Rehab

May-10

1

1

1

38624

42.038624

Perry

1-26 E8 MP 11 to 19

Interstate Rehab

Oct-10

1

1

1

29609X

33 .132B.1

Perry

US 378 bridge over Savannah River

Bridge

Nov-09

1

1

1

31157X

3042 .1008.1

Perry

SC 49 bridge over Enoree River

Bridge

Jun..o9

1

1

1

38260

24 .038260.1

Perry

SC 72 bridge over abandoned CSX R.R.

Bridge

May-10

1

1

38261

11.038261 .1

Perry

US 29 bridge o ver N.S. R.R.

Bridge

Sep-11

1

1

38400

42.038400A

Perry

1-26 E8 MP 5 to 11.1

Interstate Rehab

Dec-09

1

1

30836X

19.121B

Perry

S-18 bridge over Bartley Branch

Bridge

Jul-09

1

1

30813X

19.120B.l

Perry

5-40 bridge over Turkey Creek

Bridge

Jul-o9

1

1

30841X

30.148B.l

Perry

S-67 bridge over Durbin Creek

Bridge

Jul-09

1

1

36102

30.036102A

Perry

Ointon Frontage Road

New Location

Nov-09

1

1

37442

39.037442

Perry

US-178 Airport Entrance In Pickens

Streetscape/ Enhancement

Jan-10

1

1

38220

01.038220.

Perry

Abbeville Sidewalk

Streetscape/ Enhancement

May-10

1

1

39231

4.039231

Perry

Iva Streetscape Phase II

Streetscape/Enhancement

Feb-10

1

1

40023

37.040023

Perry

Oconee County Sidewalk

Streetscape/ Enhancement

Sep-10

1

39726

19.039726

Perry

Edgefield Pedestrian Bridge Jacking

C-Project

39105

4.039105

Perry

Powdersville Sidewalk

Streetscape/ Enhancement

Jan-11

1

39298

11.039298

Perry

Town of Blacksburg Enhancement

Streetscape/ Enhancement

Mar-11

1

1

39030

4.039030.

Perry

Town of West Pelzer

Streetscape/Enhancement

Mar-11

1

1

39286

33.039286

Perry

McCormick sidewalk enhancement project

Streetscape/Enhancement

Feb-11

1

1

39776

23 .039776

Perry

Mauldin streetscape

Streetscape/ Enhancement

Jun-11

1

1

39982

42.039982

Perry

Cowpens enhancement project

Streetscape/Enhancement

Dec-11

1

1

39706

23 .039706

Perry

Fountain Inn sidewalk enhancement project

5treetscape/Enhancement

Aug-11

40544

4.040544

Perry

Anderson County Sidewalk

Streetscape/Enhancement

May-11

34057X

4.184

Perry

Cox Road Bridge

Bridge

5ep-08

1

1

36268

30.036268A

Perry

Old laurens Road widening

Widening

Sep-08

1

1

21685

01 .02168SA

Perry

S-139

New location

May-07

1

37588

30.037588A

Perry

SC 14 Widening-<ancelled per US COG

Widening

36559

4.036559A

Perry

1-85 MP 10.8 to 18.8

Interstate Rehab

33007X

33.1408.1

Perry

5-19 bridge

37146

30.037146

Perry

S-312 bridge over Rabon Creek

37147

30.037147

Perry

S-496 bridge over Branch of little River

37344

11.037344

Perry

5-90 bridge over Peoples Creek

38275

11.038275

Perry

S-41 bridge over Furnace Creek

1

1

1

1
1

1

1

Nov-07

1

Bridge

Nov-08

1

1

Bridge

Nov-08

1

1

Bridge

Sep-09

1

1

Bridge

Sep-09

1

1

Bridge

Nov-10

1

1

40961

11.040961

Perry

SC 150 bridge over 1-85 Emergency bridge replacement

Bridge

Jul-11

1

39441

30.039441.6

Pe"Y

SC 308 bridge over Du ncan Creelt

Bridge

Feb-12

1

The number 1 under t he fiscal year col um n indicat es that a Program Manager was actively managing the project during that year.
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E-SA- COMBINED RPG PM LOS CHART
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2007

2008

2009

2010

2012

2011
Fiscal Year

-

Number of Projects

-

-

Current Staffing Level

-

Level of Service A

-

Level of Service C

-

Number of Program Managers Needed

Level of Service F

0

E

~

E-SB- COMBINED RPG PM LOS CHART DATA
FY

Number of
Projects

Level of
Service A

Level of
Service C

Level of
Service F

Current
Staffing Level

2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012

136
192
265
346
431
441

30
38
49
58
64
65

18
23
29
35
39
39

6
8
10
12
13
13

29
29
29
29
29
29

E-SC- COMBINED RPG PM LOS STAFFING NEEDS
2007

Level of
Service

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012
'

Man hours

PM'sReq'd

Manhours

PM'sReq'd

Manhours

PM'sReq'd

Manhours

PM'sReq'd

Man hours

PM'sReq'd

Manhours

PM'sReq'd ,

A

42,759

30

54,649

38

69,569

49

81,835

58

91,408

64

91,824

65

B

34,207

24

43,719

31

55,655

39

65,468

46

73,126

51

73,460

52

c

25,655

18

32,789

23

41,742

29

49,101

35

54,845

39

55,095

39

D

17,103

12

21,859

15

27,828

20

32,734

23

36,563

26

35,394

25

F

8,552

6

10,930

8

13,914

10

16,367

12

18,282

13

18,365

13

E-SD- COMBINED RPG PM PROJECT TYPE/TOTAL WORKLOAD AND LOS MAN HOUR MULTIPLIERS
PROJECT TYPE / FISCAL YEAR

-

2007

-

2008

-

2009

-

2010

-

2011

-

2012

.

LOSA

LOS B

LOSC

LOS F

LOS D

35

61

80

98

116

104

302.8

242 .24

181.68

121.12

60.56

Interstate Upgrade

2

2

6

6

6

5

371.3

297.04

222.78

148.52

74.26

Interstate Rehab

8

17

28

23

19

15

62.3

49.84

37.38

24.92

12.46

Interstate Interchange

4

3

4

4

3

4

371.3

297.04

222 .78

148.52

74.26

Interstate Operations

0

0

0

0

0

0

101.6

81.28

60.96

40.64

20.32

Interstate Safety

0
48
15
14
6
2
0
0
2

0
56
14
26
7
2
2
0
2

0
68
14
36
19
2
5
1
2

1
74
15
35
68
4
9
7
2

1
70
15
43
106
9
14
27
2

1
76
15
76
105
12
13
14
1

101.6
371.3
627 .3
101.6
62.3
101.6
101.6
101.6
101.6

81.28
297 .04
501.84
81.28
49 .84
81.28
81.28
81.28
81.28

60.96
222 .78
376.38
60.96
37.38
60.96
60.96
60.96
60.96

40.64
148.52
250.92
40.64
24.92
40.64
40 .64
40.64
40.64

20 .32
74.26
125.46
20.32
12.46
20.32
20 .32
20.32
20.32

136

192

265

346

431

441

Bridge

Widening
New Location
Intersection
Streetscape/Enhancement
Design-Build
CMAQ
C-Project
RR Hazard Elimination

----~ ~ ----

E-6- RPG PM LOS DERIVATION
Level of Service Derivation for RPG Program Management

A list of recent consultant managed projects from all four Regional Production Groups (RPGs) and Traffic
was developed in five categories: Bridge Replacements, Roadway Widenings, New Location Roadways,
Streetscape/Enhancement, and Intersection Improvements. A total of forty-five (45) bridge
replacement projects, nine (9) roadway widening projects, four (4) new location projects, seven (7)
streetscape/enhancement projects, and nine (9) intersection projects were considered. The total
number of manhours negotiated to provide project management on the individual projects was
compiled. The project management man hours for each project was divided by the duration of time that
the project was managed by the consultant to determine the number of hours/year allocated to
consultants to manage a project. The hours/year for the individual project categories were averaged to
develop a Level of Service A (see figure 1).

371.3

Figure 1 -Calculation of Average Consultant Manhours for Roadway Widening Project
For project types with limited or no historical data for consultant contracts, an average of one of the
other major categories was utilized to determine the hours/year, based on the experience of the
committee program managers. These categories included Interstate Widening, Interstate
Rehabilitation, Interstate Interchanges, Interstate Safety, Design-Build, CMAQ C-Projects, and Railroad
Hazard Elimination Projects. Interstate widening and interchange projects were deemed comparable to
roadway
widening
projects,
interstate
rehabilitations
were
deemed
comparable
to
streetscape/enhancement projects, and interstate safety, design-build, CMAQ railroad hazard
elimination projects were deemed comparable to intersection improvement projects.

Level of Service B, C, D, and F were calculated as 80%, 60%, 40% and 20% of the Level of Service A
values, respectively (see figure 2 for average manhours/year for each Level of Service by project
category) .
Project Type

Average Manhours/Year
LOSA

LOSB

LOSC

LOSD

LOS F

Bridge Replacement

302.8

242.2

371.3
627.3
62.3
101.6

297.0
501.8
49.8
81.3

121.1
148.5
250.9
24.9
40.6

60.6

Roadway Widening
New Location Roadway
Streetscape/Enhancement
Intersection Improvement

181.7
222.8
376.4

Interstate Widening
Interstate Rehabilitation
Interstate Interchange
Interstate Safety
Design-Build

371.3
62.3

297.0
49.8

371.3
101.6
101.6
101.6
101.6

CMAQ
C-Project
Railroad Hazard
Elimination

101.6

37.4
61.0
222 .8

148.5

74.3
125.5
12.5
20.3
74.3
12.5

297.0
81.3
81.3

37.4
222.8
61.0
61.0

24.9
148.5
40.6
40.6

74.3
20.3
20.3

81.3
81.3
81.3

61.0
61.0
61.0

40.6
40.6
40.6

20.3
20.3
20.3

Figure 2- Average Manhours/Year For Each Level of Service
Projects Managed by SCOOT Program Managers

A list of projects managed by each of the four RPGs was compiled from year 2007 through 2012, and
each responsible program manager determined which years he/she was actively managing the various
projects.
Hours Available to Manage Projects

The number of manhours available to a single program manager in any given year was calculated by
taking the total number of hours that could be worked in a single year, and subtracting out holidays,
reasonable annual/sick leave, and time not directly attributable to program management, such as
training/supervisory responsibi lities/etc.
1950.0 hours
- 97.5 hours (holidays)
- 300.0 hours (non-program management t ime)
- 132.5 hours (annual/sick leave)
1420.0 manhours

- - -- - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - -- - - -- - - - -

Manhours Required to Deliver Various Levels of Service
Utilizing the list of projects actively managed by program managers and the average manhours by
project category, the number of manhours required to deliver various Levels of Service was calculated
for each year between 2007 and 2012. As an example, preconstruction actively managed 98 bridge
projects in 2010 (see figure 3). To deliver a Level of Service A program management effort would
require 302.8 hours per project, or a total of 29,674.4 manhours. A Level of Service F effort would
require 60.6 hours per project, or a total of 5,938.8 manhours.

FY 2007

FY 20011

FY2009

FY 2010

35

61

80

98

Interstate Upgrade

2

2

6

6

6

5

Interstate Rehab

8

17

28

23

19

15

Interstate Interc hange

4

3

4

4

3

4

Interstate Op erat ions

0

0

0

0

0

0

Interstate Saf ety

0
48
15
14
6
2
0
0
2

0
56
14
26
7

1
74
15
35
68
4
9
7
2

1
70
15
43
10 6
9
14

1
76
15
76
10 5

z

0
68
14
36
19
2
5
1
2

2

13
14
1

136

192

265

346

431

441

I Bridg e I

Widening
New Location
lntersecti on
Streetsca pefEn hance ment
Des ign-Buil d
CMAQ
C-Proj ect
RR Hazard Elimination

z

z
0

FY 2011

I

116

FY 2012

I

104

12

Z7

Figure 3- Preconstruction Project Totals By Category and Year
The man hours required to deliver various Levels of Service for each project type managed from 2007 to
2010 was totaled for preconstruction (see figure 4) .
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Figure 4- Preconstruction Required Manhours and Project Managers by Year and Level of Service
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Calculating Program Managers Required to Deliver Various Levels of Service

To calculate the number of program managers that would be needed to deliver the various Levels of
Service, the total number of manhours required for each Level of Service was divided by the total
number of manhours available to a single program manager in a given year {1420 manhours). For
example, in 2011, 54,845 manhours and 39 program managers would have been required to deliver a
Level of Service C (see figure 4).
54,845

I

1420 = 38.6 program managers required

E-7- RPG PM PROJECT DISTRIBUTION
ACTIVE

ACTIVE Total

In Construction

In Development

61

129

25
16
20

75
8
46

111

69
14
28

HOLD

HOLD Total

TOTAL

In Development

PROGRAM MANAGER
RPG 1
Boylston
Kinard
Rewis
RPG 2
Amado
Gossett
Quattlebaum
RPG 3
Barker
Gantt
Gibson
Klauk
RPG4
Elrod
Jordan
Perry
TOTAL

w
-

15

)0
4
6

10
1
4

160

'1

19

82
33
45

il
7
3

18
0
1

-- I

i ----·--

10
1
4
19

237

l9

26

26

53
18
22
19

110
30
51
46

i3
8
3
5

0
12
7
7

0
12
7
7

62

119

~1

44

44

24
18
20

49
34
36

3
2
6

4
1
39

4
1
39

346

645

991

~

104

I

104

205

110
25
70
290

-·

18
0
1

112

I

-

169
47
74
375

--

163
60
80
72
225

1
I

77

53
95
1095

APPENDIXF

I-95 and SC 327
in- Florence County.

ApproveH August 15; 2013
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The South Carolina Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) is the State's six-year transportation improvement program for all
projects and program areas receiving federal funding, including bridge replacements, safety, roadway resurfacing, interstate maintenance and
upgrades, primary and secondary road system upgrades, transportation alternatives, congestion mitigation and air quality, and public
transportation. The STIP covers all federally funded improvements for which funding has been approved and that are expected to be undertaken
during the upcoming six-year period. The document is generally scheduled for updating every three years and is revised on a continual basis to
reflect the latest program and project information. The South Carolina Department of Transportation Commission, as well as the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) and Federal Transit Administration (FTA) approve the STIP.
To provide a document that is user-friendly and
streamlined, the STIP is formatted to include
summaries of statewide programming, as well as
project information by county. In addition, regional
project tables are included to account for
multi-jurisdictional projects.
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Statewide Summarv
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With positive growth trends in population and employment, as well as significant road maintenance requirements there are many challenges to
providing a safe and efficient transportation system in South Carolina.

)>

c
South Carolina as a whole grew by just over 15 percent between 2000 and 2010. By 2040, the State's population is expected to exceed 6 million
people, which is a 30% increase from 2010. Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT) is another indicator of travel demand that considers traffic volume in
relation to the miles of the system. Prior to the economic recession in 2007, growth in VMT typically outpaced population growth in South Carolina,
as well as nationally.
Since 2007, VMT in South Carolina has actually declined by an average of 1.2 % per year; however, long-term VMT
projections reflect increased travel demand as a function of sustained population and economic growth. Increases in the numbers resident drivers
and driving activity, as well as a growing economy are all factors that indicate continued demand on the transportation system in South Carolina.
The state-maintained highway system consists of interstate routes, primary routes (SC and US routes), and secondary routes, totaling
approximately 41,400 miles. The state maintains 8,387 bridges and at any given time approximately 20 percent of the bridges are categorized as
substandard. The size of the road system in South Carolina translates into the fourth largest state-maintained system in the country while the state
was just 24th largest in terms of population.
Public Transit is an important component to South Carolina's transportation network. Most counties have public transit service in at least a portion
of their county, which translates into over 12 million passenger trips annually statewide. Establishing, financing, and sustaining effective publiclyoperated transit service in both urban and rural areas continues to be a major challenge.
As a result of these trends, the amount of time lost due to congestion is expected to increase. While South Carolina is fortunate to not have the
extreme congestion problems of more populated states, delay is becoming more prevalent in metropolitan areas. Based on the annual hours of
delay and the average hourly rates of individuals and commercial operators, it was estimated that in 2010 over $394 million dollars was lost to
congestion and the magnitude of this economic impact is occurring every year.
Finally, South Carolina has one of the highest mileage death rates in the country, relies extensively on the highway system to move the majority of
freight, and has emerging air quality concerns as a result of more stringent federal standards, and it becomes clear the funding objectives and
projects identified in the STIP are critical to providing mobility and accessibility for people, goods, and services.
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Federal transportation laws require the establishment of a Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) in every urbanized area of the United States
with a population over 50,000. In South Carolina, there are eleven Metropolitan Planning Organizations that were created in order to ensure that
existing and future expenditures for transportation projects and programs were based on a comprehensive, cooperative, and continuing (3-C)
planning process. The role of the MPO includes: establishing a local forum for transportation decision making; evaluating transportation alternatives;
developing and updating a long-range transportation plan; developing a Transportation Improvement Program (TIP); and getting the public involved
as early as possible.
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There are ten Councils of Governments (COGs) in
South Carolina that assist SCOOT in transportation
planning for areas outside of designated MPOs. COGs
serve county and municipal governments from a
regional perspective and offer a wide variety of
planning, economic development and social service
coordination. Each COG produces a regional longrange transportation plan and a rural Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP).

w

The SCOOT coordinates with each MPO and COG to
facilitate an ongoing transportation planning process
that defines both urban and regional transportation
priorities. Projects that originate from the MPO and
COG Transportation Improvement Programs (TIPs) are
reflected in the county and region tables. TIP projects
from categories, such as Transportation
Alternatives and Safety are reflected in the STIP as consolidated/lump sum entries.
MPO TIPs can be viewed at:
http://www.scdot.org/inside/mpo tips.aspx

Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO) and Councils of Government (COG) in South Carolina
4
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Facts

The STIP identifies all transportation programs and projects that are funded with federal funding, as well as other significant projects funded by the
state or local governments, including the State Transportation Infrastructure Bank and local option sales tax programs.
The STIP is a project scheduling and funding program document; it is not a plan. The federally funded projects listed in the STIP evolve from
SCOOT planning
processes, the Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan, and MPO and COG long-range plans. All projects listed in the STIP
have been evaluated for consistency with state and federal law.
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The STIP only includes projects for which there is committed funding available, and therefore, is fiscally constrained. Projects listed in the STIP
may include highway and bridge construction or repairs, transit service improvements and capital purchases, safety projects, and operational
improvements, such as Intelligent Traffic Systems (ITS), incident management, or traffic signal system projects. The funding for these projects is
primarily federal funding, with the required state matching funds and in many cases the federal funding is only eligible for specific categories of
improvements. For example, National Highway Performance Program (NHPP) funds can only be used on the designated National Highway System
(NHS) or Federal Safety Funds can only be used for eligible safety activities. The various Federal programs and State categories of projects are the
building blocks of the STIP.
The South Carolina Department of Transportation is governed by the SCOOT Commission, which is comprised of nine members and serves as a
general policy-making body for the various functions and purposes as prescribed by law. By approving the STIP, the SCOOT Commission allocates
appropriated federal funding to various state categories and specific projects.
When preparing the STIP, SCOOT consults and coordinates with
MPOs and COGs, transportation interest groups, and other affected local jurisdictions. Projects are approved and scheduled in consideration of their
priority, available funding, and status.
Projects are initially placed in the STIP with cost and scheduling information based on planning level analysis. As the project is developed, the
project scope, termini, cost estimate, and schedule may be modified as the project matures, or the project may be removed completely if it is no
longer deemed feasible. Depending on the project sponsor, these changes may be subject to approval of the MPO, COG, SCOOT Commission,
FHWA, and FTA. Projects may also be modified as a result of input received during the public review process. Funding forecasts related to transit
services that appear in the STIP and the MPO TIP is developed cooperatively by the MPO, the local transit operator and the SCOOT Office of Public
Transit.
This document is the 2014-2019 STIP. The document and process of developing the STIP is intended to meet the requirements of the Moving
Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21). MAP-21 was enacted July 6, 2012, and provides federal funds for transportation projects. The
STIP was developed in accordance with the current rules and regulations outlined in 23 CFR Part 450, Subpart B - Statewide Transportation
Planning and Programming. In addition, the project selection and prioritization process used to develop the STIP was completed in accordance
with South Carolina General Assembly Act 114 enacted on June 2007.
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In June 2007, state legislation was passed in South Carolina to restructure and reform SCOOT. Among the numerous provisions, Section 57-1-370
addresses the STIP development in an effort to establish a consistent process for identifying highway improvement projects. Subsection (B) (8) of
this section states, "the commission shall establish a priority list of projects to the extent permitted by federal laws or regulations, taking into
consideration at least the following criteria: (1) financial viability including a life cycle analysis of estimated maintenance and repair costs over the
expected life of the project; (2) public safety; (3) potential for economic development; (4) traffic volume and congestion; (5) truck traffic; (6) the
pavement quality index; (7) environmental impact; (8) alternative transportation solutions; and (9) consistency with local land use plans." The
SCOOT Commission ensures that priorities from each plan consider the nine criteria prior to solicitation for public comment.
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The STIP includes information about federally-funded projects, including project of regional significance regardless of funding source, for the
2014-2019 timeframe. The program covers the six-year period beginning October 1, 2013, which is the beginning of the 2014 federal fiscal year,
and ends September 30, 2019 which is the end of the 2019 federal fiscal year. Amendments to this document may occur that alter the scope,
schedule, and number of approved projects in the STIP. To see the latest version of the complete STIP document or a complete listing of the
individual amendments, go to: http://www.scdot.org/inside/stip.aspx
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Process

The STIP is a financially constrained program. A financially constrained program indicates the total cost of the projects cannot exceed available
funds. Establishing a budget is the first step in achieving a financially constrained STIP. The budget is based on the annual appropriations
approved by Congress. Federal appropriation amounts are provided for the following categories- National Highway Performance Program (NHPP),
Surface Transportation Program (STP), Safety (HSIP), Railway-Highway Crossing Program, Congestion Mitigation/Air Quality (CMAQ), Transportation
Alternatives (TA), Federal Transit Administration (FTA) programs, and Planning (SPR/PL). Additional federal funding may also be received through
discretionary programs, or other programs not included in the core federal-aid appropriation, such as the Federal Lands Access Program.
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After receiving the federal appropriations and based on eligibility, the
federal programs are translated into state defined categories to
emphasize system priorities, such as Bridge Replacement, Pavement
and Reconstruction, Interstate Maintenance, and System Upgrade.
The federal mass transit appropriations are administered as defined by
FTA. The Program Development Office, Division of Intermodal and
Freight Program, Finance Office, and Planning Office at SCOOT work
together to evaluate existing programs and project status. During this
time, SCOOT is also coordinating with MPOs and COGs to evaluate
their programs. Existing projects, schedules and budgets are updated
to determine the level of funding necessary to complete the projects.
Based on available funding, new projects are also programmed in the
STIP. Candidate projects originate from planning processes and longrange plans and are prioritized consistent with Act 114 criteria .
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STlP Amendments and Correctio s
The STIP is a living document and requires modifications as project information changes.
Corrections:
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Modifications are defined as Amendments and

Ill

Amendments
STIP amendments are major updates that require public participation, SCOOT Commission approval, re-demonstration of fiscal constraint or
conformity determination (for non exempt projects in non-attainment or maintenance areas).

ICI

INITIATED
•SCOOT
•MPO
•COG

REVIEWED
(15 day comment)
Public Input

SCOOT concurrence &
( consideration of ACT 114

STIP Approvals
and
Amendments

)

MODIFIED
• Study Team
• Transportation Committee
·Verification of ACT 114

• District Office
• COG Office
• MPO Office

APPROVED
• Policy Board
• Transportation Board

U1
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o Minor changes to project phase or cost;
o Minor changes to funding sources of previously included projects

• FHWA
•FTA

"',........
w

Corrections
STIP corrections are minor updates that do not require public participation or SCOOT Commission approval, does not require re-demonstration of
fiscal constraint, or conformity determination (in non-attainment or maintenance areas).

SUBMITTED

c
c

0

o Addition or deletion of a project;
o Major change in project cost, shifting a phase of work, design concept, or scope

STIP /TIP

,.

• Highway Commissioner
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:erpretation

Readers will note that project information is shown by county location. To assist readers with interpreting the project information tables, a key is
provided below. The key defines several terms used frequently throughout the STIP. It should also be noted that the amounts shown in this
document represent funding in thousands.
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Identifies the improvement
with a project name, project
Description, project length and
project rank

\
Description
US 17 Bypass
(Shetland to Backgate)
Widen to 6 lanes)

Project priority based
on Program Category
(See STIP Terms)

I

Project

I

Lennth

Rank

MPO/
COG

GSATS-24

GSATS

Identifies the state
program to develop/
complete the project

I

STIP
Cateaorv
System Upgrade

I

Identifies what region of the state
the improvement is located.
MPOs are located in urban
portions of the state while the
COG regions encompass the
regions otttside the M PO boundaries

~ oomplote

/

Federal
Proaram

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

r~"

STP

I
Identifies the federal
program to develop/
complete the project
(See STIP Terms)

I $Cost
in
1,000s

FY 2018
Planned

I

500\ 3,00?1

II\

\
Phase
of
Work

~

....

Identifies the total
(federal portion plus
match) amount of
fun ds it will take to

Identifies the fisca l year a
phase of work wi ll be
planned
(See STIP Terms)

I

FY 2019
Planned

I
I

...U1
N

....0w

T

pmjoot

Total
Pro·ect Cost

Remaining
Cost

I
Identifies the amount
of fun ds it wi ll take to
complete the project
after the six-year plan

Phase of Work Definitions:
P:
Engineering design and environmental analysis
R:
Right-of-Way acquisition
C:
Construction
AD:
Administration
CA:
Capital
FC:
Transit Facility Construction
VA:
Transit Vehicle Acquisition
PS:
Transit Purchase of Service
OP:
Operations
0:
Other
PL:
Planning/feasibility
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Bridge Program- Funding for projects that address structurally deficient or functionally obsolete bridges on the federal-aid system, with a portion
of the funding required for use on bridges typically not eligible for federal funding (off-system). Includes rehabilitation and replacement of bridges.
Bridge Program funds typically require a 20% match.
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) - Funding for projects that demonstrate reductions in ozone and particulate matter pollutants.
Funding is used for projects within EPA designated non-attainment areas, as well as incident response services in Beaufort, Charleston, Columbia,
Florence, Grand Strand/Myrtle Beach, Rock Hill, and Greenville/Spartanburg urban areas. Incident responders make minor repairs to disabled
vehicles, assist with traffic control and incident management, and provide first aid until emergency medical service arrives. CMAQ funds typically
require a 20% match.
Interstate Program - Funding for resurfacing and other maintenance activities, interstate and interchange reconstruction, ramp modifications,
and mainline widening, as well as Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) technology that provides the traveling public advanced notification of
travel conditions and options for alternative routing. Interstate Program funds typically require a 10% or 20% match depending on the project
type.
Pavement and Reconstruction Program - Funding for resurfacing of Primary Routes (US and SC) and state secondary routes eligible for
federal funding. Funding is divided between three categories of improvements including reconstruction, rehabilitation and preservation. Pavement
and Reconstruction funds typically require a 20% match.
Recreational Trails (RTP) - Funding used to develop and maintain recreational trails and trail-related facilities for both non-motorized and
motorized recreational trail uses. The RTP funds come from the Federal Highway Trust Fund, and represent a portion of the motor fuel excise tax
collected from non-highway recreational fuel use. The RTP is administered by the South Carolina Parks Recreation and Tourism.
Safety - Funding for projects in locations that have a statistically higher than average collision rate and/or severity rate that considers fatalities,
injuries, and property damage. The Safety Program is comprised of the following categories:
o Intersection Improvements - Realignments, turn lanes, signalization
o Corridor Improvements - Spot improvements along segments of roadway
o Low Cost Intersection Improvements - Fluorescent signing, reflective sign post panels, additional signage, oversize stop signs, and
remarking/ re-stripi ng
o Railroad Improvements - Safety enhancements to rail crossings
o Interstate Safety Improvements- Resurfacing (open-graded friction course), extending an acceleration/deceleration lanes, clearing, and
signing and marking improvements
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Carolina General Assembly in 1997 to select and assist in financing major qualified projects by providing loans and other financial assistance.

-

System Upgrade Program (Guideshare) - Funding made available by the SCDOT Commission to address MPO and COG priorities, such as intersections, road

'g

widening, and new road construction. System Upgrade funding typically require a 20% match.

lQ_

Transportation Alternatives Program - Funding for bike and pedestrian projects selected by Transportation Management Areas {TMAs) in the urbanized areas

...U1

over 200,000 in population and by the SCDOT Commission for non-TMA areas. Transportation Alternatives funds typically require a 20% match.

0

State Infrastructure Bank (SIB) - Provides state funding for significant transportation projects. The State Infrastructure Bank was establish by the South

:1>

c

......

""'

......
w

Planning Program - Funding for Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) and SCDOT for eligible planning related projects and activities.
The following Federal Transit Administration {FTA) Mass Transit funding program references are identified in the STIP for each project:
Section 5305(d): Metropolitan Planning Program
Flexed to combine with FHWA/PL program - planning
Section 5305(e): State Planning and Research Program
(20% match planning)
Section 5307: Urbanized Area Formula Program
(20% match capital, 50% match operating)
Section 5310: Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities Program
(20% match - capital, 50% match operating)
Section 5311: Formula Grants for Rural Areas Program
(20% match administrative & capital, 50% match operating)
Section 531l{b)(3): Rural Transit Assistance Program
(no match required, statewide training & technical assistance only)
Section 531l{c)(2): Appalachian Development Public Transportation Assistance Program
(20% match administrative & capital, 50% match operating for FTA-identified Appalachian Regions)
Section 5339: Bus and Bus Facilities Formula Program
(20% match - capital only)

11
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3-C Planning Process (continuing, comprehensive, and cooperative) -A transportation planning process, which makes the area eligible to
receive federal highway and transit funding, includes two major required products- a regional transportation plan, with at least a 20-year planning
horizon, and a transportation improvement program, a shorter-term schedule of active projects.

~

ICI
:::J

1:11

)>

c:
ICI
c:

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)- The agency of the USDOT that administers the federal program of financial assistance to state

~

departments of transportation.

...U1

Federal Transit Administration (FTA)- The agency of the USDOT that administers financial assistance to public transit.

....0w

....

,...,

Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) - Technology to better manage traffic and transit resources, increase the capacity capabilities of
existing highways and enhance safety.

Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21)- Provides federal funds for surface transportation programs nationally at over
$105 billion for fiscal years (FY) 2013 and 2014. MAP-21 is the first long-term highway authorization enacted since 2005.

National Highway System (NHS)- Created by federal transportation legislation in 1991 (ISTEA) the "National Highway System" consisting of the
interstate highway system and other primary highways. The NHS funding category has been established to support improvement projects on the
network.

State Implementation Program (SIP) - A plan produced by the state environmental agency and mandated by the Clean Air Act to monitor,
control, maintain, and enforce compliance with the national air quality standards. The SIP provide air quality thresholds that must be considered
during the long-range transportation planning process for non-attainment areas.

Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) - A document prepared by a metropolitan planning organization that lists federally funded
projects and other projects of regional significance within their planning area over a minimum of four years.

Transportation Management Areas (TMA)- Urbanized areas with a population over 200,000 (as determined by the latest decennial census)

12
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Metropolitan Planning Organizations

:1>

Anderson Area Transportation Study (ANATS) - Representing portions of Anderson County
Augusta Regional Transportation Study (ARTS-TMA)- Representing portions of Aiken County (multi-state including Augusta, GA)
Charleston Area Transportation Study (CHATS-TMA) - Representing portions of Berkeley, Charleston, and Dorchester Counties
Columbia Area Transportation Study (COATS-TMA) - Representing portions of Calhoun, Lexington, and Richland Counties
Florence Area Transportation Study (FLATS) - Representing portions of Darlington and Florence Counties
Greenville-Pickens Area Transportation Study (GPATS-TMA) - Representing portions of Anderson, Greenville, Pickens, and Spartanburg Counties
Grand Strand Area Transportation Study (GSATS-TMA)- Representing portions of Georgetown and Harry Counties (multi-state including Brunswick
County, NC)
Low-Country Area Transportation Study (LATS) - Representing portions of Beaufort and Jasper Counties
Rock Hill-Fort Mill Area Transportation Study (RFATS-TMA) - Representing portions of Lancaster and York Counties
Spartanburg Area Transportation Study (SPATS) - Representing portions of Spartanburg County
Sumter Area Transportation Study (SUATS) - Representing portions of Sumter County

c
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Councils of Governments

Appalachian Council of Governments - Representing Anderson, Cherokee, Greenville, Pickens, Oconee, and Spartanburg Counties
BCD Council of Governments - Representing Berkeley, Charleston, and Dorchester Counties
Catawba Council of Governments - Representing Chester, Lancaster, Union, and York Counties
Central Midlands Council of Governments- Representing Fairfield, Lexington, Newberry, and Richland Counties
Lowcountry Council of Governments - Representing Beaufort, Colleton, Hampton, Jasper Counties
Lower Savannah Council of Governments - Representing Aiken, Allendale, Bamberg, Barnwell, Calhoun, and Orangeburg Counties
Pee Dee Council of Governments - Representing Chesterfield, Darlington, Dillon, Florence, Marion, and Marlboro Counties
Upper Savannah Council of Governments - Representing Abbeville, Edgefield, Greenwood, Laurens, McCormick, and Saluda Counties
Santee-Lynches Council of Governments - Representing Clarendon, Kershaw, Lee, and Sumter Counties
Waccamaw Regional Planning and Development Council - Representing Georgetown, Harry, and Williamsburg Counties

13
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Rank- Project rankings are based on the respective category/program. The following abbreviations are used to distinguish project priorities by
category/program:
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BR:
BRH:
BRR:
CMAQ:
IM:

II:
IU :
SI:

Statewide
Bridge Rehab/Replacement
Bridge Rehab
Bridge Replacement
Air Quality Improvement
Interstate Maintenance
Interstate Interchange
Interstate Upgrade
Safety Improvement

APP:
BCD:
CB:
CM:
LC:
LS:
PD:
SL:
US:
WAC:

COGs
Appalachian
Berkeley Charleston Dorchester
Catawba
Central Midlands
Lowcountry
Lower Savannah
Pee Dee
Santee Lynches
Upper Savannah
Waccamaw

....

MPOs
ANATS: ANATS
ARTS:
ARTS
CHATS: CHATS
COATS: COATS
FLATS: FLATS
GPATS: GPATS
GSATS: GSATS
LATS:
LATS
RFATS: RFATS
SPATS: SPATS
SUATS: SUATS

.!11
,...,

....0w
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Original - August 15, 2013

APro·ect
Description

Length

S-32
Little River
Abbeville County Pavement Preservation

Rank
IBRP-34

-----------------------------

Abbeville County Pavement Resurfacing

MPO/
COG

STIP
Category

Federal
Program

Upper Savannah

Bridge

STP

Upper Savannah

Pave/Reconst

NHPP/STP

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

...

0

IC'

2014-2019
Project Cost

Remaining
Cost

:::::1

Ql

Funding information can be found In the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

l>

----------

NHPP/STP

. 174

$1,293

------------- -------------- ------- ------1,119

c
c

IQ
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_s~21!.(~·!5.!J.P!'!'!!'!~~~'!!!?1'£!2l ________

SC 185 (Anders()llCoLine to SC 20)

...U1
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County 1- Highway- Page 1

Aiken~
Pro·ect

Descri ption

I

Length

us 278

MPO/
COG

Rank

Federal
Program

STIP
Category

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Project Cost

BR-76

Lower Savannah

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BRH-30

ARTS

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BRP-27

ARTS
Lower
ARTS
Lower
ARTS
Lower
ARTS
Lower
ARTS

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of th e Commission Approved Categories section

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of th e Commission Approved Categories section

Interstate

NHPP

Funding information can be found in th e Interstate portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Pave/Reconst

NHPP/STP

Remaining
Cost

Three Runs Creek

sc 28
Savannah River
S-144
1-20
us 1
South Edisto River
S-180
Norfolk Southern RR
S-166
Norfolk Southern RR
1-20
(Near MM 0 to near MM 5)
(Eastbound/Westbound)
Aiken County Pavement Preservation

iii'

cs·
:::J

-""
n

..,

0

BRP-24
BRP-97
BRP-113
IM-47

-----------------------------

acs·

Savannah
Savannah

:::J

........

Savannah

c

Savannah

ARTS
Lower Savannah

----------

NHPP/STP

Aiken County Pavement Resurfacing

11)

$4,109

394

-------------r-----3,715

------- -------

c:T

..,

11)

-------

...U1

_U1!_3~lS_:Sj~l~ :!_a.!:,~~!i.!lJ!!~.XJ.!.o_S~J ~..9!'!!~!_sl_
SC 4 (Beg 2 Lane (2.06 Mi. East of US 278) to

N

0
....
w

~3!~2~~~~~~~~---------------SC 28 (Local (Beech Island Ave.) to
y~~~~~~~~~l~~~~l_ _____________
SC 191 (SC 19 (Edgefield Highway) to

Y2~~~~~~~~~~----------------S-87 (Begin 2 Lane Section to
_o~~~i:...E_o.!,~~li!<>.!:'!!~!!!!_e_!l.!!·ll __________

_S_:1.!!,~(~~~f!!.c_!!!!~~!e!2!!."L'.!?.~'!0Jij,a_!!1£t~n-A_:"~!!'!ll

_S_:1.!!,~(~~~f!!.c_!!!!~~!e!2!;!_1!l_t~~-.!_0~!!'1.!!~-----S-105 (S-80 (Hampton Avenue) to

~~J~l~~~~~~~~~Wl~-------------

S-2131 (US 1 (Richland Ave.) to
SC 118 (Robert M. Bell Parkway))
ARTS-01
ARTS
Atomic Road I
ARTS-06
East Buena Vista
(Corridor Improvements & Widening)
ARTS-04
ARTS
Silver Bluff Road
(Indian Creek Trail to Richardson Lake Road)
(Corridor Improvements)
ARTS
Hitchcock Parkway
ARTS-02
(Phase I)
(Widen to 4 lanes)
Phase 1- SC 302 to Huntsman Dr. Phase II- Huntsman Dr to US 1)
ARTS-08
ARTS
sc 126
(End of 1-520 to US 1 project)
(Widen to 5 lanes)
Intersection Improvements
N/A Lower Savannah
US 78/SC 781
- Redesign Intersection
Lower Savannah
LS-01
1-20/Bettis Academy
Exit 11)

Q
3

1,380 R

4,640

c

$6,020

4,200

c

$4,200

8,700

c

5,000

c

$14,700

750 R

8,250

c

$9,750

System Upgrade

STP

System Upgrade

STP

System Upgrade

STP

1,000 R

System Upgrade

STP

750 R

System Upgrade

STP

50 R
1,050 c

$1,100

System Upgrade

STP

550

c

$550

County 2 - Highway - Page 1

Aike
Pro·ect
Description
Aiken County Council on Ag ing
Admin., Operations, Capital

I

Length

I

Rank

MPO/
COG
Lower Savannah

STIP
Category
Mass Transit

Federal
Program
5311

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Project Cost

Remaining
Cost

:::s

Dl

$154

154 AD
CA

OP

FY 2018
Planned

0
..,
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County 2 - Mass Transit - Page 1

Allendate
Pro·ect
Description

Length

us 301

Rank
IBRH-31

Savannah River
Allendale County Pavement Preservation

-----------------------------

Allendale County Pavement Resurfacing

MPO/
COG

STIP
Category

Federal
Program

Lower Savannah

Bridge

NHPP

Lower Savannah

Pave/Reconst

NHPP/STP

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Project Cost

Remaining
Cost

..,0

IC'
~

Dl

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

l>

----------

NHPP/STP

$728

110

------------- ----- --------- ------- ------618

c
c
lQ.

IQ

....

_u_2 .3!!1.11!:5_2~_(_!!'!!_1::_ ~dj !o_S;}!_ !9!;111!'-!!."!.e.!! ~<!JL __
US 278 (S-472 (Edenfield Rd.) to S-518 (Bells Rd .))
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County 3 - Highway - Page 1

Anderson
Pr<>j_ect
Description

l

Length

us 29
us 29

l

Rank
BRH-33

Anderson County Pavement Preservation

MPO/
COG
ANATS
Appalachian
ANATS
Appalachian

I

STIP
Cateao!l

I

Bridge

NHPP

Pave/Reconst

NHPP/STP
NHPP/STP

Anderson County Pavement Resurfacing

FY 2014
Planned

Federal
Pros ram

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Pr<>j_ectCost

Remaining

Cost

~.E-3~~~~~~~~~~~---------~~~~~~
_c !!.c '!!~'!..a!~!l~!l!!~!!.i!!~a.!!_ _____ ~~:_s~~
2 2

_C_2!!_C2r_!! ~'!..a! ~_E!!_t!!_e1/.!:!'!!o:!_s_!3!!'!!J! !!<!_ _ ~~!_S~_!

-~~!!~~!~~~~32~--------- ~~~~!
-~~~~~.!!~~~~~~~~~~------ ~~~~~
_S_E _! 1!?_@_~h_!!!!'!!,l!_R_2~d_E!t!n.!~!!. _ _ _ _ ANATS-09
Monroe Street@ Market Street

ANATS-10

~

Dol

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

I

c>
c

$4,282

422

IQ

,...

Ill

3,860

....Ul

_U2_3~~~~i.S!~l_':_a!!"l~2:!7_!o'I...!:2.2!...S_E_!!l ___ _

_u2.z~_(!;~~i.M.!!~~!·LI~~~!i~~~_yv!IJ?.i!!e_R2:J. __
_R_!!~~~!_4j~_3!!_~~;!~_(~~!:!>.!!_e!~'!Jl. ______ _
-~~~~~.i~~~~~~!~~:l.~~~~l. ______ _
_R_!!~~~!!_SJ~~e_~.!_4_!'!_~~J(;_!l~~k!':_~j) ____ _
Ramp 6006 (S-75 (Cherokee Rd.) to Ramp 5175)
US 29
IAPP-02
!Appalachian
(Widening from SC 8 to
SC 20 Conn)
Multi-Use Path
ANATS-02 IANATS
Intersection Improvements
ANATS

.,0

IE'

...

N
Q

....

System Upgrade

NHPP

System Upgrade
System Upgrade

STP

400 R

NHPP
NHPP
STP
STP
NHPP
STP
STP

200 R
100 R
450 R

----------

I

1,000 P

I

w
$2 ,5001

1,500 R

26,000

$ 1,400
$12,000

1,000 c

_.!.,~.£ ~ -500

c

_ .!.,~.£ ~ -250
400
500
200

R
R
R
R

=======:=======
------T-riso_c_
1

1,75o c

-------~--r2ao_c _

------T-1-:-iso_c_

County 4 - Highway - Page 1

Anders
Pro ect
Description

I

City of Anderson (Electric City Transit)
Capital and Operations

Length

I

Rank

MPOI
COG
ANATS

STIP
Category
Mass Transit

Federal
Program
5307

FY 2014
Planned
881 OP
CA
-

FY 2015
Planned
750 OP
CA_

FY 2016
Planned
750 OP
CA
--- ---

FY 2017
Planned
750 OP
CA

FY 2018
Planned
750 OP
CA

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Pro·ect Cost

Remaining
Cost

$3,881

0.,

IC'

=
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County 4 - Mass Transit - Page 1

__ _e ·g
Proect
Description

I

Length

Rank

MPO/
COG

STIP
Category

Federal
Program

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Project Cost

us 321
S Edisto River Swamp

BRH-38

Lower Savannah

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found In the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

sc 70
Little Salkehatchie River

BRP-11

Lower Savannah

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found In the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Lower Savannah

Pave/Reconst

NHPP/STP

Bamberg County Pavement Preservation

Remaining
Cost

NHPP/STP

c:::r

.,

....

.......

_u~.z~J~:!1_2iC!'!!'~'!...s.!r!e..!)_!.o_E.,!!~~~'!!~~~u_!t!!'L_
_sE ~~.!!~ ~!. @!!'~~n_B_!I~g! ~~)_!~5_:3~~~~~~!. fld_;))
SC 64 (S-388 (Ralphs Rd .) to Colleton County Line)
us 78/ us 321

-----------------------Turn Lanes/Enhancements
US 78 I Calhoun St

US78
(Phase II)
(Denmark to Bamberg)
(Corridor Improvements)

N

Lower Savannah

$4,190

System Upgrade

N/A

NHPP

-----LS-08
LS-01

g
nl

810

Y~~u~~~~~~~~-----------------

Intersection Improvements

cs·

::::s

0

---------- ------- ------- ------- ------- ------- -------

-----------------------------

Bamberg County Pavement Resurfacing
US 78 (End of Curb & Gutter Section to

<

u;·

....
$947

137

~

Lower Savannah

System Upgrade

STP

50 R

-~:!.:'£.£ __
200 p
50 R
250 p

--------------------- ------750 c
150 R

2,500

c

------$2,900

County 5 - Highway - Page 1
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erg
Project
Description
Bamberg County COA (Handi-Ride)
Admin., Operations, Capital

I

Length

I

Rank

I

MPO/
COG

\Lower Savannah

STIP
Category
Mass Transit

Federal
Program
5311

FY 2014
Planned
115 AD
OP
CA

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Project Cost

Remaining
Cost

..,0

IE'
:I
I»

$115

)>

c
c
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County 5 - Mass Transit - Page 1

e

a
Pro'ect
Description

I

Length

I

Rank

Barnwell County Pavement Preservation

Lower Savannah

-----------------------------

Barnwell County Pavement Resurfacing
SC 3 (S-80 (Poplar Rd.) to US 278)
Intersection Improvements
us 78/ sc 39

MPO/
COG

IN/A

STIP
Category
Pave/Reconst

Federal
Program
NHPP/STP

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Project Cost

Remaining
Cost

$1 ,184

151

---------- ------- ------- r------- ------- ------- -------

NHPP/STP

1,033

200 R
600 c

$800

~

iii'
I
.

cs·
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g
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w

County 6 - Highway - Page 1

B roweD
Pro·ect
Description
Generations Unlimited
Admin ., Operations, Capital

Length

Rank

MPO/
COG
Lower Savannah

STIP
Category
Mass Transit

Federal
Program
5311

FY 2014
Planned
359 AD

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Project Cost

Remaining
Cost

..,

0

ii'
:::::J

Dol

$359

OP

l>
c
c
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CA
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County 6 - Mass Transit - Page 1

Beaufort
Proiect
~[

Description

Length

S-79
Jarvis Creek
us 21

Rank

I

MPO/
COG

I

STIP
Cateso!i:

Federal
Program

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Prolect Cost

BR-72

flowcountry

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BRP-23

llowcountry

Bridge

STP

Funding Information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Earmark

Earmark

Remaining

Cost

Lowcountry

1,304

c

Pave/Reconst

Beaufort County Pavement Resurfacing

n

$1 ,304

(Discretionary)
Lowcountry

s·
::::J

....

Harbor River

Beaufort Rail Trail
(Green Corridor Project)
(Matching Agency - Beaufort County)
Beaufort County Pavement Preservation

~

iii'

..,0

til

~

NHPP/STP

176

NHPP/STP

2,299

$2,475

s·
::::J

......

-------~--------------~---------------

_U~_!~JJ!'!P!'~2.'!!'~!,i,!!e_t2,~C_1_!1!J~'!!'!!_e_!i~!!, __

0

g

US 278 (0.14 Mi. E of S-141 (Squire Pope Rd.) to
_O.:...<i!!'!!i:...E_o..!.~!_4.!_~s_u_!!!_~0£8_~.:l) _________ _

C"

US 278 (0.46 Mi. E of S-141 (Squire Pope Rd.) to

..,

Y~~~~m!~e_~]------------------

tD

________________ _

.."

....

Ramp 5003 (US 278 (Fording Island Rd.) to

Y~2~.1~~~~~JL

Ramp 5004 (SC 170 (Okatie Hwy.) to
_u~ .3~JF-2~~!!. !!i!.n..!! ~!!;ll

""w
....

_____________ _

0

Ramp 5006 (US 278 (Fording Island Rd.) to
SC 170 (Okatie Hwy.))
Lowcountry

Intersection Improvements
_U~_!~j!!-~~d!!'.!!_I!:'!,'!!,O_!

________ _

Y~.!!_~~~~!:'~-------------

sc 802 @ S-112 (Holly Hall)/

LC-06
LC-07
LC-08

S-72 (Brickyard)

Y~1~i~~~~~~~~::::::::::J~~3
US 21@ US 21 Bus

lN/A

$5,400

System Upgrade
NHPP
NHPP
STP

:Lt~i::~:~~~::~::::::
_______t ______ J______ _

~~~--------t--;~~--

------~

------ -------

County 7 - Highway - Page 1

Berketey
Pro·ect
Description

LenQth

SC41

Rank
BR-12

us

Federal
Program

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Project Cost

Bridge

BRH-16

CHATS

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BRP-21

BCD
CHATS
CHATS

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found In the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Earmark

Earmark

Railroad Avenue Extension,

Berkley County
Matchlna Aaencv - SCDOTI
Henry Brown Boulevard Extension -Phase I
(N. Rhett Boulevard Extension)
(Matching Agency - Berkeley County One Cent
Transportation Sales & Use Tax)
1-526
(SC 7 to US 17)
Carpooi/RideshareNanpool Program

STIP
CateQorv

BCD
CHATS

Wando River

(Design Build)
1-526
Cooper River
176
Dean Swamp

MPO/
COG

Local ________

STP

~A£1~_T.§~!:,Ul ___

Local
CHATS

Earmark

Earmark
~A£~T_§~!:,l& ___

Local
IU-06
IU-08

CHATS

Interstate

NHPP

Remaining

Cost

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

1.706

c

$9,906

-s.roac-- ------- ------- ------- ------- ------5,974 c
-z.ilsc-- ------- ------- ------- ------- -------

$8,150

as·

-g
:l

0

Funding information can be found in the Interstate portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

C'

..,

~

...
~

Stag Time
--mr~x~ns~ni~moo~an-----

,..,

--~pro~vcSi9na~TrRwe~Ave~---

us 17 s

...w

0

- - rrslmpr'o~meniS :-A"diiiiionalca.ner.&(5)
--~~~n&~unrn~~rg8tron~us ____
- -~lrtM€1iii8rcniniiefriiP'riivemoo!S----mke~~~pro~m~~---------

--rmprn~~rgnarrr~~1ffiiii&rcnM9u- -rmpiii~ ""Decif[anis-aTP""aur~inTrelllfl"vil'
--rmprn~Tu~Avemd~ramiioonlrU~s

--widen 7rom lniiiriiaiionaitoPaul C:antr&if&
Paul Cantrell Interchange Improvements

(DB)
- -R'e&iriP.!AshTe'Y 'River Eir'i<tiie-aiid"I:S2&-from Rivers Avenue to Don Holt Bridge
for 3 lanes
--i>aiifcan"irelnicTm'Pro'Vemiioiis_&_____
Paul Cantrell and Magwood Drive
Interchange Construction
--rniiim~oM~Tvd~proVem~b~----

Diverging Diamond Interchange
Clements Ferry Road
(Widening)
Berkeley County Pavement Preservation
B~~~ycoon~P..~me~R~u~~~----------

CHATS

Local

Local

BCD
CHATS

Pave/Reconst

NHPP/STP

CHATS
BCD
CHATS-01 CHATS

NHPPlSTP _____

Safety
System Upgrade

Safety
Local

s!i!:ti::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
STP

ea,ma,r------

2,500 R

18,000

c

$20,500

242

$2,918

-2,676 ___

------- ------- -------

------- -------

Funding Information can be found in the Safety portion of the Commission Approved Categories section
J~I?2.£

-1~2.£
-~~2.£

990

c

__
__
__

------------- ------- ------- ------------- ------- ------- ------- ------------- ------- ------------- -------

$17,3 15

Repurposed)
US17ALT@SC6

...
..,0

--~duCaUoo,rom~ro~ga~~rnii-----

Intersection Improvements

s·

:l

.......
n

--fi~wmm~~~comprnn~~fle~--

US 17 (0.12 Mi. E of S-1308 (Kinlaw Rd.) to
0.20 Mi. W of SC 45 (French Santee Rd.))
1-26
(Near MM 168 to near MM 199)
College Park Road

~

iii'

BCD-03

BCD

System Upgrade

$825
NHPP

50 R

775C

County 8 - Highway - Page 1

..,

0

IC'
Proect
Description

Length

Rank

Calhoun County Pavement Preservation

MPO/
COG
Lower Savannah

STIP
Category
Pave/Reconst

NHPP/STP

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Project Cost

Remaining
Cost

Lower Savannah

NHPP/STP

550

STP

400 R

::l
Cll

$654

104

---------- ------- ------- -------------- ------- -------

-----------------------------

Calhoun County Pavement Resurfacing
US 176 (US 21 (Columbia Rd.) to S-353 (Old Swamp Rd.))
Intersection Improvements
us 176/ sc 6
N/A

Federal
Program

$1,400

System Upgrade
1,000

l>
c
c

\Q

~

....

c

- East and West Intersection
- East and West Intersection

...U1
N

....w

0

County 9 - Highway - Page 1

c

•
Pro·ect
Description

I

Length

SC41
Wando River
(Design Build)
sc 174
Store Creek
sc 174
Sand Creek
S-379

Rank
BR-12

BR-14
BR-31
BR-35

Noisette Creek

S-86
CSX RR (L-9999)
sc 174
Russell Creek
sc 7
CSX & Norfolk Southern RR & S-39
S-32
Noisette Creek
S-91
Tidal Stream
S-20
Tidal Stream (Hoopstick)
1-26

BR-45
BR-47

STIP

MPO/
COG

Federal

Cate~orv

Program

FY 2014
Planned

I

FY 2015
Planned

I

FY 2016
Planned

I

FY 2017
Planned

I

FY 2018
Planned

I

FY 2019
Planned

arteston
I

2014-2019
Project Cost

BCD
CHATS

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BCD
CHATS
BCD
- CHATS
BCD
CHATS
CHATS

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

-

BR-93

BCD
CHATS
BCD
CHATS
BCD
CHATS
BCD
CHATS
CHATS

BRH-48

CHATS

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BRH-49

CHATS

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BRH-52

CHATS

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BR-48
BR-63
BR-89

-

I

Remaining

Cost

c:r
::I

1-"

n

..,

0

~

Q.

cs·
::I

-g
0

g
..,
1-"

........
N

0

1-"

Bennet Yard

1-26
Baker Hospital
I-526WB
Savage Road
1-526 EB
Savaae Road
1-526
(SC 7 to US 17)
CarpooURideshareNanpool Program
- -f"eiitco"RiiiiiitiliQiconiiiiiiS.iid-WWiFieXI-Stag Time

~

iii'

BRH-53

CHATS

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

IU~6

CHATS

Interstate

NHPP

Funding lnfonnation can be found in the Interstate portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

IU~8

--~duC.uoo,rom~oO.Ma~a~ii------rrsiTA~uiMana~manr~~-----

--~pro"TicSi;n&~~Rwa~Av;~---

us 17 s
- - ii'siiiiiiriiv&Ri&niS :-A"diiiiional cameras(5)
--~~~T~~uhrn~itiu~onA~u----

- -;:-2&J~261nt8rchaoi98iii1P"rovem8niS-----m~Mra~~pro~m~b----------

--~pro~s~uln~ng@ffintM~Mges---~pro~ ll8c8Ylanes-aTP"aiiiC:antreiiBTvii
--~pro~T&eii&Avaanii~~;;;;;~r~ve.

--wiii&n"iriimiiiiem.itiiiniiiic>P8iilcanTr8il-&
Paul Cantrell Interchange Improvements
(DB)
- -R"e&trip;,"Ashley "River iiriiliielliici"1:&2&-from Rivers Avenue to Don Holt Bridge
for 31anes
- -i>aiiicaniiiiH-uc Tm"Proveiiiiiriia_&_---Paul Cantrell and Magwood Drive
Interchange Construction
- - iiiieiiiaiionai-BTvii iiiiiiroVemenTs-:---Diverging Diamond Interchange

County 10- Highway- Page 1

w

c
Pro·ect
Description

Length

Rank

MPO/
COG
CHATS

Port Access Road
(Connecting to 1-26)
(Matching Agency - Other)

STIP
Category
Earmark

Federal
Program

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

artesto
2014-2019
Project Cost
$151,544

Eannark
~!STE~!::_Ul_ __

Sc-PortSA-;;iiiQ,ity--

----------

-------r-.------r------- ------- ------- ------151,544 c
-------r-------- 1------- ------- ------- -------

~!:._n.!r.!I~!.S.!'!!~lSCOOT
(General Assembly)
Note: SCOOT is managing th is project on behalf of the SC Ports Authority through an intergovernmental agreement. Two funding allocations have been made by the SC General Assembly ($5.0 million to SCOOT and $167.0 million
+ interest to SCSPA).
Repair Refuge Perimeter Road (Route 100)
BCD
Federal Lands
1,000
Eastern
Applicant- U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
CHATS
Federal Lands
Ace Basin National Wildlife
Mark Clark Expressway Extension
CHATS
Local
SIB
30,000 R
49.329
(US 17 to James island Expressway)

c

• Project being managed on behalf of Charleston Co through a three-party agreement between SCOOT, SIB, and Charleston County
Recreational
Recreational
1,026
ABS 100(1)
I.BCD
Refuge Perimeter Road (Route 100)
CHATS
Trails
Trails
Agency - U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Ace Basin National Wildlife Refuge
Charleston County Pavement Preservation
BCD
CHATS
Charleston County Pavement Resurfacing

Pave/Reconst

-----------------------------

NHPP/STP

----------

NHPP/STP

Remaining
Cost

3

$1 ,000

$79,329

------- r------- ------- ------- -------

SC 7 (US 17 (Savannah Highway) to
SC 7 (Local (Sumar St.) to Durham Pt./ Poston Rd.)

Coleman Blvd Rev italization

CHATS

Safety

Safety

2,500

c

$2,500
$6,000

3.70

CHATS-9

CHATS

System Upgrade

STP

6.000

c

4.50

CHATS-06

CHATS

System Upgrade

STP

3.000

c

CHATS

System Upgrade

STP
2,000

c

3.000

c

..,

~

N

0

Y~!~i~~~~!~~~!!.---------------

(North Shore Drive to Fort
Johnson Rd)
Bees Ferry Road Wldenlngs
(Savannah Hwy to Ashley River
Road)
Complete Streets

c::r

...U1

_U_ll~~_(~:!_3_(!!.e2'~'!!'.!_~d.:l_!?!!!.d_G_!:~::_~e_2~'!!---_U_ll~~.JE~-P!.a!.s_~~i:!_n_!'!_~~!_(9!!:a~~~~!!.----

Interstate Safety improvements
US 17 at S-20 (Main Road)
Harborview Road

o·

:I
N

~

$5,254

------4,918

I

~iii'
c

$1 ,026

336

I

$6,000

$2,000

County 10 - Highway - Page 2

w
"""'

Cherokee~
Proect

Description

Length

Rank

MPO/
COG

STIP
Category

Federal
Program

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Project Cost

S-223
BR-54
Garner Branch
1-85 NBL & SBL
BR-56
Southern RR
S-41
BR-69
Peoples Creek
These projects are apart of Design Build Package E

Appalachian

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Appalachian

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

S-83
Buffalo Creek
us 29
1-85
sc 18
1-85
S-301
Limestone Creek
Cherokee County Pavement Preservation

BR-80

Appalachian

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BRH-01

Appalachian

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BRH-14

Appalachian

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BRP-13

Appalachian

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Appalachian

Pave/Reconst

NHPP/STP

-----------------------

iii'

c;·
:::J

....

n

..,

0

----------

;

STP

I+

-----------------------------

156

NHPP/STP

1,148

-g
iS'
:::J

0

r::r

..,tD
....

$1 ,304

---------- ------- -------

Cherokee County Pavement Resurfacing

SC 11 (Local (Mill Gin Rd.) to S-488 (Spring Valley Drive))
US 29 Connector
N/A
(New location between US 29 & SC 105)
(3-lane on 5-lane ROW)
APP-04
Old Post Road
(SC 105 to SC 11)
(Widening)

Remaining
Cost

------- ------- -------

-------

..."""'
....,

Appalachian

System Upgrade

STP

1,000 p

1,500 R

$2,500

6,000

Appalachian

System Upgrade

STP

500 p

500 p

$1 ,000

9,700

County 11 - Highway - Page 1

....0w

c
Pro·ect

Description

Length

sc 9
Broad River
sc 97
Rocky Creek
SC 9 EBL
Catawba River

-----------------------

S-77

Rank

MPO/
COG

STIP
Category_

Federal
Program

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Project Cost

BR-28

Catawba

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found In the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BR-38

Catawba

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found In the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BR-84

Catawba

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found In the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Remaining
Cost

0
..,

IS'
::I
Gl

l>

~

....

STP

S-141
BR-179
Rocky Creek
These projects are apart of Design Build Package E
SC72
BR-87

Catawba

Bridge

NHPP

Sandy River
Chester County Pavement Preservation

Catawba

Pave/Reconst

NHPP/STP

-----------------------------

c
c

IQ

-------------------

BR-112

_F~.!.!.i!!_g_C.!e.!!~---------------

Chester County Pavement Resurfacing
SC 9 (0.26 Mi. S of S-259 (Melton St.) to
SC 9 Bus. (Lancaster Hwy.))

FY 2014
Planned

este

...U1

....""w

NHPP

----------

NHPP/STP

Q
Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

$1 ,093

168

------925

------- -------------- ------- -------

County 12 - Highway - Page 1

c ester
Project
Description
Senior Services of Chester County
(dba Chester County Connector)
Administration Caoital & Ooeratina

I

Length

I

Rank

MPO/
COG
Catawba

STIP
Category
Mass Transit

Federal
Program
5311

FY 2014
Planned

296 AD
OP

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Project Cost

Remaining
Cost

0
..,

IC'
:::J

1:11

$296

)>

c
IQ
c

CA

~

""'
...U1

,..,

0

""'

w

County 12 - Mass Transit - Page 1

c
Pro·ect
Description

LenQth

S-20
Bear Creek (2)
S-67
Lynches River
Rehabilitate Route 129
Applicant - U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
Carolina Sandhills National Wildlife Refuge
Repair Route 110 (Gravel Road)

Rank
BR-59
BRP-149

MPO/
COG
Pee Dee

STIP
CateQorv
Bridge

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Pro"ect Cost

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Bridge

STP

Pee Dee

Eastern
Federal Lands

Federal Lands

100

$100

Pee Dee

Eastern

Federal Lands

1,000

$1 ,000

Federal Lands

750

Pee Dee

System Upgrade

s·
::l
c

Q
..,g

..

U1

c

$750

N

Q
NHPP/STP

$1,667

266

NHPP/STP

1,401

NHPP

1,000 p

-------

_______

SC 9 (S-23 (Zoar Rd.) to S-561 (Green Meadow Rd.))
SC9
PD-01
(SC 151 to SC 265)

~

iii'

3

---------- ------- ------- t-------- ------- -------

-----------------------------

Chesterfield County Pavement Resurfacing
US 52 (0.04 Mi. E of S-83 (Third St.) to

Remaining
Cost

N

Pee Dee

Federal Lands
Applicant - U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
Carolina Sandhill& National Wildlife Refuge
Federal Lands
CRS 110(1)
Pee Dee
(USFWS Region 4 - Repair Route 110 (gravel road))
(Applicant - U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Carolina Sand hills National Wildlife Refuge)
Pee Dee
Pave/Reconst
Chesterfield County Pavement Preservation

_0.;3~ ~i~E_o..!, ~!_J_:!i.!_ !f~u!. ~i!! !:~E. ~<!JL

Federal
ProQram

el~

este

$1,000

(Widen to 4 lanes)

County 13 - Highway - Page 1

....
w

Clarendon~
Project
Description

I

Length

Rank

MPO/
COG

STIP
Category

Federal
Program

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Project Cost

1-95 SB
Lake Marion SBL

BRH-18

Santee Lynches

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

sc 261

BRH-43

Santee Lynches

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BRP-04

Santee Lynches

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Santee Lynches

Eastern

Federal Lands

Remaining
Cost

Deep Creek
Rehabilitate Hutchln Landing Road
Applicant- U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
Santee National Wildlife Refuge
Clarendon County Pavement Preservation

-----------------------------

Clarendon County Pavement Resurfacing
S-34 (S-36 (Hickory Hill Rd.) to

o·

;::,
N

c

CSXRR

us 521

iii'

~

tD
$500

500

Federal Lands
Santee Lynches

Pave/Reconst

NHPP/STP

184

$1 ,320

---------- ------- ------- r------- ------- ------- -------

NHPP/STP

1,136

_OJ~~i;_S_o.!.~S_3_!1!J!.u!'!!~l~_ti!:::!UL _________

S-64 (S -127 (Bill Davis Rd.) to S-589 (Steven Rd.))

County 14 - Highway - Page 1

3

g..,

..

U1

N

...w
0

Co .e ton
Pro·ect
Description

1-95
(Near MM 48 to near MM 62)

Length

Rank
IM-56

MPO/
COG
lowcountry

Federal
Program

STIP
Category
Interstate

NHPP

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Project Cost

Remaining

Cost

::l

........

Colleton County Pavement Preservation

Lowcountry

Pave/Reconst

NHPP/STP

$1,879

227

------- ------- ------- ------- ---------------- ------1,652

------------------------------

Colleton County Pavement Resurfacing
SC 63 (0.04 Mi. W of US 21 (lowcountry Hwy.) to
0.37 Mi. E of S-190 (Miracle Rd.))
S-40 (SC 64 (Charleston Highway) to

..,0

-g
cs·
::l

Structure at Church Creek)
ILC-05

n

~

NHPP/STP

-----------------------------SC 64@ S-24 (Mount Carmel Rd)

iS'

....

Funding information can be found in the Interstate portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

(Northbound/Southbound)

Intersection Improvements

~

iii'

Lowcountry

System Upgrade

300 R
STP

750

$1,050

c

0

c:r

..,
....

tD

~
N

0

....w

County 15- Highway- Page 1

Darlingto
Pro·ect
Description

I

Length

S-49
High Hill Creek
us 401
Jefferies Creek
US401
Lake Swamp
US401
High Hill Creek

MPO/
COG

Rank
BRP~5

FLATS

STIP
Category

Federal
Program

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Project Cost

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found In the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Remaining
Cost

FLATS
Pee Dee

BRP-18

FLATS

BRP-18

FLATS
Pee Dee

Bridge

STP

FLATS
Pee Dee

Pave/Reconst

NHPP/STP

-----------------------------

237

(5'

$1 ,953

---------- ------- -------------- ------- -------

NHPP/STP

Darlington County Pavement Resurfacing
US 52 (S-213 (Blue Street) to

1,716

-------

C"

_s_E~~J.I~!!_t~~-.!_9j~:,_S!Y_!~•.'~!~:!.~!:!!!ll ______

..,

tD

S-115 (SC 102 (Patrick Highway) to S-13 (Center Rd.))
PD~5

::J

0

_O,:E!~i:...l'!_~~-!2l~:!.t~!!!!!.h!'!!:JL __________

us 52
(US 52 Business to Dovesville (S-41))
(Widen to 41anes)- Excludes 1-mile Black

-g
::J

~

Pee Dee

Darlington County Pavement Preservation

(5'

....
n
0..,

Pee Dee

BRP-17

~

in'

Pee Dee

System Upgrade

NHPP

12,753

c

$12,753

....

.........
N
0

Creek section

....

w

County 16- Highway- Page 1

n·
Pro·ect
Description

us 301

Length

Rank

MPO/
COG

STIP
Category

Federal
Program

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

I

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Project Cost

BR-75

Pee Dee

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found In the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

IM-54

Pee Dee

Interstate

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Interstate portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Pee Dee

Pave/Reconst

NHPP/STP

on
Remaining
Cost

:I
Dl

)>

Little Pee Dee River
1-95
(Near MM 193 to near MM 199)
(Northbound/Southbound)
Dillon County Pavement Preservation

0
..,

IE'

-----------------------------

Dillon County Pavement Resurfacing

Y~~~l~~~!~~e~32l~~~~~~~~w~~32]_
S-40 (S-156 (Gaddys Mill Rd.) to North Carolina State Line

---------------- ------874

NHPP/STP

$1 ,002

128

------t------

------- -------

c::
c::

IQ

~

.....
...U1
IV

Q
--

County 17 - Highway - Page 1

.....

w

D rc ester
Pro·ect
Description

Length

us 78

MPO/
COG

Rank

STIP
Category

Federal
Program

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Project Cost

BR-86

BCD

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BRH-50

BCD

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BCD
CHATS

Pave/Reconst

NHPP/STP

Remaining
Cost

n
0

------------------------------

----------

NHPP/STP

Dorchester County Pavement Resurfacing

156

$1 ,626

------1,470

------- f - - - - - - -

------- ------- -------

s·
::::s

-

US 17 (Colleton County Line to
SC 61 (SC 27 (Givhans Rd.) to
1.45 Mi. SE of SC 27 (Givhans Rd.))
CHATS
BCD
CHATS

1-26
(Near MM 168 to near MM 199)

us 78
(West of Old Orangeburg Rd (5 -22)

Right-Of-Way acquisition)

AU-09

I

3.40
SC 165 (Bacon's Bridge Rd)
(Current four lane to just
past Highway 61)
(Matching Agency - Dorchester County)
us 78
(US 178 to west of Old Orangeburg Road (5-22)
(CHATS Boundary))
Part 2 - Shoulder/Widening

CHATS

Safety

Safety

System Upgrade

NHPP

---------- -------~129£~--

System Upgrade

Non-ARRA

CHATS-03 CHATS

System Upgrade

STP
Local
STP

BCD-02

System Upgrade

NHPP

----------

BCD

-------------------

Local
Safety

0

g

Funding information can be found In the Safety portion of the Commission Approved Categories section
2,500

2,500

c

$2.500

_

__ f--~31!.._£ _ ------- ------- ------5,000 c
-~~0£_£ __
------- ------- ------r------!:;~!._£

$26,861

c

....""'

.."""'
N

$2 .500

4,873

c:r
tD

c

3,000 R

n;""'

~

_1_l!!.~i:...E_o.!_!!.'~!!.e_S_!!'!!.C.!_U.!:_el ______________

to West Richardson Ave)
Phase Ill Berlin Myers Parkway
(New Construction and

s·
::::s

....

Four Hole Swamp

1-95 58
S-53
Dorchester County Pavement Preservation

~

iii'

$19.600

__ -------r------- ------- ------- -------~~~£ __
-~~~£-+------ ------- ------- ------1,000 c
-~~.!_£
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....
w

0

E ge e
Pro ect
Descrlotlon

Lenath

us 25
Log Creek
S-143
Stevens Creek
sc 283
Turkey Creek
S-68
Turkey Creek
S-146
Durkes Pond
Edgefield County Pavement Preservation

Rank

MPO/
COG

STIP
Category

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Project Cost

BR-77

Upper Savannah

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found In the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BR-88

Upper Savannah

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found In the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BRH-36

Upper Savannah

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found In the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BRP-10

Upper Savannah

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BRP-125

Upper Savannah

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found In the Bridge portion ofthe Commission Approved Categories section

Upper Savannah

Pave/Reconst

NHPP/STP

US-02

158

Upper Savannah

System Upgrade

NHPP/STP

1,096

NHPP

5,100

Remaining
Cost

c

9,000

c

c

11.1

,.
c
c

~

....

...U1

,..,

....

Q

-------------- ------- ------7,000

:I

IQ

$1,254

---------- ------- -------

Edg";;fieid c;;u-;;iY "P.;;;,;,;;-tR;s";;,fa~i;;·g---------US 378 (McCormick County Line to US 25)
us 25
(Widen to 4 lane divided highway from
S-429 to SC 19)

Federal
Program

0..,

IE'

$21 ,100

County 19 - Highway - Page 1

w

Edge etd
Pro·ect
Description
Edgefield County Seniors
Admin ., Operations, Capital

I

Length

I

Rank

MPO /
COG
Upper Savannah

STIP
Category
Mass Transit

Federal
Program
5311

FY 2014
Planned
333 AD
OP
CA

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Project Cost

Remaining
Cost

0.,

IS'
~

Qj

$333

l>

c
c

IC

~

....

...U1

""w....
0

County 19 - Mass Transit - Page 1

Fairfield
Pro·ect

Description

I

Length

sc 34

Rank

MPO/
COG

STIP
Category

Federal
Program

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Project Cost

BR-57

Central Midlands

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BR-65

Central Midlands

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BRP-96

Central Midlands

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found In the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Central Midlands

Pave/Reconst

NHPP/STP

Remaining

Cost

Wateree Creek
This project is apart of Design Build Package E
S-12
Rocky Creek
Fairfield County Pavement Preservation

-----------------------------

----------

Fairfield County Pavement Resurfacing

SC 200 {1003' S of Beaver Dam Cr. to S-20 {Mobley Hwy))
CM-24
{Intersection of US 21 and SC 34)

us 21

NHPP/STP
Central Midlands

System Upgrade

STP

182

1,553

.........

n
..,0
n;

~

$1, 138

------956
c

s·
:I

....

Little River

sc 200

~

iii'

s·
:I

.......

------- ------- ------- ------- ------$1 ,553

0

g
C'

..,

11)

....

........
N
Q

....w

County 20 - Highway - Page 1

Fa·
Pro·ect
Description

Fairfield County Transit System
Administration , Capital, Operations

LenQth

Rank

MPO/
COG
Central Midlands

STIP
Category
Mass Transit

Federal
Program
5311

FY 2014
Planned
209 AD
OP
CA

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

.e

2014-2019
Project Cost

Remaining
Cost

0
..,

IS'
::::J

Dl

$209

l>
c
c

IC

....
....U1
Ul

..

N

....Q
w

County 20 - Mass Transit - Page 1

Pro·ect
Description

I

Length

Rank

1-95 SB
Great Pee Dee River

BRH-22

1-95 NB

BRH-23

Great Pee Dee River

MPO/
COG
FLATS
Pee Dee
FLATS

STIP
Category

Federal
Program

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Pro·ect Cost

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found In the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

·e ce ~
iii'
Remaining
Cost

BRH-24

FLATS

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found In the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BRH-25

FLATS

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BRH-26

Pee Dee
FLATS

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found In the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

..,0

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found In the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

a

-g
iS'
:::J

Pee Dee

BRH-34

FLATS

0

Pee Dee

S-12 Con

BRP-03

FLATS

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found In the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BRP-22

Pee Dee
FLATS

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Jefferies Creek

C'

23.60

FLATS
Pee Dee

Local

Local

7.50

FLATS

Local

Local

FLATS

Pave/Reconst

NHPPISTP

11 1,985

c

$111 ,985

N

10,000 R

$10,000

(US 52 to US 76)
(Widen 2 lane rdwy to 5 lanes)
Florence County Pavement Preservation

-----------------------------

373

$3,325

---------- ------- ------- ------- -------

Pee Dee

Florence County Pavement Resurfacing
US 76 (0.10 mi. W of SC 327 (N. Williston Rd.) to
Y~~~~~~~~~~~w~ul

NHPPISTP

2,952

STP

4,300 R
3,000 c

------- -------

______________

SC 341 (S-111 (Diamond Branch Rd.) to
0.06 Mi. E of S-784 (Eaddy Avenue))
South Cashua
(SC 51 to S-103 (Knollwood Rd))
(Widen)

rLATS-01

FLATS

..,
....
.......
~

Pee Dee

SC 51 (Pamplico Hwy)
(S -57 to US 378)
(Widen 2 lane rdwy to 5 lanes)
S-107 (Alligator Road)

:::J

n

Lynches River

I-95SB
SCLRR
1-95 NB
Sparrow Swamp
1-95
S-26
S-76
Jefferies Creek

iS'

....
........

Pee Dee

1-95 SB

:

System Upgrade

4,400

c

$11 ,700

County 21 - Highway - Page 1

....0w

Georgetown
Pro·ect

I

Description

Length

us 701

Rank

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Project Cost

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BRH-21

GSATS
Waccamaw
GSATS
Waccamaw

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

GSATS

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Pave/Reconst

NHPP/STP

BRH-46

South Santee River

BRH-47

US 17 SB
North Santee River

Federal
Program

GSATS
Waccamaw

Waccamaw River

US 17 SB

STIP
Category

BR-13

Great Pee Dee River (3)
(Design Build)

us 17

MPO/
COG

Rema ining

Cost

GSATS

-----------------------------

c

nl

Q
3
C"

nl
"'I

181

$1,885

---------- ------- ------- ------- ------- ------- -------

Waccamaw

Georgetown County Pavement Resurfacing

NHPP/STP

1,704

us 17 & us 701

&

GSATS

us 521

NHPP

1,760

~

....
w

..1'!!!!!!!~~1!_1!!1e_r~v.!~~!...

_________

Y~I~~~~~!~~~~---------Martin Luther King & Petrigu

-----------------------

US 17 & Litchfield Country Club Dr
US 17 Median Consolidation
(N Causeway to MLK)
Black River Road

$4,224

System Upgrade

GSATS-27
GSATS-38
GSATS-30
GSATS-32

STP
STP

GSATS-35
GSATS-22 GSATS

System Upgrade

NHPP
NHPP

System Upgrade

Earmark
STP

c

-- ----- ------------- ------- ------- ---------------c
------- ------- ------- ---------------- ------- ------c
------- ------- ------- ---------------- ------- ------c
__ ------- ------- ------- ------- ---------------c
100 R
75 p

600

925

GSATS-27 GSATS

100P

664

-1~£. £

$2,750

1,250

250 p

1,000

c

$2,000

750 R
Andrews Bypass
Phase II
(US 521 South of Andrews to SC 41)

WAC-01

Intersection Improvements

----------------------y~~~~!~~~~!~2---------US 17 A & Powell

WAC-01
WAC-05

County Line & Main (Kingstree!)

WAC-06

Waccamaw

System Upgrade

Waccamaw

System Upgrade

STP

1,000 R

$1 ,000

$2,415

---------------- ------------- ----------------

STP
STP
STP

150 p
150 p
150 p

40 R
50 R
100 R

__63~~-- ------__5_:!~~-600 c

...U1
0

_S~ ~2_(~;!~ iH_!~~_!!!! !!<!)__!~S~_:4.2_ ~~u~!l.!:i~e_R,2:l)
S-36 (S-790 (Cohen Drive) to 5-127 (Carvers Bay Rd.))
Intersection Improvements

s·
:I
~

Waccamaw

Georgetown County Pavement Preservation

~

iii'

------- ------------- ------- -------

County 22 - Highway - Page 1

Gree ville
Pro·ect
Description

I

Length

us 29
S-75
S-164
Enoree River
S-318
Dam at Lake Lanier
1-385 at Fairview Street (Road S-543)

Rank

MPO/
COG

STIP
Category

Federal
Program

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Pro·ect Cost

BRH-51

GPATS
Appalachian

Bridge

NHPP

Funding Information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BRP-61

GPATS
Appalachian
GPATS
Appalachian
GPATS

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Earmark
(Appropriation)

Earmark

BRP-121

(Roadway and Bridge Improvements)
(Matching Agency - SCOOT)
FY 2008 IMD Earmark (Appropriation amount ($375,000)
International Center for Automotive Research
(ICAR) and reconstruction of Fairforest Way
(Matching Agency - City of Greenville)
1-85@ 1-385
11-2

373 p

Remaining
Cost

:::J

$373

~

-g
iS'
:::J

GPATS

Earmark

Earmark

2,750

c

$2,750

(SAFETEA-LU)
GPATS

Interstate

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Interstate portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

0

c:::r

..,
....
...
"""
N
~

IM-51

GPATS

Interstate

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Interstate portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

IM-52

GPATS

Interstate

NHPP

Funding information can be found In the Interstate portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

IM-45

GPATS

Interstate

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Interstate portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

IU-05

GPATS
SPATS

Interstate

NHPP

Funding information can be found In the Interstate portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

(~~~~~~~~!~M~~~----------

(Near MM 54 to near MM 56)
(Northbound/Southbound)

1-85
(Near MM 56 to near MM 59)
(Northbound/Southbound)
1-385
(Near MM 37 to near MM 42)
(Northbound/Southbound)
1-85
(US 25 to SC 129)
Public Outreach/Ed, Freight Plan,
Transit Oriented Development,
Integrated Corridor Management
Group, Ride Share Program

iS'

....
n
0
..,

Exit 51
(Design Build)
1-85

~

iii'

....

0

-

--~~&R~;L~P~~~;&c~5t~C!~n

==~~~~~€~~~~===========
Mainline and Crossing Route Sign

--~E~~~~~-------------US 29 and SC 146/296 Signallmpr &
Cameras

==~~~~~§~~!~!~~!~~~~~~I

ITS -Traffic Cam, SHEP & Active
Traffic Management Center
- - R"elocate-SHEP-H-Q
eroc"krTia"";;:M"Ccli;;;on

to
----------------------Construct Higher Median Barrier &
Delineators

--~~St~CtOff~~c~~~~"ti~tiOOArna
--~;~~sc1~A~~L~~~s;;p;;y---c~~rti~rnMRo~l!c~P;ci.;-A--

----------------------SC 290 1/C Improvements (Diverging
Diamond Interchange, 2-Lane Exits)

County 23 - Highway - Page 1

w

e
Pro eel
Description

Length

Rank
IU-DS

1-85
(US 25 to SC 129)

MPOI
COG
GPATS

STIP
Category
Interstate

Federal
Program
NHPP

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Project Cost

Remaining
Cost

cs·

::l

-

Funding information can be found In the Interstate portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

.....

SPATS

n

US 29 and SC 129 NB exit ramp and
SB accel lane

.,0

-----------------------

acs·

Widen NBISB from Pelham to
SC 14/Aviation Blvd and

__ ~C_1~ !!_<:_-~~ ~c:!'!!~!_C!_I _!!n_p!._o~~_!~lsWidening SB from Woodruff Rd to
--~~~~~~£

~

iii'

-

______________

::l

Widening SB from CD Exit to
White Horse Road

-----------------------

0

Widen NBISB from SC 14 to SC 101
Greenville County Pavement Preservation

GPATS

-----------------------------

Pave/Reconst

NHPPISTP

----------

Appalachian

Greenville County Pavement Resurfacing

NHPPISTP

58 1

$7,394

------------- ------6,813

------- ------- -------

g
0"

.,tD

....

US 276 (Echo Ridge Rd. to
____________

...'-~

_O~!_i!i:..N_o_!~!_12_~~!!'~!!:!!. _____________

IV
0

_C..;!.@_!I~!_i!i:..S_o.!,':?.!!!LS.!_l~a.!.:'l.

SC 11 (US 276 (Greer Hwy.) to

....

SC 11 (CJ @ S-117 (Tigerville Rd.) to

w

Spartanburg County Line)
S-164 (Batesville Road)

GPATS-D2 GPATS

System Upgrade

(From SC 14 to Roper Mountain

----------

STP

_2.,~0£!!

__

Safety

c
------- --:;:?sac-1,250

__5_2~o_<:__

------- -------

$9,750

Road)
(Three lanes with median, bike
lanes, sidewalk North of Pelham
Falls Drive)
GPATS-D1 GPATS

System Upgrade

STP

4,500

c

GPATS-D5 GPATS

System Upgrade

STP

1.500

c

Salter Road - Phase I and II

GPATS-D8 GPATS

System Upgrade

STP

(Verdae Blvd to Millenium Blvd)

GPATS-10

SC 101/SC 290

$4,500

(North Buncombe Rd)
(From US 29 (Wade Hampton)
to SC 290 (Locust Hill))
(Five lanes with bike lanes)
S-548 (Roper Mountain Rd)

2,000

c

4,000

c

$3,500

(From Garlington Road to
Feaster Road)
(Widening to include median , bike
lanes and sidewalks)

----------

(Four lanes with median, bike lanes, and

Greenville Co CTC

1,200 R
-~~£

720

c

__

2,000

c

$11 ,420

-------------- ------- ------- -------

sidewalks)
Woodruff Road Widening

GPATS-11

GPATS

System Upgrade

STP

GPATS-13 GPATS

System Upgrade

NHPP

1,500 R

2,000

c

$3,500

(Batesville Rd to Bennetts
Bridge Rd) - Widen to 5 lanes
wl S/W & wide outside lane

sc 14

500 R

2,000

c

$2,500

(Five Forks Road to Bethel Road)
(Five lanes, bike lanes, sidewalk, and
future greenway access)

------

- -- - - -

County 23 - Highway - Page 2

Gree ville
Pro·ect
Description

I

Length

Rank

Roper Mountain Extension (S-547)
(Pelham Road to Roper Mountain Road)

MPO/
COG

GPATS-14 GPATS

STIP
Category
System Upgrade

Federal
Program
STP

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

800 p

600 R

600 R

FY 2017
Planned
2,500

c

FY 2018
Planned
2,500

FY 2019
Planned

c

2014-2019
Project Cost

Remaining

Cost

$7,000

..,

cost savings, if possible)
(Three lanes, bike lanes, and sidewalk
on one side)

Roper Mountain Road (S-548)
(Rope Mountain Road Extension

GPATS-15 GPATS

System Upgrade

STP

400 p

750 R

750 R

3,000

c

3,000

c

s·

$7,900

::::s

(S-547) to Garlington Road)
(This proj ect may be combined w ith

0

the Roper Mountain Road project for
cost savings, if possible)

C"

(Three lanes, bike lanes, and sidewalk

..,

tl)

on one side)
Butler Road (S-1 07)
(Bridges Road to US 276)

GPATS-16 GPATS

System Upgrade

1,000 p

STP

$1 ,000

1,500 R
15,000

c

(Four lanes, divided, bike lanes, and

sidewalks)
Batesville Road (S-164)

GPATS-16 GPATS

System Upgrade

GPATS

System Upgrade

1,000 p

STP

$1,000

11 ,500

(Pelham Road to Roper Mountain
Road)
(Three lanes, wide outside lane and

-

$8,650

GPATS-03

STP

J!:.'!!l!."!.t.!!.!!'!.'i.•_w_!.l!!_l,:!l!~.!_~!!!.•!lin_~lldl ____
Woodruff Rd and Garllngton/Miller
GPATS-04

STP

l

J!:.'!!J!.c!_t.!!.!!'!.'i.e_w.!_l!!_l,:!l!~.!.:~!!!,e!lin_~lldl ____

Locust Hill (SC 290) and

GPATS-05

_M~~~~~v~~~E1~L---------Brushy Creek and

a
-g
0

the Roper Mountain Road project for

Strange

s·
::::s
....

n

(This project may be combined with

sidewalks)
Intersection Improvements
Woodruff Rd and 1-85 Interchange
(Ramp modifications)

~

iii'

1,850

c

------- r------- ------- ------- ---------------- ------c
---------- ------- ------- r------- ------- ------- ------__ ------r------- ------- ------- ---------------c

STP

2,500

500 R

- ~'?_~£

GPATS-08

STP

1,800

-·

County 23 - Highway - Page 3

....

..."""'

Q
""'
....

w

Gree
Pro'ect
Description

I

Length

S-101
Wilson Creek
Greenwood County Pavement Preservation

I

Rank

IBR-74

STIP
Category

MPO/
COG

Federal
Program

Upper Savannah

Bridge

STP

Upper Savannah

Pave/Reconst

NHPP/STP

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

..,0

10'

2014-2019
Project Cost

Remaining
Cost

Funding information can be found In the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

l>

-----------------------------

----------

Greenwood County Pavement Resurfacing
US 178 (S-27 (Kinard Rd.) to Saluda County Line)
-s:5a
254 (c~k..;b~;y
D:'83

NHPP/STP

226

$2 ,006

------- ------- ------- ------- ------------1,780

'Rd.)i; ;;,i:' e.rl sc 254)-}~!~}~~=~~~~~~~~}~}~~@~~~~~]=

..

U1

IV
0

_S:..,9!,_~~!_5j~']!~'!_R_!!:!.~~~I!_(!::!_~~~d.!__!?!:!_V.!_)l_ ___

lus~2

c
c
lQ.

IQ

....

(sc

S-271 (1 .21 Mi. E of Old Laurens Rd. to
S-517 (Airport Rd .))
Intersection Improvements
SC 225@ S-148 (Alexander Ave)

:I
I»

....

Upper Savannah

System Upgrade

----------

Earmark
STP

272 R
------------- -------------- ------- ------1,000 c

w
$1,272

County 24 - Highway - Page 1

plO
Project
Description

I

Length

I

Rank

Hampton County Pavement Preservation

MPO/
COG
Lowcountry

STIP
Category
Pave/Reconst

Federal
Program
NHPP/STP

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Project Cost

Remaining
Cost

$999

126

NHPP/STP

n

873

..,0

_sE ~ iS..:.92J!'!!'!!'!...~e_r!_s!"!_a!)_!o_S..:.2~~J~~'!!'!:'!!! ~!!;ll
SC 3 (S-225 (Grass Hill Rd.) to US 321 (Railroad Avenue))

sc 68

Lowcountry

System Upgrade

STP

9.000

c

s·
::J
....

......

---------- ------- -------r------- ------- ------- -------

-----------------------------

Hampton County Pavement Resurfacing

~

iii'

$9.000

(Entrance to Industrial Park to 0.5 miles west of
S-65 (Ridgecut Road))

as·

-g
::J

0

C"

..,

(1)

....

.:"-1
N

0
....
w

County 25 - Highway - Page 1

~-rry
Proiect
Description

]

Length

us 701

Rank
BR-13

Great Pee Dee River (3)

GSATS

Bridge

I

FY 2014
Planned

Federal
Program

STP

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Project Cost

Remaining
Cost

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BRH-12

us 17

BRH-17
BRP-28

GSATS

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found In the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

GSATS
Waccamaw

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

GSATS

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

GSATS

Local

Local

GSATS
Waccamaw

Pave/Reconst

NHPP/STP
NHPP/STP

Horry County Pavement Resurfacing
US 76 (S -708 (Sand Plant Rd.) to

n

..,

0

as·

65,000

c

$6,389

497
I

:I

$65,000

--------------------------------------

5,892

US 17 Bus & Glenns Bay Rd

.....

........
N
IGSATS

System Upgrade

~~.!~-l!!l
GSATS-21

----------------------- ----Surfside Beach
Singleton Ridge Rd at

GSATS-22

3!~~~~~~~~~~~~---------

-----

_u_:;.z~ _!._!'!!c~ ..!:~~i~g- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

~~A.!~~

_u_:;~~1!_1~1!!29..u~r!_!l!!~---------

j~~~~~~~~l

____________ _

----------------------us
US 17 & Flea Mkt/Lt Turn NBD
17 & 46th South
US 17 & Flea Mkt/Lt Turn SBD
US 17 & Ocean Creek

17 Business & US 501
US 17 & 10th AvenueS
US 17& Deerfield Links Dr
sc 65
(28th Avenue South to 17th Avenue South)
(Widen to 3 lanes through Crescent Beach)
Atlantic Beach Connector @ Second Avenue
(28th Avenue South to 33rd Avenu e South)
(N. Myrtle Beach to Atlantic Beach)
(New Connections to SC 65)
Coastal Multimodal Facility
Coast RTA

NHPP
NHPP

I

450 C

335

STP

I

250 R

NHPP

I

900 C

I

c

365 C

---------------------------

~f~--------t--3o~~ --L--~~~-STP
NHPP

I
I

75 R

GSATS-36

-----400 RC

GSATS-37
GSATS-39
GSATS-40

NHPP

I

50 P

I

100 C

NHPP
NHPP

I
I

50 P

I
I

485 RC
100 C

GSATS-42
GSATS-43
GSATS-44
System Upgrade

NHPP
NHPP
STP

GSATS-50 IGSATS

System Upgrade

STP

NIA

450 C
100 P

NHPP-------r-- ~a p--r--~oRc-

GSATS-45
GSATS-01 IGSATS

N/A

I
I

~~~--------t--~~~--~--~~~c-

_u_:;~~_!._!I!_O_!<!!'~~------------ IGSATS-41

----------------------us

$7,045

------~----------------------- -------

~~A.!~"'!?.

y~~~l!_~~£~-------------- ~~A_!~~
_B!'!:!:~'!_~ _!.~.!!'rf'2~~_!! _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
GSATS-31
US 17 & New Location

~

..,tD

__________________ _

_u_:;~~l!_~~~:::.eJ>2'!!'!._-.!'I~i:r:!!!_!~!!c.!!__

0

c:r

US 701 (0.64 Mi. S of S-79 (Beverly Rd.) to

SC 9 (S-722 (Justice Loop) to S-140 (W. Dogwood Rd.))
Intersection Improvements

........

0

_N.2!!'!._<:!'!2!!.n~ ~f!t!. !:!!!-el_ ______________ _
_L2~!J!!!L"!.. ~!:::'11

s·
:I

........

Waccamaw

US 17 Bus

~

iii'

.....

Waccamaw

(Design Build)
US 501 Bus
Waccamaw River & SCL RR L-123

S-15
Withers Swash
Glenn's Bay Road S-1240
Widening and US 17 Bypass Interchange
Horry County Pavement Preservation

I

STIP
Cateso!l:

MPO/
COG

GSATS
GSATS

System Upgrade
System Upgrade

STP
STP

I
I
I

25 P
700 P

I
I
I

100 P
225 C
300 R

------ -------

------ ------------ ------------ ------------ -------

--------------------400 RC

2,500

c

100 p

300

500

c

250

c

-------

$3,500

$600

500

c

$750

$300

County 26 - Highway - Page 1

0
.....

w

Horry
Pro·ect

Description

Length

us 501 s

Rank

MPOI
COG

STIP
Catego_ry_

Federal
Program

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

1,000 p

2,000 R

2,000

FY 2019
Planned

c

2014-2019
Project Cost

GSATS-22 GSATS

System Upgrade

NHPP

Kings Hwy
(3rd AveS to US 501)
(New Cross Section)

GSATS-23 GSATS

System Upgrade

STP

Seaboard Street
(US 501 to 10th Ave North)
(Widen to 3 lanes)

GSATS-23 GSATS

System Upgrade

STP

US 17 Bypass
(Shetland to Backgate)
(Widen to 6 lanes)

GSATS-24 GSATS

System Upgrade

NHPP

Surfside Frontage Roads
Palmetto Point Boulevard Extension
(New Extension to SC 544)

GSATS-25 GSATS
GSATS-26 GSATS

System Upgrade
System Upgrade

STP
STP

1,000 p

$1 ,000

West of the Waterway Parkway
(long Bay Road to Robert Edge Parkway)
(New location)

GSATS-28 GSATS

System Upgrade

STP

250 p

$250

Remaining
Cost

$5,000

(Gardner lacy to SC 31)
(Widen to 6 lanes)

Intersection Improvements
Y~1~~~~!~l~~~n

c

$2 ,420

s·
:;,
N

ctD

n

tD

3,100

c

$3,100

3

0'
tD

..,

500 p

3,000

c

$4,000

500 R

_________

~E~~~2~~~~~!~~~2~w~~---SC9&SC905

2,420

~u;·

Waccamaw

WAC-01
WAC-03
WAC-04

500 p

2,000

N

0

c

$2,500

System Upgrade

$1,950
STP
STP

----------

----------

NHPP

...U1

100 p
50 R
r---~<!._<2__ ------- ------- ------------------100 p
50 R
r---5..:!<!._<2__
------------------- ------- ------100 P
50 R
500 c

County 26 - Highway - Page 2

1-A

w

J,

~

--

Pro'ect
Description

Length

sc 462
Bees Creek
SC462
Euhaw Creek
us 17
S.C.L. Railroad
1-95
(Near MM 23 to near MM 33)
(Northbound/Southbound)

Rank

MPO/
COG

STIP
Category

Federal
Program

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Project Cost

Lowcountry

Bridge

Bridge

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BR-71

Lowcountry

Bridge

Bridge

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BR-101

Lowcountry

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

IM-63

Lowcountry

interstate
(Rehab)

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the interstate portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Lowcountry

Pave/Reconst

NHPP/STP

135

Cost

-----------------------------

NHPP/STP

n

.,0
;

~

-g
s·
::::J

$1,380

0

1,245

_s~~]l~!?-s!~~c!~C:._D!·l! ______________

S-442 (US 278 (Independence Bvld.) to
0.12 Mi. W of Beaufort Co. Line)
Intersection Improvement
US 17@ SC 336 in the Town of Ridgeland
us 17
(Georgia State Line to SC 315)
(Widen)

s·
::::J

........

---------- ------- ------- ------- ------- ------- -------

Jasper County Pavement Resurfacing
SC 336 (0.93 Mi. NW of S-261 (Willis Drive) to

iii'

....

BR-64

Jasper County Pavement Preservation

Remaining

cr

.,
....
.....

111

LC-04
LC-02

Lowcountry

System Upgrade

STP

Lowcountry

System Upgrade

NHPP

50 R
250
500 R

$300

...

c

20,500

c

$21,000

....,

0

....

w
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Kers aw
Pro'ect
Description

I

Length

Rank

STIP
Category

MPO/
COG

Federal
Program

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Project Cost

S-20
Little Lynches River Overflow (2)

BR-98

Santee Lynches

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

S-329
1-20

BRH-32

Santee Lynches

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Santee Lynches

Pave/Reconst

NHPP/STP

Kershaw County Pavement Preservation

~

iii'

cs·

:::::J

....

n

..,

0

216

$1 ,523

---------- ------- -------f-------

-----------------------------

NHPP/STP

Kershaw County Pavement Resurfacing

_s~2!!!:'!!.'!!_e_!!l_C~~.!Y_!.~!_t2,~-_!01,LS.!!i:!_e,!_S_G.!e!~LSC 34 (S-303 (Shivers Green) to S-97 (Kellytown Rd.))
Camden Truck Route (Segment I)
SL-02
(SW of Camden - Ehrenclou Dr to
Chestnut Ferry Rd)
Camden Truck Route (Segment II)
SL-02
(N of Camden - Boykin Rd)
Camden Truck Route (Segment Ill)
SL-02
(SE of Camden- York St to Mill St)
Camden to Columbia Smartride
NA

Remaining
Cost

Santee Lynches

System Upgrade

STP

1,307

500 R

5,800

c

-------

------- ------$6,300

acs·

:::::J
.......

0

Santee Lynches

System Upgrade

STP

200 R

Santee Lynches

System Upgrade

STP

4,100 c
1,200 R

SanteeLynches

System Upgrade

STP

40

$4,300
6,600

c

$7,800
$40

g
i..,

....

..."""'
r-J
0

....

w
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Lancaster
Pro·ect

Description

I

Length

sc 200

MPO/
COG

Rank
BR-79

STIP
Category

Catawba

Federal
Program

Bridge

STP

-----------------------

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Pro·ect Cost

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

NHPP

Catawba

Bridge

STP

----------- ----------

Hanging Rock Creek

Earmark
(Discretionary)

Earmark

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved
Categories section
-------~--~

5 c--~------l

_______ l_______ l_______

BRP-19

Catawba

Bridge

(100% Federal Funds
NHPP
Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Cane Creek
S-185
Cane Creek

BRP-63

Catawba

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BRP-71

Catawba

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Catawba

Pave/Reconst

NHPP/STP

----------

-----------------------------

NHPP/STP

269

$195

cs·

0

g
..,g

$2,065

------- ------- ------------1,796

~

Q.

:::s
.........

------- -------

...........
"'....0

S-50 (0.07 Mi. E of S-280 (Victoria St.) to
SC 9 (Pageland Hwy.))
SC 160 (Phase II)
(S-157 to York Co Line)
(Widen to 3/5 lanes)

cs·

:::s

..,0

us 521

Lancaster County Pavement Resurfacing

<

iii'

.....
n

----------

Cane Creek
SC 9 EBL
BR-84
Catawba River
These projects are apart of Design Build Package E
BR-92
S-770

S-70
Hannahs Creek
Lancaster County Pavement Preservation

Remaining
Cost

~

w

Catawba

rB-01
-

----

System Upgrade

--·

-

--------

NHPP

7,000

c

$7,000

-

County 29 - Highway - Page 1

L ncaster
Project
Description

I

Length

Lancaster County Council on Aging dba LARS
Amin , Operations, Capital
-·

I

Rank

MPO/
COG
Catawba

Federal
Program

STIP
Category
Mass Transit

5311

FY 2014
Planned
99 AD
OP
CA

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Pro·ect Cost

Remaining
Cost

0

'"I

IS'
:I
I»

$99

):It

c
IQ
c

~

....

...U1
N

....0w

County 29 - Mass Transit - Page 1

a ore s
Pro·ect

Description

1

Length

S-98
Enoree River
S-112
Enoree River
Interchange at 1-385 and SC 14 (Exit 19)
(Matching Agency -SCOOT)
Laurens County Pavement Preservation

Rank

MPO/
COG

STIP
Category

Federal
Program

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Project Cost

BR-61

Upper Savannah

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found In the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BR-112

Upper Savannah

Bridge

STP

Funding Information can be found In the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Upper Savannah

Earmark

Earmark

Upper Savannah

Pave/Reconst

NHPP/STP

-----------------------------

Laurens County Pavement Resurfacing

Remaining
Cost

~

iii'
(5'
::::J

....
........
n

..,

0

200

c

$200

(SAFETEA-LU)
273

---------- -------

NHPP/STP

1,967

$2,240

-------r------- ------- ------- -------

_S_£~~_(_!!~~!_~~·!_0_M_!:~2~-_!8~)_---------_s_£~~J~·!!_9_M_!:~2~'!~.!.o~~~~!!..tt~'!~1'!.:!~~~tl.-

~

(5'
::::J

0

SC 101 (S-703 (Youngs School House Rd) to
Spartanburg County line)

~
..,

0"
111

....

..."""'
c"""'

....

w
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Lee~
Pro·ect

Description

j

Length

Rank

MPOI
COG

STIP
Cateqorv

Federal
Proqram

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

2014-2019
Project Cost

BRP-14

Santee Lynches

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

1-20
(Near MM 106 to near MM 121)
(Northbound/Southbound)

IM-48

Santee Lynches

Interstate

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Interstate portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

6~~£~~~~~!--------------

SL-01

Santee Lynches

System Upgrade

STP

Lee County Pavement Preservation

-----------------------------

Lee County Pavement Resurfacing
SC 441 (Sumter County Line to

---------- ------- ------- ------- ------2,500 R

Earmark

Santee Lynches

Pave/Reconst

(SAFETEA-LU)
NHPPISTP

----------

NHPPISTP

__5.:...~_c__
1,100 c

-~:E9!!~--

------592

------- ------- -------

c;·

a
-g
::l

n

..,0

$17,600

c;·

$748

156

iii'

....

US401
Scape Ore Swamp

SAFETEA-LU Earmark ($3,600,000)
(Matching Agency - Lee CTC)

Remaining
Cost

------- -------

_S,:4~'!J!'!:!~.!!'.S:!r~ ~:!!'!.lL---------------

::l

0

0"
tD

SC 441 (S-420 (Monte Carlo Lane) to
S-72 (Lake Ashwood Rd.))

..,
....

~

I'IJ
0

....

w
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eXI• gtl
Pro·ect

I

Description

Length

Rank

us 378

MPO/
COG
COATS

Y2~~~~~~~!~~~ti

_________

Hollow Creek (Lake Murray)

STIP
Category

Federal
Program

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Project Cost

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

COATS

Interstate

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Interstate portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

COATS

Interstate

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Intestate portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

n

Remaining
Cost

BRH-15

1-20
1-26 @ US 1 (Augusta Rd)

COATS

-

(Design Build)
(Near MM 89 to Near MM 97)

-------

(~~~~~~-----------------

1-26
(Near MM 89 to Near MM 101)

IM-65

...

0

a

-g
iS'
:::J

0

IM-35

c::r

<~~~~~L-----------------

(Bridge Jackings/Replacement)

.......tD

---

S-32-49 (Peak St)

........

S-32-48 (Co lumbia Ave)
S-40-405 (Old Hilton Road)

N

S-40-234 (Mt Vernon Church Rd)

....0w

us 176
1-26

IM-18

(Near MM 110 to Near MM 115)

IM-33

<~~~~~~!~~~~L-----------

IM-43

(B_!:i~lj! .:!.~~'!!l!:'!!.e.f!!c:!!!!'!!'!!

IM-67

S-365

________

COATS

Interstate

COATS

Interstate

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Interstate portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

IM-54

S-30
(Bridge Jackings/Replacement)
IU-04

1-26
(US 176 to S-36 (St Andrews Rd)
--~£~~~~!

n

Exit 111
1-26

:::J

....

BR-73
BR-90

S-278

~

<
u;·
iS'

______________

Funding information can be found in the Interstate portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

----------

NHPP

Widening from St Andrews Rd to

NHPP

Broad River Rd
Lexington County Pavement Preservation

-----------------------------

Lexington County Pavement Resurfacing

COATS
Central Midlands

Pave/Reconst

NHPP/STP

388

$4,565

---------- ------- ------- ------- ------- ------- -------

NHPP/STP

4,177

US 378 (S-392 (Northwood Rd.) to

_L~:!'!...l!~ J.C2~~t2'E ! : l l _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - SC 302 (S-279 (Boiling Springs Rd.) to

_O.]~~i~~ 2_f~~!!l_ ____ - - - - - - - - - - - - _
_ S.:.3~ ~::!!. !!!.o_~~!!. !!_dj .!_o~.:_3?_ !:!~.!!'!'~e_r_!!:12_s.l) __

~.:_3~~.:_3?.!:!~~~2~.!!:'~l~t~L---------~3~~~1~~~!~!!.~~J~~~~~~~~~~~~illS-70 (0.06 Mi. W of S-921 (Laurel) to

"! ~ ~:!!!!! J.D2~~~~·!! ____________

_0_:3~ ~i:..

_S.:.1!~.J~-E~ _!!:_!l~s_!'~!Y~2_)_!~S.:_7.Z J.T~~ ~o_!_c_!! ~~ll _
_S.:.1!!!._(~~~.!.:~2!_S.:.2.!'!_t~~-E~_!!:!I~s_!'!r2'l! ____
_S.:.2.!1!_(~1!c~ £'!~ !!!:!_d.i!~ ~ _!:!~

!!! (!:~~i~w-~.:).l_ __

_S.:.3~~_(~~ ~.!.: ~2!._U2~ .!_o_S.:_1!!_6j~i~e_!:a.!_ ~!!~g.:! ~'!Jl.
S-386 (US 1 (Augusta Hwy) to 0.04 Mi. W of US 1)
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~

Pro·ect

Description

Length

S-48
(Columbia Avenue)
US 378/Corley Mill Road Signal System

Rank

MPO/
COG

STIP
Category

Federal
Program

COATS-16 COATS

System Upgrade

STP

COATS

System Upgrade

NHPP

COATS
COATS

System Upgrade
System Upgrade

STP

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

1,000 p

1,800 R

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned
5,100

FY 2019
Planned

c

5,100

c

2014-2019
Project Cost

Remaining

Cost

$13,000

250

c

$250

4,500

c

$4,500

Improvement
Town of Lexington Adaptive Signals
Intersection Improvements

Harbison Blvd@ Park Terrace/

-------------------------------------------------------------------

COATS-01

US 1 @Oak Drive/
St. David Church Road
US 378@ Fairlane Drive/

COATS-05-

Summer Place Drive

Old Orangeburg @
Bill Williamson Court
John Hardee Expressway

COATS-56COATS-03 COATS
Central Midlands

---------

System Upgrade

STP

Central Midlands

System Upgrade

STP

US 1 (SC 23 (Leesville) to S-24)
- Phase I - S-24 to S-31
- Phase II - S-31 to S-956
- Phase Ill - S-955 to SC 23

CM-03
CM-04
CM-06

0

g

c

...'I

....

------- ---------------- ------- ------- ------ ------- ------- ------NHPP
300 c
------------ ------- ------- ---------------- ------75 R
600 c
STP

NHPP

....

..,g

100 R

---------- ------- ------- ------- -------

COATS-02

s·
::J

c

$2,350
STP

Columbiana Entrance

iii'

400
100 R
725
50 R

------- ------- -----------------4,700 c
3,000 c
3,000 c

_ ]:,9~_E__

N

Q

....
w

$13,700

$18,000
_]~~·~£ __

------------- ------- ------- ------4,590 c
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McCormick
Pro·ect
Description

I

Length

S-88

Rank

MPO/
COG

STIP
Category

Federal
Program

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

I

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Project Cost

BR-88

Upper Savannah

Bridge

STP

Funding Information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BR-88

Upper Savannah

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BRP-37

Upper Savannah

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BRP-12

Upper Savannah

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Upper Savannah

Pave/Reconst

NHPP/STP

Remaining

Cost

c:
c:
lQ.

Ul

Little River

sc 283
Stevens Creek

sc 823

:::s

I»

)>

Stevens Creek

us 378

..,0

IS'

Little River
McCormick County Pavement Preservation
M~~~;;~c~~~P~;m~~R~~~~~---------

US 378 (S-42 (Christian Rd.) to Edgefield County Line)

----------

NHPP/STP

88

------------646

$734

-------'------I

L_

------- -------

-
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.....
...Ul
....,
0

....

w

McCormick
Pro·ect
Description
McCormick County Senior Center
Admin., Operations, Capital

I

Length

I

Rank

MPO/
COG
Upper Savannah

Mass Transit
-

FY 2014
Planned

Federal
Program

SliP
Category
5311

--

151 AD
OP
- ~A

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Project Cost

Remaining
Cost

0.,

~·
:I

Ql

$151

l>

c
c

--

IQ

~

.....
Ul

N

....w

0
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Marion
Pro'ect
Description

I

sc 41
us 501
sc 41
Malden Down Swamp
S-41
Smith Swamp
Marion County Pavement Preservation

Length

Rank

Federal
Program

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

I

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Pro·ect Cost

Pee Dee

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BRP-07

Pee Dee

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BRP-27

Pee Dee

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Pee Dee

Pave/Reconst

NHPP/STP

----------------------------_u_:; ~~ _10_:_1~ ~i.:...~~ ~l!!:!!.c.!r~_!:.!?...tt2.r!Y~2.'!!'!Y!:!!!!! _
US 501 (0.04 Mi. S of Jovls Rd . to

STIP
Category

BRH-42

Marion County Pavement Resurfacing

0.19 Mi. S of Spencer Ct.)

MPO/
COG

----------

NHPP/STP

172

------------1,259

Remaining
Cost

-------'-------

j_

::I

AI

l>
c
c

\Q

~

$1 ,43 1

-------

.,0

10'

-------

....U1

...

N

0

....

w
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ro
Project
Description

I

Length

SC9W
SCLRR
Marlboro County Pavement Preservation

I

Rank

IBRH-10

-----------------------------

Marlboro County Pavement Resurfacing
SC 38 (S-29 (Coxe Rd.) to Local (Triple J Lane))

MPO/
COG

STIP
Category

Federal
Program

Pee Dee

Bridge

NHPP

Pee Dee

Pave/Reconst

NHPP/STP

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

I

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Pro'ect Cost

Remaining
Cost

..,0
1§:
~

t:l.l

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

l>

---------- -------

NHPP/STP

$1 ,052

148
904

-------

------+------

------- -------

c
c

IQ

~

....

...U1
N
0

....

w
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New erry
Pro ect
Description

Length

Rank

MPO/
COG

STIP
Category

Federal
Program

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Project Cost

S-642
North Branch of Scotts Creek

BR-34

Central Midlands

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

S-90
CSX & Southern RR - Newberry
sc 213
Broad River

BR-67

Central Midlands

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BRH-35

Central Midlands

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

us 176

BRH-44

Central Midlands

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BRP-25

Central Midlands

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

IM-32

Central Midlands

Interstate

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Interstate portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Remaining

Cost

<~~~~~~!~~~~L

----

n

..,

0

as·

-g
::::J

0

___________

cr

..,

~

(Bridge Jackings/Replacement)

....

S-36-32 (Jalapa Road)
S-36-81 (Old Whitmire Highway)

..."""'

sc 121
S-36-44 (Mt Bethel Garmany Rd)
Indian Creek Twin Bridges
1-26
(Near MM 74 to near MM 89)
(Eastbound/Westbound)

s·
::::J

....

Enoree River

S-26
Camping Creek
1-26
(Design Build)
(Near MM 60 to Near MM 75)

~

iii'

r-.J

0
IM-55

Newberry County Pavement Preservation

-----------------------------

Newberry County Pavement Resurfacing

Central Midlands

Interstate

NHPP

Central Midlands

Pave/Reconst

NHPP/STP

----------

NHPP/STP

....
w

Funding information can be found in the Interstate portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

208

$1,503

-------------r-------- ------- ------- ------1,295

_S~_7_?_~(!.:_2~,!?.,:>~~1J~2~~"-!!!.e3!!·1l ________

SC 34 (US 176 to S-572 (Livingston Rd.))
Traffic Study
NA Central Midlands System Upgrade
STP
25 P
The amount shown Includes traffic signal studies at three Intersections In Newberry- US 76@ SC 219, US 76@ SC 34 (south), and US 76@ SC 34 (north)

I

$25

County 36 - Highway - Page 1

New e 'r y
Pro·ect
Description

Length

I

Rank

MPO/
COG

Newberry Express {SmartRide)
Adm in., Operations, Capital

Central Midlands

Newberry County Council On Aging
Admin. , Operations, Capital

Central Midlands

STIP
Category
Mass Transit

Federal
Program
5311

FY 2014
Planned
108 AD

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Project Cost

Remaining
Cost

5311

CA
225 AD

::::s

I»

$108

OP
Mass Transit

0..,

IE'

l>
$225

OP

c
c

ICI

~

CA

....

...U1
N
Q

....

w
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c nee
Pro·ect
Description

I

Length

Rank

MPO/
COG

STIP
Category

Federal
Program

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Project Cost

1-85 NB
Hartwell Reservoir

BRH-39

Appalachian

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

1-85 NB
Fairplay Creek
1-85SB
Fairplay Creek

BRH-40

Appalachian

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BRH-41

Appalachian

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

5-34
Norfolk Southern RR
Oconee County Pavement Preservation

BRP-176

Appalachian

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Appalachian

Pave/Reconst

NHPP/STP

Remaining
Cost

0
..,

!Cj'
::::J
1:11

)>

-----------------------------

Oconee County Pavement Resurfacing

225

c
c

\C

~

....

...U1
$2 ,08 1

---------- ------- ------- ------- ------- ------- -------

NHPP/STP

1,856

_u~_!~_(~-!6J£1.!!_~a.!_e!!'~!!.-Lt£.~-~2j':!_~!.ar!!<!JL ___
_S_£_!~_(~'!_m_p~~~~!J.!s.!~~e_o.!_l!_C_!i~~o~~l---Ramp 5323 (SC 24 (West Oak Hwy) to SC 11)

County 37 - Highway - Page 1

N

....
w

0

Oconee
Pro·ect
Description

I

Length

City of Seneca
Admin., Operations, Capital

I

Rank

MPO/
COG
Appalachian

·-

-

STIP
Category
Mass Transit

Federal
Program
5311

FY 2014
Planned
542 AD
OP
CA

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Project Cost

Remaining
Cost

0
..,

IE'
:::s

I»

$542

)>

c
IC
c

~

.....

...U1

"".....

Q

w

County 37 - Mass Transit - Page 1

Orange
Pro ect
Description

Length

Rank

MPO/
COG

STIP
Category

Federal
Program

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Pro·eel Cost

US 301- SBL
Four Hole Swamp
1-26 EB
SC 33 and CSX RR

BR-62

Lower Savannah

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found In the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BRH-28

Lower Savannah

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

i-26WB
SC 33 and CSX RR
us 176

BRH-29

Lower Savannah

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found In the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BRP-21

Lower Savannah

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Lower Savannah

Earmark

Earmark

·g ~
iii'

Remaining
Cost

..,

0

Pedestrian walkway @ SCSU
and Clanin

(~e.!?.'!!~.:!_e_!!.!!'~~L
0!_a!!~~'!!l!..~~-Orangeburg County

City of Orangeburg RR Intersection Improvement
(City of Orangeburg RR Relocation)
(US 601 (Magnolia 51) and Zan St)
(FY 2004 & FY 2005 Appropriation Earmark)

Lower Savannah

Orangeburg County Pavement Preservation

Lower Savannah

Earmark

Earmark

1,483

c

s·

$2,583

------- ------------- ------- ------- ------- --------- -------·
c
------- ------------- ------- ------- ------- --------- -------·
c
20 R

400 R

130
950
1,888

c

$2,288

~

0

c:r

(Repurposed funds)

..,

111
Pave/Reconst

-----------------------------

NHPP/STP

373

$3,352

---------- -------

Orangeburg County Pavement Resurfacing
US 21 (322' 5 of Prosperity Dr. to
_S_£: ~ J_S.!_O,!!!._W_!I!_J_!c:!'.:!_O,!! ,!!'!!'!!)_ ____________

NHPP/STP

2,979

-------

------- ------- ------- -------

....""'

w

_s_p ~_:IJ.~_!!y_H_!!I_!2_~n_!-!._m_!_t .!_o_E_!:!':!~.!_I_I!_ !_o~!!. !:!'!!i!! _

S-1 (0.85' E of 5-78 (Sprinkle Ave.) to
_________________

_S_£:2~~~.:!_e~~'!_e_!ll)_

5-29 (SC 33 (Russell St.) to S-154 (Till Rd.))
Intersection Improvements

Lower Savannah

System Upgrade

N/A

$930
NHPP

480 R

450

c

• Geometric Improve

LS-01

....

.."""'
0

Y.P~~~~~!~W~~~~~~~~~!..~!~~~~----

1-95/US 301 Interchange Improvement

a
-g
~

n

Dean Swamp

us 301/ sc 33

s·
....

Lower Savannah

System Upgrade

NHPP

7,400

c

$7,400

County 38 - Highway - Page 1

•
Pro·ect

Description

Length

US 123 NB
S-64
US 123 SB

Rank
BRH-19

S-64
S-267
Twelve Mile Creek
Pickens County Pavement Preservation

MPO /
COG

STIP
Category

Federal
Program

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Project Cost

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found In the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BRH-20

Appalachian
GPATS
Appalachian

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found In the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BRP-08

GPATS
Appalach ian

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found In the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Pave/Reconst

NHPP/STP

-----------------------------

GPATS
Appalachian
GPATS

c e s

~

iii'

s·
::a

Rema ining
Cost

n

..,

0

$2,787

251

---------- ------- ------- c-------

Pickens County Pavement Resurfacing

NHPP/STP

2,536

s·

------- ------- -------

::a

_U_2_,1~J.5_:1,!~~.!!1!!'!:.~l~~~c!IJ.J!~!.'.2!:JL ____
_S_:2~ £>~!!,2JI!~r~ ~.~:Lt~ ~~3J~"!.c.! ~!,!! ~~ll ____
S-204 (US 178 (Mooresfield Mem. Hwy) to
_5_:~~£~~~~~~~~)_ _______________

0

i

S-304 (S-204 (Country Club Rd.) to
_S_:3~~_(~n_!! .2~~ ~:!!~·ll

________________

_R!!!!~~~j~J~3_5~.!,o_5.:_43_1j~O_:!~~!,n~~)_ ____

3!!!!~~~J.~J~~~~~~~~~~~SJ~~~B~~---

!

-~!!!~~~J~J~J~~~f~~~~l~~l!_~~~~~-

~

Ramp 5357 (US 123 (SBL) to Ramp 5357)

i

$31

Andrew Pickens Scenic Pull Out to View Table Rock
(Awarded FY 2009 funding)
(The amount shown Includes $6,250 of local match)

Appalachian

Scenic Byways

Scenic Byways

SC 133 Intersection and Railroad Bridge
(Intersection Improvement/Amtrak Access/
Bridge Replacement)

Appalachian

System Upgrade

STP

S£~~~~~~~~lm~~~~!~~------- GPATS-03 GPATS

System Upgrade

STP

SC 153 Extension- Phase I

GPATS-07 GPATS

System Upgrade

STP

1,700 R

(US 123 to Prince Perry Road)
(Two lanes, limited access,
left turn lanes, 2 ft paved shoulders)
SC 153 Extension - Phase II

GPATS-27 GPATS

System Upgrade

STP

1,000 p

~~-~~~~~---------------Jameson Road

31

4,700 c

$4,700

------- ------- f------------- ------- ------2,000 c
c------------- ------------------- ------260 R
2,000 c
4,000

c

$4,260

8,600

c

$14,300

4,500

c

$6,600

1,100 R

Prince Perry Road to Saluda Dam Road)
(Two lanes, limited access,
left turn lanes, 2ft paved shoulders)
US 123 Widening & Access Manage
(SC 8 to SC 93)
Widen to 6 lanes w/ raised median
& turn lanes @ US

GPATS-12 GPATS

System Upgrade

NHPP

US 178 and SC 93
(Edgemont Ave to Carolina Drive)

GPATS-06 GPATS

System Upgrade

NHPP

GPATS

System Upgrade

100 p

1,800

$100

c

$1,800

$3,568

---------- -------

STP

Pickens Co CTC
-~~

.."""'
N
0

_R!!!!~~~J.~J~3j'!_B_!.Lt~ ~c-1~~_(~~~ ~!_n_!!l!_t~n.l) _

GPATS-09

g..,
~

_R!!!!~~~J.l!,_-4_3!,_(~~!~V_!!!_U,!.)_!o_U_2_1~jl!_B.!:)l ___

(Three lanes, wide ou~lde lane and sidewalks)
Intersection Improvements
Ann St (US 178) and Jones St

a
-g
~

350 R

_!:1!9~ £

1,418

c

__

------- ------- ------- ------County 39 - Highway - Page 1

I

w

Pro·ect

I

Description

Length

us 76

Rank

MPO/
COG

STIP
Category

Federal
Program

FY 2014
Planned

I

FY 2015
Planned

I

FY 2016
Planned

I

FY 2017
Planned

I

FY 2018
Planned

I

FY 2019
Planned

I

·- -Dd
~
u;·
I

2014-2019
Project Cost

BR-21

COATS

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BR-102

COATS

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BRH-02

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Bridge

STP

Funding Information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

IM-46

COATS
Central Midlands
COATS
Central Midlands
COATS
Central Midlands
COATS
Central Midlands
COATS
Central Midlands
COATS
Central Midlands
COATS
Central Midlands
COATS
Central Midlands
COATS
Central Midlands
COATS
Central Midlands
Central Midlands

IM-65

Remaining
Cost

-

EBL & WBL - Mill Creek

us 1
S.C.L. Railroad
us 21
1-20
S-52 EB
1-77
S-52WB
1-77
S-1036
sc 277
us 321
1-20
SC 555 SB
1-77
SC 655 NB
1-77
S-59
1-77
sc 555
S.C.L. Railroad
S-1725
Jackson Creek
1-20
(Near MM 74 to near MM 76)
Westbound)
1-26
(Design Build)
(Near MM 89 to Near MM 97)

n

..,

0

BRH-03
BRH-04
BRH-05
BRH-06
BRH-07
BRH-08
BRH-09
BRP-09

-------

----

~
~

-g
s·
::J

0

g..,
....

~
N

....

0
Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Interstate

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Interstate portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

COATS

Interstate

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Intestate portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

IM-58

COATS

Interstate

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Intestate portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

IM-53

COATS

Interstate

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the interstate portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BRP-143

(~~~~~~-----------------

1-26
(Design Build)
(Near MM 89 to Near MM 101)

w

IM-35

----

~~~~~L-----------------

(Bridge Jackings/Replacement)

S-32-49 (Peak St)
S-32-48 (Columbia Ave)
S-40-405 (Old Hilton Road)
S-40-234 (Mt Vernon Church Rd)

---

us 176
1-26
__________
(Bridge Jackings/Replacement)
_; _!!;!!'!_(~~!!)'_G.!_O_!~ _____________
(N_!:!!~~!I!_t!!_~~!:.._~M-1_!!"!}

(Bridge Jackings/Replacement)
- S-58 (Koon Road)
1-77
(Near MM 17 to near MM 27)
(Southb()und)

s·
::J
....

-

----

----

-

-

County 40 - Highway - Page 1

Ric an
Pro·ect

Description

Length

1-26
(US 176 to S-36 (St Andrews Rd)
--~£~~~~!

Rank
IU-04

MPO/
COG
COATS

STIP
Category

Federal
Program

Interstate

______________

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Pro· ect Cost

Remain ing
Cost

----------

-----------------------------

COATS
Central Midlands

Pave/Reconst

NHPP/STP

0

$5,361

438

NHPP/STP

4,923

US 76 (.317 Mi. W of Farming Creek to

....0w

~]~~~~~~~~~jE~~L-------------_s~~-(~~~i.B..!!'~!YLt2.~-!.0!j_M_!;.!5_!!_v.!.dJl ____ _ __

y~~~~!~~~~~~~~!~S~!~!~~~ll-----Y~~~E!~~~c~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--_S~5~_!!);!1!._~:_"!_~~-!6~~t~~~~~'!!.2f_E!'.!_h_R_!!-l ___
S-222 (S-70 (Padgett Rd.) to US 76 (Garners Ferry))

Hardscrabble Road (S-83)

COATS~2

COATS

System Upgrade

STP

8,400 R

Leesburg Road (SC 262)

COATS~&

COATS
COATS

System Upgrade
System Upgrade

STP

4,000 R

STP

100 R

S-262 (Leesburg Road) @

COATS-10

10,000

c

2,000 R

10.000

c

8,000

c

6,000

c

725

c

$36,400
8,500

c

8,500

c

$29,000
$825

Patricia Drive

Vista Grsenway Project

0"
I'D

..."""'
lloJ

...:13~.!.;'!f_2f_W_:~~!I.!~W_!!:_~l------------

Intersection Improvements

g
..,
....

---------- ------- ------- ------- ------- ------- -------

Richland County Pavement Resurfacing
US 76 (CJ .12 Mi. E of Koon Rd. to

s·
:::J
....

Funding information can be found in the Interstate portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

NHPP
NHPP

Widening from St Andrews Rd to
Broad River Rd
Richland County Pavement Preservation

~

iii'

COATS

System Upgrade

----------

STP
Local

44P
------------- r------- ------- ------- ------11 p
250

$305

c

County 40 - Highway - Page 2

--Ric .a
Project
Description

I

Santee Wateree RTA @ Lower Richland
Admin, Operations, Capital - Capital

Length

I

Rank

MPO/
COG
Central
Midlands

STIP
Cateaorv
Mass Transit

Federal
Proaram
5311

FY 2014
Planned
224 AD

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Pro"ect Cost

Remaining
Cost

0.,

ij'
::::ll

Dol

$224

OP

)>

c
c

CA

10

~

....

...U1

,...,

....

0

w

County 40 - Mass Transit - Page 1

0
..,

Sa
Proect

Description

Length

Rank

Saluda County Pavement Preservation

-----------------------------

Saluda County Pavement Resurfacing

MPO/
COG
Upper Savannah

STIP
Category
Pave/Reconst

FY 2014
Planned

Federal
Program
NHPP/STP

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

144

---------- ------- -------

NHPP/STP

1,165

2014-2019
Pro'ect Cost

10'
Remaining
Cost

-------~-------

)>

------- -------

c
IC
c

_s~1~_(~~!?!~.!!:.!.6_M_!:~~~E.I.~---------SC 39 (0.11 Mi. N of SC 702 to S-235 (Leotine Mack Rd.))

-

=
I»

$1 ,309

-

--

--------

,...

Ill

~

...U1

""'

0

~

w
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s
Pro ect
Description

LenQth

Rank

MPO/
COG

BRH-45

Appalachian

sc 85

BRP-15

GPATS
SPATS
SPATS

Southern R.R. and S-995
sc 85
S-2

BRP-16

1-26 EB
Bowen Lake (S Pacolet River)

S-1557
Fairforest Creek
S-75
Trib Middle Tyger River

BRP-26
BRP-30

STIP
Category

Federal
Program
NHPP

Bridge

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

-

FY 2019
Planned

.n a.....
2014-2019
Project Cost

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Appalachian
GPATS
SPATS
SPATS

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BRP-30

S-893

BRP-90

GPATS
SPATS
Appalachian

BRP-95

Hub City Connector, Skate Park Project

Appalachian
GPATS
SPATS
SPATS

..,

0

as·

-g
::I

0

0'

..,

.....

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found In the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

...'-~

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found In the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

0

(Westbound)
1-85

SPATS

.....

Earmark

Earmark

IM-51

GPATS

IM-52

GPATS

IM-41

10 R
99

$109

c

Interstate

NHPP

Funding infonnation can be found in the Interstate portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

-

Interstate

NHPP

Funding infonnation can be found in the Interstate portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

-

Interstate

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Interstate portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

GPATS
SPATS

Interstate

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Intestate portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

IM-44

SPATS

Interstate

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Intestate portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

IM-21
IM-29
IM-33
BR-162

SPATS

Interstate

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Intestate portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

(~~~~~~~~!~~~~----------

N

w
(SAFETEA-LU)

IM-49

(Near MM 54 to near MM 56)

(Northbound/Southbound)
1-85
(Near MM 56 to near MM 59)
(Northbound/Southbound)
1-85
(Near MM 58 to Near MM 68)
(Northbound/Southbound)
1-85
(Near MM 77 to Near MM 84)
(Northbound)
1-585
(Near MM 0 to Near MM 3)

(N~~~~~~~~~~~~L----------

California Avenue (S-124) Bridge
Replacem_ent at 1-585

~

Bicycle Pedestrian Improvements, Part of

Palmetto Trial
(Matching Agency - Palmetto Conservation Org)
1-26
(Near MM 14 to near MM 17)

s·
::I
.....

Enoree River

S-45
Norfolk Southern RR

<

iii'

n

NHPP

S-75
Middle Tyger River

Remaining
Cost

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Bridge

Appalachian
GPATS
SPATS
Appalachian

~
-

----------- ---------- ----------------------------------------------------------------·

Bridge

NHPP

------------

-

Funding Information can be found In the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

-

County 42 - Highway - Page 1

Spartan urg
Proiect

Description

I

Length

1-85

Rank
IU-05

(US 25 to SC 129)

MPO/
COG
GPATS

STIP
Category
Interstate

Federal
Program
NHPP

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Proiect Cost

Remaining
Cost

Funding infonnation can be found in the Interstate portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

SPATS

~

iii'

cs·

:I

IV

n

Public Outreach/Ed, Freight Plan ,

..,

0

Transit Oriented Development,

a

Integrated Corridor Management

--~~~~~~~~~!~i~~------Park & Ride Lot Purchase & Construction

iS'

--~~!~~~~~~~----------Mainline and Crossing Route Sign

:I

--~f~~!~~--------------

c

us 29 and SC 146/296 Signallmpr &
Cameras

~

==~~~~~~~~!~~~~!~~~~2~1

tD

--~~w~~!~~~!~~~~~-------

C"

ITS -Traffic Cam, SHEP & Active

3

..,tD

Relocate SHEP HQ to Brockman-McCiimon

Construct Higher Median Barrier &
Delineators

...U1

::£~~~~§~~~~~~!~~~~~~~~a

IV
0

--~~~~~~!~~~~!~~~~~~~--

----------------------sc
Convert Laurens Road 1/C to Parclo A

w
"""

290 1/C Improvements (Diverging

E'!!'!L __ _

__ ~~m.!'!!.'!..!!!!!!~!!.~~.:!-!!.n!
US 29 and SC 129 NB exit ramp and
SB accel lane
Widen NB/SB from Pelham to
SC 14/Aviation Blvd and

__ ~C_1! !f.C_-,E£! ~~~~E~!I.!_"l,P!?!e.!!'!'!..ts_
Widening SB from Woodruff Rd to
--~~~~~.!!'£

_____________ _

Widening SB from CD Exit to
White Horse Road

-----------------------

Widen NB/SB from SC 14 to SC 101
Spartanburg County Pavement Preservation

Appalach ian

Pave/Reconst

GPATS
I SPATS

Spartanburg County Pavement Resurfacing

NHPP/STP

471

NHPP/STP

4 ,447

$4,918

US 221 (Local (Pearson Dr.) to Ramp 7674 (1-26))
(B-;;,;;,;;,.;b-;;

-us221 (so·!;;;,; s-258

slj to--------

Local (Pearson Dr.))
Intersection Improvements

Old Furnace Road Sidewalks

SPATS
IN/A

Eastside Corridor

--~~_!t.!!!~!!_@_E!!,~!!:;~I!n_!!i!!e_R.E_ ___ ISPATS-02
Fernwood-Glendale @
Clifton-Glendale Rd
_U~_!~..!.~!.o!e_m!'!..ts____________ j~~TS-01
Wofford (formerly Howard Stat Franklin)
1NIA

System Upgrade
~T!

________ l __ J!O,E££ _________________,______________________ _

STP

NHPP
STP

550 R

1,700

$4 ,700

c

R
------150

______ J_____ _

- ;-:;soc- --i-------

50 R

600

c

County 42 - Highway - Page 2

s
MPO/
Rank

COG
Appalachian

FY 2014
Planned

642 AD
OP

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

·g

..,0

.c·
:I

Planned

Proiect Cost

$642

1:11
I

l>

c
c

CA

IQ

,...

Ill

....

,!II
N

....wQ
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So
Pro'ect
Description

I

Length

Rank

MPO/
COG

STIP
Category

Federal
Program

S-101
Turkey Creek

BR-100

SUATS

Bridge

STP

US 76 EB
Wateree River
Sumter County Pavement Preservation

BRH-13

SUATS
Santee Lynches
SUATS
Santee Lynches

Bridge

NHPP

Pave/Reconst

NHPP/STP

-----------------------------

50 R

FY 2015
Planned
1,170

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

c

34P

2014-2019
Project Cost

Remaining
Cost

$1,220
702

c

$736

278

$2,982

---------- ------- ------- f-------- ------- ------- -------

Sumter County Pavement Resurfacing

US 378 (Beg. Of US 76 Overpass to
S-657 (Alligator Branch Rd.))
US 521 (Broad Street)
(Near Bultman Road to near Market Street)

FY 2014
Planned

:e r ~
ur

NHPP/STP

cs·
~

N

c

~
3

2,704

C'
~
'"I

SUATS.{)1

SUATS

System Upgrade

STP

250 p

2,500

c

$2 ,750

...U1
N

Improvements

....
w

0

County 43 - Highway - Page 1

Project
Description

I

Length

Santee Wateree RTA
Urbanized Area Transit
O~rations CaDital
Sumter County DSN Board
Purchase of Service
Sumter Small Urbanized Area
Sumter Senior Services
Purchase of Service
Sumter Small Urbanized Area
National Federation of the Blind-Sumter
Purchase of Service
Sumter Small Urbanized Area
Santee Lynches Council of Governments
Administration
Sumter Small Urbanized Area
Sumter County DSN Board
Operations, Capital
Sumter Small Urbanized Area
Santee Lynches Council of Governments (WIA)
Operations
Sumter Small Urbanized Area
Santee Lynches Council of Governments
Administration
Sumter Small Urbanized Area
Sumter County DSN Board
Operations
Sumter Small Urbanized Area
Sumter County DSN Board
Capital
Sumter Small Urbanized Area
Santee Lynches Council of Governments
Capital
Sumter Small Urbanized Area
--·

I

Rank

I
I

MPO /
COG

STIP
Category

Federal
Program

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

Sumter~u;·
Remaining
Cost

2014-2019
Pro·ect Cost

SUATS

Mass Transit

5307

606 OP
260 CA

$866

SUATS

Mass Transit

5310

53 PS

$53

SUATS

Mass Transit

5310

30 PS

$30

SUATS

Mass Transit

5310

2 PS

$2

SUATS

Mass Transit

5316

5 AD

$5

$135

()"
::::J

"'c
tD

n

tD

3

g
..,
...U1

"'.....w
0

SUATS

Mass Transit

5316

50 OP
85 CA

SUATS

Mass Transit

5316

6 OP

$6

SUATS

Mass Transit

5317

5 AD

$5

SUATS

Mass Transit

5317

47 OP

$47

SUATS

Mass Transit

5317

100 CA

$100

SUATS

Mass Transit

5317

43 CA

$43

County 43 - Mass Transit - Page 1

•
Pro·ect

Description

Length

sc 9

----------------------sc----------------------sc----------------------Broad River
sc 9

Rank
BR-28

MPO/
COG
Catawba

STIP
Category
Bridge

Federal
Program
NHPP

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Project Cost

on

Remaining
Cost

9

)>

c
Ul
c
lQ.

BR-52
BR-120

.....

N/A
BR~1

...U1
Catawba

Bridge

STP

Catawba

Pave/Reconst

NHPP/STP

N
0

Funding information can be found In the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Enoree River
Union County Pavement Preservation

-----------------------------

Union County Pavement Resurfacing
SC 49 (S-425 (T. Wesley Dr.) to

::J

I»

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion ofthe Commission Approved Categories section

Broad River Canal

S-46
9
S-31
S-22

0
..,

IS'

----------

NHPP/STP

16 1

$1, 189

------- ------- ------- ------- ------------1,028

0.21 Mi. S of S-291 (Fincher Rd.))

County 44 - Highway - Page 1

.....
w

w·
Project
Description

I

Length

Rank

MPO/
COG

Pave/Reconst

Waccamaw

Williamsburg County Pavement Preservation

Federal
Proaram

STIP
Cateaorv

NHPP/STP

Phase II
(US 521 South of Andrews to SC 41)
Intersection Improvements
Longstreet & Main (Kingstree!)

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Project Cost

rg
Remaining
Cost

$1 ,527

238

---------- ------- ------- -------------- ------- -------

-----------------------------

Williamsburg County Pavement Resurfacing
US 521 (0.70 MI. N of SC 41 (County Line Rd.) to
1.11 Mi. N of S-122 (Wheeler Rd.))
WAC-01
Andrews Bypass

FY 2014
Planned

s

NHPP/STP

1,289

~

iii'

c;·
::::J

N

c111

n
System Upgrade

Waccamaw

STP

1,000 R

$1 ,000

111

$330

..,

3

C"

System Upgrade

Waccamaw

WAC-07

---

--

-·-

NHPP

100 p

30 R

200

c

111

...U1
N

0

....
w
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rg
Project
Description
Wiliamsburg County Transit
Admin., Capital, Operating

I

Length

I

Rank

MPOI
COG
Waccamaw

STIP
Category
Mass Transit

Federal
Program
5311

FY 2014
Planned
636 AD

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Project Cost

Remaining
Cost

0

""'
IS'
:::J
Dol

$636

OP

)o

c
c

CA

c

~

...,.
...U1

...,

0...,.

w
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York~
Pro·ect
Description

I

Length

Rank

S·22
_S.!_e_!I_5:!_9!'L ________________

BR·27

S-64
Allison Creek
S-103
_F.i!'.!!i!!.!LC.!".!i!.. _______________

BR-70

-----------------------

S-732

I

MPO/
COG

Catawba
RFATS

STIP
Category
Bridge

Federal
Program
NHPP

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Project Cost

Remaining
Cost

.......
n
0

""'

as·

BR-72

~~~~~~~~~--------------

:I
.......
Catawba
RFATS
Catawba

Bridge

NHPP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

~

tD

3

NHPP

Tools Fork Creek
S-101
BR-91
RFATS
Wildcat Creek
S-50
BR-99
Catawba
Manchester Creek
RFATS
sc 274
BRH-11
Catawba
Mill Creek
RFATS
S-103
BRP-70
Catawba
Fishing Creek
RFATS
us 321
BRP..Q2
Catawba
Allison Creek
RFATS
BRP..Q6
Catawba
S-654
Burgis Creek
RFATS
S-655
BRP-29
RFATS
Fishing Creek
RFATS
SC 160/Gold Hill Road Project
CMAQ-3
(SC 160 at Gold Hill and Zoar)
(Funds previously (FY 05..06)
programmed for two inter proj with no match)
FY 09)
East White Steel I SC 72
CMAQ-4
RFATS
(SCOOT District #4/ City of Rock Hill (FY 09)
This project will be funded with 100% Federal Funds)
Gardendale Trail Project
ICMAQ-7
RFATS
City of Tega Cay
Funds previously (FY 08) proarammed for Stonecrest Trail) (FY 09)
ICMAQ-1

c

----------

scJ2~~2~E~~--------------5
BR-97

Springhill Farm Road
Intersection Improvements
Phase II· SC 51 @ S-641 & S-328@ S-48

s·
:I
.....,

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

BR-70

S-347
BR..S1
Stony Fork Creek
These projects are apart of Design Build Package E
sc 72
BR· 36
Fishing Creek
S..S1
BR-60

iii'

Bridge

Bridge

C"

tD

Funding information can be found In the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

...""'

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found In the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

0

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

Bridge

STP

Funding information can be found in the Bridge portion of the Commission Approved Categories section

s_M.}£1 ________

':!>£•.!. ________ c~~~------L~c~~--------

Safety

Safety

CMAQ

CMAQ

CMAQ

CMAQ

2,900 c
--2soc-- ------- ------- --------9o6c-- ------- ------- -------

------- ------------- -------

100 R
950 c
631

Safety

100 R
1,350

c
--iOoR"-- ------150

.....

w

$4,066

$631

.
Safety

.....,

$1 ,050

c

IRFATS

S_5:!!<2_T_w.!_l~c~'!!r_!!>!!_l! !!J>J'!.$_1,I'!!/,2'!!/.l.n_!'!d_!ra~S_!f!ll. ~n~ _!o.! ~~!!!'..!!:....!!'is _!u~'!!l!1l..!:!_n_?~lr_ ~!JSe_!! _!!>!_ ~_!S_! .!!!_ __
Phase Ill. US 21 Median Improvements &
CMAQ
CMAQ
US21 @SC51
York County) (FY 10)
Dave Lyle Blvd/1-77 Exit Ramp/
CMAQ·1
RFATS
CMAQ
CMAQ
Chamberside Drive
(Phase Ill)
(City of Rock Hill) (FY 11)
(This project will be funded with 100% Federal Funds)

U1

$1 ,700

------- ------- ------- -------

c

25 R

375

c

$400

--
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York~
Pro'ect

I

Description

Length

I

Rank

MPO /
COG

STIP
Category

Federal
Program

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Project Cost

Electric Vehicles & Recharging Infrastructure
(Town of Fort Mill) (FY 12)
Springfield Pkwy/Nation Ford Bike/Pedestrian
Improvements
Town of Fort Mill) (FY 12)
Ebenezer Rd
Frank Gaston to SC 161)
Springhill Farm Road
(US 21 to SC 51)
Widen 2 to 5 lanes
sc 51
(US 21 to NC State Line)
Widen 2 to 5 lanes
Eblnport Road
(Cherry Road to India Hook)
Widen 2 to 3 lanes
SC 72 (SC 901 to Rambo Rd)
Widen 2 to 3 lanes
Mt Gallant Road
(SC 161 to Twin Lakes Rd)
Widen 2 to 3 lanes
SC 2741279 (S-133 Pole
Brance Rd) (SC 274 to NC
State Line)
Widen 2 to 3 lanes
Eden Terrace
(Bradley to Anderson Rd)
Widen 2 to 3 lanes
sc 160
(Gold Hill Rd to Zoar Rd)
Widen 2 to 3 lanes

RFATS

CMAQ

CMAQ

80

$80

RFATS

CMAQ

CMAQ

497

$497

RFATS

Local

500 R

RFATS

Local

Local
(Sales Tax)
Local
(Sales Tax)

Riverview Road Extension

RFATS

Local

1,600

c

Local
(Sales Tax)

4,1 50

c

1,400

c

Remaining
Cost

$1,900

.

$1,600

$4,150

N

ctD
~

3

g..,
...U1
Q

Local

Local
(Sales Tax)

3,000

c

RFATS

Local

2,500

c

2,500

c

$5,000

RFATS

Local

Local
Sales Tax)
Local
(Sales Tax)

1,000 R

3,000

c

$4,000

RFATS

Local

Local
(Sales Tax)

1,000 R

3,000

c

$4,000

RFATS

Local

Local
(Sales Tax)

750 R

1,250

c

$2,000

RFATS

Local

Local
(Sales Tax)

150

c

1,000

c

$1 ,150

RFATS

Local

Local
(Other)

450 p
500 R
4,250

$5,200

RFATS
Catawba

Pave/Reconst

NHPP/STP

$3,000

c

York County Pavement Preservation

----------

Y~kC~;~Pa~~;~R~;~ci~------------

NHPP/STP

$3,388

349

------- -----------3,039

-------

------- -------

SC 49 (0.18 Mi. N of S-80 (Campbell Rd.) to

_______________

y~~~~!~~~~~~~~~~~~J~~~~~~]

s·
:::s

N

RFATS

(Eden Terrace to Mt Gallant)
New 3 lane facility

Y~1~l~~~~~~~uL

iii'

___

S-697 (0.67 Mi. E of S-832 (Rowells Rd.) to SC 5)
Gel-River Rd S.SO (Phase I)
IRFATS-02
(US 21 to North of S-645)
Widen 2 to 5 lanes
1-77/Coltharp Interchange
(New Interchange)
(Feasibility Study)
Riverview/Riverchase
ICMAQ-2

RFATS

System Upgrade

STP

RFATS

System Upgrade

STP

RFATS

System Upgrade

CMAQ
STP

Intersection Improvements

6,000

c

$6,000

$350

350 PL

---------- ------c
200 R
556

_!,.~£.£

__

>-------- ------- ------- -------

$2 ,006

(City of Rock Hill) (FY 10 & FY 11)
($400,000 of Construction funds in FY 2015 are funded with 100% FY 2011 Federal Funds)

County 46 - Highway - Page 2

....

w

Yor
Pro·ect

Description
City of Roc k Hill
Commuter Bus Service/Cats 82X
Operations
City of Rock Hill
Demand Response Service
(York County Access)
Operations
York County (York County Access)
Operations

I

Length

I

Rank

MPO/
COG

STIP
Category

Federal
Program

FY 2014
Planned

FY 2015
Planned

FY 2016
Planned

FY 2017
Planned

FY 2018
Planned

FY 2019
Planned

2014-2019
Pro·ect Cost

RFATS

Mass Transit

5307

66 OP

69 OP

72 OP

76 OP

79 OP

83 OP

$445

RFATS

Mass Transit

5307

508 OP

697 OP

701 OP

706 OP

710 OP

717 OP

$4,039

Remaining
Cost

0

""'
10'
:::s

I»

,..c

\C

c

~
Catawba

Mass Transit

5311

95 AD
OP
CA

$95
-

- - -- -

....

...U1

IV

....

0

w
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