
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION


REGION 9 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

"FINAL" ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
______________________________________________________________________________________________________

THIS CHECKLIST IS A DYNAMIC WORKING DOCUMENT TO BE USED AS A TOOL TO HELP DEVELOP AN ADEQUATE DOCUMENT FOR APPROVAL.  IT IS NOT AN ALL-INCLUSIVE CHECKLIST AND SHOULD BE MODIFIED AS APPROPRIATE.  THIS IS NOT INTENDED TO ADDRESS THE REQUIREMENTS OF STATE AND LOCAL LAWS.
This checklist identifies additional information required in a Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) after the draft EIS has been circulated.  (See FHWA Technical Advisory (TA) T6640.8A October 30, 1987, pages as referenced) [r.c. means recurring comments made on environmental documents]
The Summary section must identify the "preferred alternative" and the reasons why the alternative is preferred.  Any outstanding controversy must be discussed with all the steps taken to resolve the issues and the positions of the respective parties.  The FEIS must document compliance with requirements of all applicable environmental laws and the status of any required permits to the extent possible.  If three years have passed since the draft EIS was circulated, a written reevaluation must be prepared as per 23 CFR 771.129, and the conclusion summarized in the Summary section of the document (page 48 of TA).

For each of the following potentially significant impacts, circle Y (yes) or N (no) whether these factors are applicable and need to be evaluated for this project.  At a minimum, the following factors must be evaluated prior to the approval of this document by FHWA, unless otherwise noted.  This includes the requirements of other Federal environmental laws, Statutes or Executive Orders (e.g., Clean Air Act Amendments, Section 106 (Historic Preservation), Section 7 (Threatened & Endangered Species), etc.).


STATE: 

DISTRICT: 

COUNTY: 

ROUTE: 

POSTMILE:


FEDERAL-AID PROJECT NO: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

XVII.   COVER SHEET
1. The FHWA signature block on the title page needs to be changed to:

Federal Highway Administration

Region Nine

(r.c.) Change “D” to “F” on the EIS number.
COMMENTS:

XVIII.  AIR QUALITY IMPACTS (pages 23-24 of TA)
Required for this project?  Y  or  N
A.
The FHWA must find the project in conformance with the State Implementation Plan (SIP).  To conform, the project must come from a financially constrained Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)/Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). 

B.
Document that the design concept and scope of the project are not significantly different from the project in the most recent conforming TIP and RTP.

Reviewed by (Technical Specialist Name(s)/phone number) for adequacy:
COMMENTS:

XIX.   WATER QUALITY IMPACTS
Required for this project?  Y  or  N
   (page 26 of the TA)

2. If the preferred alternative impacts any State wellhead protection area, documentation is needed to demonstrate that it complies with the approved State wellhead protection plan. 

B. 
If an area is designated as principle or sole-source aquifer under the Safe Drinking Water Act, and the preferred alternative affects the alternative, the FEIS needs to document that the EPA’s concerns on the preferred alternative have been resolved.

Reviewed by (Technical Specialist Name(s)/phone number) for adequacy:
COMMENTS:
XX.   WETLANDS AND WATERS OF THE U.S.            Required for this project?  Y  or  N
 IMPACTS (pages 27-28 of TA and NEPA/404 MOU)
3. If waters of the U.S. are not in the project area 

Same information as the draft EIS.

B.
If waters of the U.S. are in the project area but are not affected by any of the project alternatives
Same information as the draft EIS.

C.
If all project alternative involvements with waters of the U.S. are nationwide 404 permit situations
Same information as the draft EIS, and:

1. Written FWS preliminary agreement in the project mitigation plan as a result of Fish & Wildlife Coordination Act consultation.

2.
If the preferred alternative is located in wetlands, the final EIS contains a finding required by E.O. 11990 that there are no practicable alternatives to construction in wetlands.

D.
If any of the project alternative involvements with waters of the U.S. are individual 404 permit situations
Same information as the draft EIS, and:

2. A final 404 Alternatives Analysis identifying the NEPA preferred/404 least environmentally damaging practicable alternative is contained in a separate section of the final EIS.  (The content of a final 404 Alternatives Analysis is outlined in the NEPA-404 MOU Guidance Papers, page 23.)

2.
The final EIS text identifies the section 404 “least environmentally damaging practicable alternative alignment” and references the final 404 Alternatives Analysis.

3. The final EIS includes:

1. summary of the pertinent factors from the final feasibility study of mitigation sites,

b.
 text and exhibits which identify the mitigation site location(s), and

c. 
summary description of the conceptual mitigation plan which includes:

(1)
habitat types and approximate hectares (acres) of impact

(2)
plant communities and habitat to be replaced

(3)
functions and values to be enhanced or created by the mitigation

(4)
discussion of buffer areas and habitat linkages

(5)
general discussion of hydraulic design considerations

(6)
listing of plant species to be used

(7)
cost estimates

(8)
mitigation success criteria

(9)
monitoring criteria for evaluation of the mitigation

4. If the preferred alternative is located in wetlands, the final EIS contains a finding required by E.O. 11990 that there are no practicable alternative to construction in wetlands.

5. The following are included in the final EIS as preliminary agreement of section 404(b)(1) compliance:

2. Written FWS preliminary agreement in the project mitigation plan as a result of Fish & Wildlife Coordination Act consultation.

3. If current FWS/NMFS threatened and endangered species list identifies listed species potentially in project area, written FWS/NMFS documentation of one of the following: species not present, species not likely to be affected, or non-jeopardy biological opinion.

4. Section 401 certification or waiver from the State Water Quality Management Agency.  See NEPA/404 MOU Questions and Answers.

5. Written Corps and EPA preliminary agreement on:

(1)
the final EIS NEPA preferred/section 404 “least environmentally damaging practicable alternative”;

(2)
the project will not significantly degrade the aquatic environment; and

(3)
the project mitigation plan and implementation schedule is adequate.

Reviewed by (Technical Specialist Name(s)/phone number) for adequacy:
COMMENTS:
XXI.   FLOODPLAIN IMPACTS (pages 29-30 of TA)
Required for this project?  Y  or  N
A.  Includes Floodplain Finding, Executive Order 11988

Reviewed by (Technical Specialist Name(s)/phone number) for adequacy:
COMMENTS:
XXII.   COASTAL ZONE IMPACTS (page 31 of TA)
Required for this project?  Y  or  N
4. Includes the State Coastal Zone Management (CZM) agency's determination that the preferred alternative is consistent with the State CZM Plan (or in California, because the California State CZM cannot make this determination until after the final EIS is approved, a preliminary indication that the project is “not inconsistent” or “appears to be consistent” with the plan is required).

(r.c.) The State's coastal management agency may not delegate the consistency determination to the local coastal management agency. 

Reviewed by (Technical Specialist Name(s)/phone number) for adequacy:
COMMENTS:
XXII.   THREATENED AND ENDANGERED
Required for this project?  Y  or  N
    SPECIES (pages 31-33 of TA)
5. If formal Section 7 consultation is required, evidence and results of consultation with FWS and/or NMFS is summarized and letters included in the appendix.

6. Includes summary of conceptual mitigation plan and FWS and/or NMFS preliminary agreement on project mitigation plan.

(r.c.) Ensure threatened and endangered species list remains current throughout the entire environmental process (DEIS through FEIS time line).  Any FWS species letter close to or greater than two years old needs to be re-verified by the Federal agency or its designated non-Federal representative (State DOT only) (see 50 CFR § 402.08, 402.12(c), (e), and (i)).

Reviewed by (Technical Specialist Name(s)/phone number) for adequacy:
COMMENTS:
XXIV.  HISTORIC AND ARCHEOLOGICAL                  Required for this project?  Y or  N
    PRESERVATION (pages 33-34 of TA)
7. Evidence of completed effects consultation with SHPO and ACHP.  Copies of letters in the appendix.

8. Includes summary of section 106 mitigation.

9. References the signed Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) if applicable: copy of the executed MOA in the appendix.

Reviewed by (FHWA/Technical Specialist Name(s)/phone number) for adequacy:
COMMENTS:
XXV.  COMMENTS AND COORDINATION (pages 37-38 of TA)
10. Discusses public hearing and summarizes comments received from public.

11. Includes and responds to all substantive comments received on the draft EIS.


(r.c.) Includes comments from the U.S. DOT Office of the Secretary (OST) in the appendix.

Reviewed by (FHWA Area/Transportation Engineer Name(s)) for adequacy:
COMMENTS:
XXVI.   FINAL SECTION 4(f) EVALUATION  
             Required for this project?  Y  or  N
     (pages 46-47 of TA)
A.
Includes a discussion that there are no feasible and prudent alternatives to avoid use of Section 4(f) resources.  The discussion should describe the impacts from the avoidance alternatives in sufficient detail to demonstrate that impacts from alternatives that avoid a 4(f) would reach extraordinary magnitudes, 23 CFR 771.135(a)(2).

B.
Includes a discussion that the project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the Section 4(f) resources.  The preferred alternative must be the alternative with the least harm on the 4(f) resources, after considering mitigation.

C. 
The “Coordination Section” summarizes the formal section 4(f) coordination (Department of Interior, Department of Agriculture and Housing and Urban Development--6(f) with National Park Service).

Reviewed by (FHWA Area/Transportation Engineer Name(s)) for adequacy:
COMMENTS:

The State DOT ensures that this environmental document has been reviewed for completeness.

REVIEWED BY: _____________________________________________DATE:_________________




State DOT 

The FHWA Division Office Project Manager (i.e., Area/Transportation Engineer) and the division interdisciplinary team has completed their review of this environmental document.

REVIEWED BY: _____________________________________________DATE:__________________  

FHWA Division Project Manager

	Revised August 9, 1996


	Revised August 9, 1996





