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INTRODUCTION

On July 23, 1992, five federal transportation and environmental agencies signed an agreement
that would fully integrate the revisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of

1969 and the Clean Water Act of 1977 (PL 95-217) Section 404 permitting process for
transportation projects. This agreement, entitled Integrating NEPA/404 For Transportation
Projects, was signed by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) - Region 3, Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) - Region 3, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) - North Atlantic
Division, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) - Region 5, and the National Marine
Fisheries Service - Northeast Region. Integrating the NEPA and Section 404 Permitting
Processes resulted from the work of an interagency task force that evaluated the existing agency
environmental review and permitting processes and developed a system that improved the
efficiency of the regulatory proce€b). The Integrated NEPA/404 Process includes an
Implementation Plan with provisions to ensure compliance with the mitigation commitments
identified in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), Memorandum of Agreement
(MOA) for cultural resources, Pennsylvania Agricultural Land Condemnation Approval Board
(PA ALCAB) Adjudication, and Record of Decision (ROD) for a transportation project.

Confidence in the accuracy of the Integrated NEPA/404 Process has been established for
transportation projects through collaborative state and federal agency involvement in
Pennsylvania. The Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PennDOT) has instituted a 10
Step Transportation Project Development Process (Figure 1) that identifies ten milestone events
needed to successfully implement the Integrated NEPA/404 Process. The 10 Step Process
provides an opportunity for state and federal agency representatives and the public to participate
in the development of highway proje¢®. The status and analytical results of studies

conducted for transportation projects are presented to the state and federal agencies at agency
coordination meetings (ACMs) and to the public at public meetings. Issues ranging from the
selection or dismissal of transportation alternatives during the 10 Step Process to changes in
wetland and stream impacts during final design and construction are discussed. The following
state and federal agencies are represented at the ACMs:

* Pennsylvania Turnpike Commission (PTC Projects only)
* Pennsylvania Department of Transportation

* Federal Highway Administration - Region 3

* U.S. Environmental Protection Agency - Region 3

* U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

* U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service - Region 5

* Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection

* Pennsylvania Historic and Museum Commission

* Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission
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* Pennsylvania Game Commission
* Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture

For a project to advance through PennDOT’s 10 Step Process, concurrence from the member
agencies must be secured at designated steps along the way. The environmental impacts of a
project and the mitigation strategies developed to offset those impacts are reviewed by the
agencies and the public at ACMs, public meetings, and at the public hearing (See Steps 4 through
8 on Figure 1). At the conclusion of the 10 Step Process, the FEIS document contains the
guantified environmental impacts and the mitigation strategies that were reviewed and accepted
by the agencies and the public.

In conjunction with the studies conducted during the 10 Step Process, information is also
gathered to support the request for a COE Section 404 Permit and the Pennsylvania Department
of Environmental Protection’s (PaDEP’s) Section 401 Water Quality Certification. The Section
404 process culminates with the issuance of the Section 404 Permit by the COE. The validation
of the COE’s Section 404 Permit is dependent on the issuance of the Section 401 Water Quality
Certification by the PaDEP through its Chapter 105 Water Obstructions and Encroachments
Permit. The main component of the Chapter 105 Permit is the Environmental Assessment Form
which is completed and included in an appendix of the FEIS. For this reason, accurate
representation of the environmental impacts and mitigation commitments in the FEIS is essential
to acquire the Section 401 Water Quality Certification.

The PTC successfully adopted the Integrated NEPA/404 Process for their set of Mon/Fayette
Expressway Projects near Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. These projects advanced through
PennDOT'’s 10 Step Process and are currently in final design and construction. Due to the
provisions set forth by the agencies at the end of the 10 Step Process, the RODs issued for these
projects required post NEPA Phase monitoring of the environmental impacts and mitigation
commitments identified in the FEIS, MOA for cultural resources, PA ALCAB Adjudication, and
ROD.

THE PURPOSE FOR POST NEPA PHASE MONITORING ACTIVITIES

The need for post NEPA Phase monitoring of environmental impacts and mitigation
commitments becomes apparent when the transition from preliminary design to final design and
construction is understood. The state and federal transportation and environmental agencies and
the PTC acknowledged that modifications and refinements often occur during final design
regardless of the level of detail used during preliminary highway design in the NEPA Phase. To
keep track of the changing environmental impacts and mitigation commitments, the state and
federal agencies recommended that the PTC perform post NEPA Phase monitoring. The PTC
supported this recommendation and encouraged the FHWA to include specific language in the
RODs issued for the Mon/Fayette Expressway I-68 to Uniontown and 1-70 to PA Route 51
Projects (Figure 2) requiring environmental impact monitoring throughout final design and
construction.
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The integrated NEPA/404 studies conducted for the Mon/Fayette Expressway Projects included
an inventory of the natural environment, socioeconomic characteristics, and cultural resources of
the study areas. These identified resource features were integrated into Geographic Information
Systems (GISs) and plotted on 1"=200" scale maps, entitled the Environmental Features Maps.
The consultants preparing the EISs for each of the projects used the Environmental Features
Maps and other data to develop preliminary designs for the highway alternatives that satisfied the
identified project needs and avoided, to the extent possible, sensitive environmental and
community resources. The environmental impacts and mitigation requirements for each
alternative under study were then evaluated in the EISs. Eventually, preferred highway
alternatives were identified and ultimately selected with the issuance of the RODs for each
project.

At the beginning of the Final Design Phase of the Mon/Fayette Expressway Projects, a transition
was made from the 1"=200' scale mapping to a more refined 1"=50" scale level of detail and at
some major urban interchanges, 1"=25' scale plans were employed. This transition resulted in
minor modifications to the right-of-way limits that ultimately changed some of the environmental
impacts. As final design continued for the selected highway alternatives, each highway project
was subdivided into smaller final design/construction sections. Thirteen (13) engineering design
firms were contracted by the PTC to prepare the detailed final engineering plans for each of the
twenty seven (27) construction sections. The design consultant for each construction section
continued to use the 1"=50' (or 1"=25") scale mapping to prepare the right-of-way acquisition
plans, detailed highway engineering plans, and any special design details needed for construction.
As this effort proceeded, additional modifications and refinements to the projects right-of-way
limits were required. These modifications included line and grade refinements, interchange and
side road improvements, excess excavation/widened fill areas, erosion control and stormwater
management facilities, active subsurface coal mining operations, utility corridors, electronic toll
collection facilities, and value engineering. While these refinements frequently changed the
environmental impacts that were reported in the FEIS, the design consultants, PTC, and final
design manager worked continuously to avoid or minimize impacts to environmental features.

As a result, some environmental impacts reported in the FEIS increased, while others decreased.

Throughout final design, Best Management Practices (BMPs) were used to avoid or minimize
environmental impacts. Some of the BMPs included: (1) the use of protective fencing around
wetlands within the projects right-of-way, but outside the limits of disturbance; (2) basins to
collect and treat mine pool discharge prior to entering a natural stream; (3) natural stream
substrate on stream relocations, where practicable; (4) contract specifications requiring the
contractor to perform environmental studies for excess excavation/widened fill areas outside the
project right-of-way; and (5) contract specifications requiring the contractor to replace
temporarily impacted wetlands to their natural conditions upon completion of construction.

With additions and reductions to environmental impacts occurring throughout final design in
combination with the implementation of BMP strategies, the mitigation requirements needed to
be modified accordingly. Once final design was completed, nearly all of the mitigation
commitments recorded in the FEIS, ROD, and other associated documentation were eventually
modified or sometimes eliminated.
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT AND MITIGATION COMMITMENT TRACKING
SYSTEMS

The PTC, in response to the provisions stipulated in the RODs and in recognition of the
refinements that would occur during final design, worked with their final design manager,
Michael Baker Jr., Inc. to develop a method of tracking changes to the quantified environmental
impacts and mitigation commitments established during the Integrated NEPA/404 Process. The
method developed included tools in the form of computerized spreadsheet/database tracking
systems which proved to be integral in the environmental impact avoidance, minimization, and
mitigation efforts for the Mon/Fayette Expressway Projects. The tracking systems included:

* Expanded EIS Right-Of-Way Tracking System;
* Environmental Impact Tracking System; and
* Mitigation Commitment Tracking System.

Tracking System Development And Implementation

Development of the tracking systems were initiated by tabulating the environmental impacts and
mitigation commitments presented in the FEIS, MOA for cultural resources, PA ALCAB
Adjudication, and ROD for each of the Mon/Fayette Expressway Projects. The tracking systems
were further subdivided to identify the environmental impacts and mitigation commitments
associated with each construction section. As final design progressed, the consultants identified
additional parcels of land needed to accommodate the previously listed design features. The
additional parcels of land were identified by station and offset and shown on the project
mapping. These parcels were tabulated in the Expanded EIS Right-Of-Way Tracking System.

The additional parcels of land were then field investigated by the consultants who prepared the
EISs for each highway project to determine the presence of sensitive environmental resources.
The results were reported to the PTC, final design manager, and the final design consultants.
Parcels containing environmental resources that would potentially be impacted were further
evaluated using BMPs to avoid or minimize the environmental impact. Once the need for a
parcel was established, any additional environmental impacts were quantified and included in the
Environmental Impact Tracking System. In many cases, impacts to environmental resources
were reduced due to the avoidance and minimization BMPs used by the design consultants.

After the appropriate changes were made to the Environmental Impact Tracking System, the
mitigation requirements were evaluated to determine if changes were warranted. If necessary,
the Mitigation Commitment Tracking Systems were updated to reflect the changing mitigation
commitments for each construction section. At the conclusion of final design for each
construction section, the plans were checked to verify that the required mitigation strategies were
included. Once satisfied with the final plans, the individual responsible for checking the plans
initialed and dated each entry on the Mitigation Commitment Tracking Systems. The Mitigation
Commitment Tracking Systems were then transmitted to the construction managers who took
responsibility to ensure that each mitigation feature was implemented during construction. Once
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implemented, the construction manager initiated and dated the entries on the Mitigation
Commitment Tracking Systems.

On various occasions during the final design process, the tracking systems were presented at the
ACM. Presentations generally occurred when proposed design modifications required agency
input and when the design process reached an intermediate final design step known as “ltem 9”
and again at the end of final design. At each presentation, changes or additions to environmental
impacts and mitigation commitments were discussed. During these presentations, the ACM
members were satisfied with the level of detail contained in the tracking systems and the results
of the post NEPA Phase monitoring.

Expanded EIS Right-Of-Way Tracking System

The Expanded EIS Right-Of-Way Tracking System tabulates the additional parcels of land
outside the EIS right-of-way needed to accommodate design features not fully developed during
the NEPA Phase (Figure 3). Field investigations were performed at each parcel to determine the
presence of hazardous/residual waste, wetlands, historic/archaeological resources, productive
agricultural land, and perennial/intermittent streams. The table identifies the parcel by station
and offset, resource investigated, the date cleared, and any additional action required to resolve
an issue.

Environmental Impact Tracking System

The purpose of the Environmental Impact Tracking System was to monitor changes in
environmental impacts reported in the FEIS and to inform the design team of sensitive
environmental issues in order to avoid and minimize impacts. The environmental resources
included perennial streams, wetlands, productive agriculture lands, Section 4(f) properties,
hazardous waste sites, and residential and business displacements. Figure 4 shows the summary
page of this tracking system where the quantified environmental impacts are sub-totaled for each
construction section and totaled for the project. The subsequent pages of this tracking system
provided detailed information on each perennial stream, wetland, and farmland being impacted.
Figure 5 shows a sample of the level of detail reported for each wetland impacted on the project.

Mitigation Commitment Tracking System

The Mitigation Commitment Tracking System provides a method of tracking the mitigation
commitments as they are incorporated into the final design plans and then implemented during
construction. The tracking system also promotes accountability by including a sign-off provision
when committed mitigation measures are incorporated into the final design plans and ultimately
implemented during construction. Similar to the Environmental Impact Tracking System, the
table was subdivided by construction section with the mitigation commitments listed for each
environmental impact identified in the FEIS or added due to the right-of-way refinements during
final design. Figure 6 shows a sample page of this tracking system.
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Mitigation commitments tracked with this system include: Historic structures recordation;

historic structure landscaping plans; Phase Il/lll archaeology testing; wetland impact

minimization and mitigation strategies; acid mine drainage water quality testing and treatment;
hazardous waste testing and remediation; gas well capping; Pennsylvania Utility Commission
application and approval for railroad crossings; mitigation of culverted stream length; congestion
management strategies; mitigation strategies being designed; responsible party for developing the
mitigation strategies; mitigation design sign-off date and final design manager initials; mitigation
construction sign-off date and construction manager initials.

LESSONS LEARNED FROM THE MON/FAYETTE EXPRESSWAY PROJECT

The tracking systems proved to be valuable and cost effective tools to monitor changes in the
environmental impacts and mitigation commitments throughout the final design process for the
two Mon/Fayette Expressway Projects. Because the final design of a highway project is an
evolving process, changes to the environmental impacts listed in a project’s FEIS are likely to
occur and should not be viewed as absolute values. Consequently, the tracking systems need to
be dynamic, continuously updated to reflect the progression of the projects through final design
and construction.

Additionally, the tracking systems provided an efficient method of informing the ACM members

of any changes to environmental impacts as compared to the impacts reported in the project’s
FEISs. The tracking systems were also used to keep the engineering design consultants and PTC
informed of the mitigation measures that needed to be integrated into the final designs. And
finally, the most important aspect of post NEPA Phase monitoring included the sign-off

provision contained in the Mitigation Commitment Tracking System. This provision ensured

that a committed mitigation feature was incorporated into the final design plans and ultimately
constructed.
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FIGURE 2 The Mon/Fayette Corridor and Project Areas
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Construction Section 50C
Buchart-Horn, Inc.

| station: | Issue: | Concerns: Date Cleared: Comments:
423-190 Rt Haz or Resid. Waste None September 1992
Wetlands None November 1995
Cultural Resources None December 1993
Farmlands None August 1993
425-150 Rt Haz or Resid. Waste None September 1992
Wetlands None November 1995
Cultural Resources None December 1993
Farmlands None August 1993
425-180 Rt Haz or Resid. Waste None September 1992
Wetlands None November 1995
Cultural Resources None December 1993
Farmlands None August 1993
425+35-280 Lt |Haz or Resid. Waste None September 1992
Wetlands None November 1995
Cultural Resources None December 1993
Farmlands None August 1993
Streams UNT to Brownfield Hollow November 1995 Additional impact
425+50-200 Lt |Haz or Resid. Waste None September 1992
Wetlands Wetland W-86 November 1995 Additional impact
Cultural Resources None December 1993
Farmlands None August 1993
426+50-260 Lt |Haz or Resid. Waste None November 1996
Wetlands Wetland W-86 September 1993 Additional impact
Cultural Resources Newly Identified Structure November 1996 PHMC determined not NR eligible
Farmlands None August 1993
Streams UNT to Brownfield Hollow November 1995 Additional impact

FIGURE 3 Expanded EIS Right-Of-Way Tracking System
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Section/ Streams (ft) Wetlands (ac) Prod. Ag. Land (ac) Section 4(f) Prop. Haz. Waste Sites Displacements
Consultant | FEIS Step9 Final FEIS Step9 Final FEIS Step 9 Diff. FEIS Step 9 Final FEIS Step9 Final FEIS Step9 Final
KCI Section 50B (PA/WYV Line to Sta. 371)
Culverted| 3,940 1,400 1,665| 0.50 0.30 0.86 22,2 21.6 22.6 1 1 1 1 1 0 10 12 12
Ch. Rel. -- 780 2,995
Lost - 30 -
Buchart-Horn Section 50C (Sta. 371 to Sta. 516)
Culverted| 2,660 1,150 1,420 | 4.05 1.93 1.90 63.3 53.0 56.2 0 o] o] 1 0] o] 9 21 22
Ch. Rel. - 1,310 2,285
STV Section 50D (Sta. 516 to Sta. 15675)
Culverted| 271 50 50 4,45 3.44 2.90 14.3 16.4 17.2 1 1 1 0 o} 0 B 4 4
Ch. Rel. - 50 250
Buchart-Horn Section 50A (Sta. 1575 to SR 3014)
Culverted - - 0 0.30 0.30 0.30 4.8 4.8 4.8 0 0] 0 0 0 0] 0 0 0
Ch. Rel. - - 0
Culverted| 6,871 2,600 3,135| 9.30 5.97 5.96 | 104.6 95.8 99.8 2 ‘2 2 2 1 0] 24 37 38
Ch. Rel. - 2,140 5,530
Lost - 30 --
Note: Section 4(f) Resource in Section 50B is the Robert Britt House
Section 4(f) Resource in Section 50D is the John Conn Farm
Section 50B, Potential Hazardous Waste Site #22 (Tire Pile) was determined to be non-hazardous.
Additional displacement for final design includes a business, also serving as a residence. This impact was counted twice.
FIGURE 4 Environmental Impact Comparison Summary
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WETLAND STATION SIZE IMPACTS (AC.)
IDENTIFIER FEIS Step 9 Final {acres) FEIS Step 9 Final COMMENTS
KCI Saction 50B (PA/WV Line to Sta. 371)
W55 225 224 224 0.10 0.20 0.06 0.08
WsEg 314 309 308 0.28 0.10 0.22 0.23
w59 325 320 320 0.01 0.10 0.01 0.01
Wwas 373 367 366 0.16 0.10 0.01 0.01
KCI-1 NI NI 115 Rt. 3.77+ NI NI 0.36 Gans Rd. widening
Gans Rd.
KCl-2 NI NI 115 Lt. 5.83+ NI NI 0.17 Gans Rd. widening
Gans Rd.
subtotal 0.50 0.30 0.86

Buchart-Horn Section 50C (Sta. 371 to Sta. 516)

Wwas 379 378 375 1.00 0.40 0.21 0.25
waé 436 427 427 0.43 0.20 0.31 0.34
w87 444 429 430 0.10 0.05 0.00 0.00
wsa9 485 483 483 6.80 + 3.00 0.61 0.55
wa1 504 498 498 0.80 0.40 0.80 0.76

subtotal 4.05 1.93 1.90

STV Section 50D (Sta. 516 to Sta. 1576)

waa 535 528 528 2,10+ 0.40 0.27 0.25
WEe7 551 543 543 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20
wWes 560 550 & 556 Lt 551 & 556 Lt 0.10 0.10 0.29 0.10
wWa5s 562 556 556 10,70+ 0.40 0.51 0.58
we3s 563 567 557 0.23 0.05 0.23 0.23
wa7 565 559 559 0.78 0.50 0.00 0.04
W70 568 562 562 5.70+ 1.40 1.40 0.93
wes 582 577 578 0.70 0.90 0.36 0.36
weag 600 574 1574 0.36 0.50 0.18 0.21

subtotal 4.45 3.44 2.90

Buchart-Horn Section 50A (Sta. 15675 to SR 3014)
w100 | 620 594 594 1.70 0.30 0.30 0.30

Total 8.30 5.97 5.96

+ Estimated size of wetland; wetland extends beyond mapping.
NI = Not Impacted in FEIS
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Construction Section 50C
Buchart-Horn, Inc.

DESCRIPTION FEIS STEP 9 DESIGN FINAL DESIGN CONSTRUCTION
Responsible [Date / Constructed bate /
Environmental Feature  Btation Impact Station  lpact / Mitigation ~ Stalion Impact Mitigation Ind|vidual Initials Mitigation Initials
Wetland W-39 379 0.4 acre 375 Replacement and 375 Replacement and Buchart-Horn Install/Maintain
protective fence protective fence (2) Protective Fence
Grassy Run 383 720" culvert 374 No Action Required 374 No Action Required No Action
No Impact Required
Noise - Residence 383 Lt Exceeds 376 Lt Abatement not 376 Lt No Action Required No Action
criteria warranted Required
Rich Farm (MR-1) 383-401 8.9 acres 378-392 Minimization 378-392 | No Action Required No Action
Required
Robinson Farm (CR-3) 388-408 | 14.2 acres | 385-404 Minimization 385-404 | No Action Required No Action
Required
Robinson Farm (CR-4) 401-403 0.7 acre 400-405 Minimization 400-405 | No Action Required No Action
Required
Kennison Farm (JK-1) 403-414 1.5 acres 3-8 Minimization 3-8 No Action Required No Action
Ruble Ruble Required
Mill Rd. Mill Rd.
Kennison Farm (JK-2) 403-414 0.1 acre 3 No Action Required 3 No Action Required No Action
Ruble Ruble Required
Mill Rd. Mill Rd.
Robinson Farm (CR-5) 410-418 | 18.9 acres |406-412 Minimization 406-412 | No Action Required No Action
Required
UNT to Mountain Creek 412 1,940' culvert 405 Mitigate 720' of stream 405 Mitigate 980' of stream Dave Willis
located in culvert located in culvert
Robinson Farm (CR-7) 418-427 4.6 acres 412-419 Minimization 412-419 | No Action Required No Action
Required
Noise - Residence 432 Rt Exceeds 424 Rt. Abatement not 424 Rt. | No Action Required No Action
criteria warranted Required
(2) Under terms of Special Provision / Restoration of Temporary Wetland Impacts, wetlands will be regraded to original contours, hydric soils replaced and area allowed to revert to pre-construction conditions
UNT = Unnamed Tributary IAW = In Accordance With ... Oprtr = Operator on farmland / may not be owner UST = Underground Storage Tank
NI = Not impacted in FEIS SLL = Stream length lost WCCD = Washington County Conservation District WMP = Waste Management Plan
FIGURE 6 Mitigation Commitment Tracking System




