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access. But, in the mid-1960's, the Legislat‘ure began deleting elements of the
system from law. This was usually done at the request of local communities when
the construction of a freeway was considered adverse to local interests. By
1979, the last year Caltrans officially reported on the status of the F&E System,
the Department indicated that about 600 miles had been deleted from the system.

Decline of the Freeway and Expressway System as a Plan

Caltrans set out to design and construct the projects that would eventually
result in the F&E System mandated in statute, but the clarity of this mission was
distorted by three factors. The first factor was rising cost. Between 1952 and
1967, the annual rate of increase in highway construction cost was 2 percent.
Between 1968 and 1973, it was 10 to 12 percent. Between 1975 and 1980, it was 18
percent.

A second factor was the decline in revenue. Through the 1960's, annual
gasoline consumption, and hence fuel tax revenue, exceeded increases in construc-
tion cost. This began to change in about 1970 as costs began to accelerate.
Also, California's return from federal highway tax dollars dropped from a high of
85 cents of every dollar sent to Washington to little more than 60 to 65 cents

currently.

The third factor was the public's reluctance to permit every highway project
to go forward. As the major statewide elements of the highway system were com-
pleted, the public perceived fewer benefits from additional highway development,
especially in light of the community disruption caused by construction. These
problems, together with a growing concern over the quality of the environment,
resulted in highway projects being less acceptable to the public.

The STIP as an Alternative to a Highway System Plan

The legislative response to the problems described above was to create the
State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), a process which served to formal-
ize the individual project approach to highway development, in contrast to a

system approach.
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The creation of the STIP was part of a major reform in transportation deci-
sion-making. The need for such changes had been identified by several observers,
including our Commission. Following is the broad outline of those reforms:

l. The California Highway Commission, the State Transportation
Board and the Aeronautics Board were abolished and the Cali-
fornia Transportation Commission was created in their place.

2. Continuous appropriation of State Highway Account funds was
terminated and the Legislature assumed the responsibility for
annually appropriating the funds into certain program
categories.

3. Each fiscal year, the California Transportation Commission
was directed to identify the projects to be developed and
constructed that year, as well as those projects proposed for
the subsequent five years.

The STIP process is the method used for developing the five-year plan of
projects. It is a highly diffused process involving 12 regional transportation
planning agencies; the County Transportation Commission in Los Angeles, Orange,
Riverside and San Bernardino Counties; the San Diego Metropolitan Transit Devel-
opment Board; and the San Francisco Metropolitan Transportation Commission.

The annual cycle for the STIP includes three steps:

l. The development of an estimate of revenues for the succeed-

ing five years.

2. The distribution of these revenues among the capital and
non-capital programs and among the regions of the state.

3. The programming of projects into an orderly delivery

schedule.

The Caltrans budget includes eight program areas: administration, program

development, maintenance, operations, local assistance, rehabilitation, opera-
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tional improvements, and new facilities. However, the STIP deals only with capi-
tal outlay, the latter three programs.

Projects that Caltrans recommends for the STIP evolve from an elaborate
inventory system which has over 19,000 separate entries. The projects result
from monitoring the highway system for such factors as traffic conditions,
accident rate, right-of-way, landscaping, roadside rest and related features,
bridges, traffic signals, and road sensors. Improvements to the State highway
system are also proposed to Caltrans by cities, counties, and regional transpor-

tation agencies.

At the beginning of the STIP cycle, the Caltrans districts use this data to
produce lists of problem locations. These become potential projects that are
evaluated according to such factors as engineering standards, community concerns,
causes of the problem, and local priorities. Projects are then recommended by
the districts to headquarters where they are evaluated for possible inclusion in
the proposed STIP. Care must be taken to adhere to the North-South split, county
minimums (to the extent feasible), fund type, previous STIPs and the priority
scheme established in Senate Bill 215. This legislation directs that highway
construction funds are to be programmed, budgeted, and expended in the following

order of priority:

1. Maintenance, rehabilitation and reconstruction of the

existing state highwayA system.
2. Safety improvements.
3. Operational improvements,
4. New construction projects in the following order of priority:

a. Gap closures or uncompleted segments that meet all of
| the following conditions:

. Project was listed in the State Department of
Public Works' 1972 "Highway Program" (the multi-
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year highway planning program) as endorsed by the

California Highway Commission.

. Project was delayed or dropped as a result of the
1975 construction moratorium and it remained so
under the STIP process instituted in 1977,

: Project was contained in the adopted regional trans-
portation improvement program for three consecutive
years during the period from Fiscal Year 1977-78
through Fiscal Year 1980-81.

. Project is in conformance with the new county

minimum allocation requirements.

: Project has first priority in the adopted Regional
Transportation Iinprovement Program for the 1982
STIP and any subsequent STIPs. Regional agencies
can only designate one project as the first priority.

b. New construction projects that were neither covered by
the criteria for "gap closures or uncompleted segments"
described above nor inciuded in the 1980 STIP.

5. Other purposes including landscape planting, litter pick-up

and compatability improvements.

Caltrans submits to the CTC a preliminary STIP which is then circulated to
the 13 regional transportation planning agencies and the rural counties outside
the jurisdiction of a regional agency. In April of each year, the regional agen-
cies submit their Regional Transportation Improvement Program. The CTC holds
hearings on the STIP and attempts to mitigate differences between regions, rural
counties, and Caltrans. Finally the STIP is adopted by the CTC in July.

The STIP is useful because it ensures that transportation development and

construction will match available revenues. This is extremely important from
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both political and managerial perspectives. The STIP process, for example, iden-
tified in 1980 that added revenues were needed to sustain the level of highway
programs existing at that time, or it would be necessary to discharge Caltrans
employees during the later years of the five-year STIP and curtail the highway
program. The reason for this finding is because a reserve of highway funds which
had been accumulated by the previous administration had been exhausted. Simi-
larly today, because of the STIP process, there is a growing recognition that
additional revenues will be needed in two or three yeafs to sustain the current
STIP and match the revenues California will receive from recently enacted federal

highway financing legislation.

Viewed from another perspective, the STIP process is extremely contentious.
Regional agencies and local governments attempt to politically position them-
selves to obtain the projects they desire for their communities. For example, on-
off ramps were added by the CTC to the interchange of highways 99/58 in Kern
County and $20 million for unspecified new and improved interchanges in Orange
County also by the CTC. Both allocations were objected to by Caltrans as not
meeting statewide priorities. Caltrans attempts to respond to these local
demands while also addressing what departmental managers believe to be the total
needs of the highway system. Because Caltrans is responsible for managing all
aspects of the State highway system, its sense of priorities may frequently
differ from priorities of the regional and local agencies. The STIP process
contributes to this conflict in that only capital outlay projects -- new

facilities, rehabilitation, and operational improvements -- are programmed.

In contrast to Caltrans, local agencies have no incentive to be concerned
with other aspects of highway development. They neither have the capacity nor
the perspective to address the other requirements such as maintenance and rehabil-
itation of the State highway system. In the middle of this dispute stands the

CTC, exercising judgment on revenue estimates and project selection.
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Findings
No State highway system plan exists from which a highway investment strategy can
be derived; consequently, attention is focused on developing individual highway

projects rather than addressing the needs of the highway system as a whole.

Each of the parties to highway investment decisions -- the Legislature, the
CTC, Caltrans, and regional agencies -- has a limited concept of the long-term
State highway investment requirements. There is no plan against which the merits
of the various projects can be measured on a statewide basis. There has been an
implicit recognition by the Legislature that some form of long-term highway plan-
ning is desirable. Senate Concurrent Resolution 46, enacted 1982, requests the
CTC to identify high-priority state highway projects which can be substantially
completed within five years to improve highway safety, complete gaps in the exist-

ing system and reduce congestion.

However limited in scope SCR #46's mandate may be, it results from the fact
that the state has not developed a comprehensive plan which outlines the desir-
able highway improvement projects which should be developed within current fund-
ing constraints over a ten-year period irrespective of existing allocation formu-
las. Under the current planning system identical or near identical projects will
not receive similar priority. For example, the intersection of Deschutes Road
and Highway 44 in Shasta County has sufficient traffic to warrant a traffic sig-
nal, but a $4.6 million interchange is to be constructed. Elsewhere in the
state, especially in the urban areas, new interchanges or improvements to exist-
ing interchanges go unfunded. Upgrading a two-lane section of Highway 99 in
Sacramento County has been included in the STIP only after about two years of
public concern regarding accidents. On the other hand, a two-lane section of
Highway 126 in Ventura with the same travel volume and similar safety problems as
Sacramento's 99 has had strong public support for upgrading to a four-lane
highway for several more years, and has only recently been included in the STIP.
Consequently, one project could receive immediate funding while the other fails
to receive timely consideration.

As described above, State highway projects emerge from an internal review
process and are organized into a priority framework of projects. If the state
would develop a comprehensive plan of projects which provided a balanced state
highway network without regard to the county minimum formula, it could serve as a
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source of projects for incorporation into the STIP., A well-structured process
which involved the regional agencies and local governments in developing such a
highway system plan would aid in removing the contentions which characterize the
STIP process. It would remove the appearance of projects being funded according
to the political clout of their advocates rather than on need. And a systems
plan could be extremely useful in any discussion pertaining to gas tax increases
since it would identify for the Legislature and the public what highway devel-

opment could be expected over a period of years.

The State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) serves as a disincentive

to long-term highway systems planning.

The current STIP process emphasizes highway projects that can be designed
and constructed within five years. As a result, the process ignores longer-range
planning. Additionally, the emphasis on the project approach may have contribut-
ed to the pressure for the county minimum allocation formula. As long as highway
planning is being undertaken within the STIP framework, the process will continue
to emphasize individual projects. Consequently, an area without Interstate high-
ways, one without a large state highway network or one that strongly believes it
has major unmet highway needs, could be expected to advocate (at least conceptu-
ally) a county minimum requirement. The fact that the county minimum bears no
relationship to the statewide funding priorities would rarely matter to a com-
munity pursuing its self-interest. In the absence of any plan which has the
commitment of the CTC, Caltrans, the Legislature, and other interested parties,
it is not unreasonable for a community to take an extremely localized perspective

on highway development.

To overcome the inability of the current STIP process to project highway
system requirements, the Auditor General has suggested the STIP should be
extended to a seven-year plan, and updated every two years rather than annually.*
This would certainly reduce the paper crunch associated with the annual STIP.
But, with the STIP still project-oriented, an extended planning horizon would not
transform it into a real highway systems plan. It would only enlarge the number

of projects contending for inclusion into the STIP.

* Report of the Auditor General to the Joint Legislative Audit Committee, P-224,
The State's System for Planning, Programming, and Developing Highway Construction
Projects is Not Effective, March 1983,




CHAPTER 4

DEFICIENCIES IN THE HIGHWAY PROJECT
DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

The issues presented in Chapters | and 2 on the financing and planning of
highway projects influence the projects Caltrans selects for development. How-
ever, there are also deficiencies in the project development process itself which
can influence the timely completion of highway projects. This chapter presents
an overview of the project development process and analyzes the associated policy
issues,

In developing this Chapter we note that the Auditor General's recently com-
pleted study of the project development process found:

1. The State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) cannot be depended
upon as a firm schedule of projects programmed over the five-year span.

2. Caltrans centralized process for reviewing and approving the
environmental impact documents is repetitious and time-consuming.

3. Caltrans is not exercising adequate management controls to ensure that
individual projects are delivered according to schedules and within
estimated development costs.

The Auditor General's report recommends that costs and alternatives should
be developed before inclusion in the STIP. It suggests that the environmental
review process should be decentralized with more responsibility assigned to the
district offices. Finally, the report states that the legislature should amend
current statutes to provide for a STIP period of longer than five years in order
to accommodate sufficient lead-time and long-term funding for major projects, and

to provide a biennial STIP cycle rather than the current annual cycle.

The analysis in this chapter takes into consideration the findings of the
Auditor General's report. However, the scope of our analysis is somewhat broader
because we consider a broader range of policy issues.
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The Project Development Process

Project development is the process of designing a specific solution for an
acknowledged transportation problem. At the time project development work is
initiated, the particular problem has been identified and the project has been
included in the STIP. Project development is a technical process, with the com-
plexity and duration varying according to the type of project and its effect on
the environment and community. The primary purpose of project development is to
ensure that the state selects the appropriate route of improvement. [t uses
engineering and technical studies which reflect economic, social, and environ-
mental effects of the proposed highway investment. Federal and state environ-
mental laws, community values toward growth and mobility, and professional engi-
neering standards regarding the correctness of highway design are all brought

into the process.

The project development process employs professional teams of engineers,
planners, and other specialists depending on the problems expected to be encoun-
tered. The composition of the team depends upon the project's complexity. A
modest project of adding a highway lane without a great deal of land-grading
could be developed without an elaborate team. But a major urban freeway improve-
ment which requires business and residential relocation, provisions for urban
transit and substantial environmental impact considerations would require a large

multi-disciplinary team.

Among the major activities constituting project development are the

following:

: Surveys and photogrammetry needed for project report studies and pre-
paration of contract plans.

y Engineering studies, including studies of traffic, materials, alterna-
tives, noise, housing, and cost estimates for construction and right-of-

way purchase.
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Environmental studies and documents, including the collection and anai-
ysis of information on air and water quality, natural values, economic
factors, community and neighborhood patterns, historical and archaeo-
logical investigation and salvage, and mitigation measures. These
result in environmental impact documents.

Public involvement, including meetings and hearings.

Obtaining necessary cooperative agreements, freeway agreements and
permits such as from the Regional Coastal Commissions, Regional Water
Quality Control Boards, the State Reclamation Board, the State Lands
Commission, the U.S. Forest Service, the U.S. Bureau of Land Management
and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

Other project coordination activities such as with the Federal Highway
Administration, the California Transportation Commission, other state
agencies, and local and regional agencies.

activities of project development are organized into two phases:

Phase 1:
Advance planning and/or corridor studies are done to identify major
transportation problems and possible solutions. (I1f Caltrans had a
systems plan, this would be the point where the transportation problem
and generalized solutions would begin to be translated into a specific
solution.) Alternative solutions are assessed for their transportation
and environmental consequences, and public hearings are conducted.
A project report is prepared and circulated -- essentially the draft
environmental document containing specific alternatives, their impact
and mitigation measures.
Final environmental documentation is prepared which includes the prefer-
red alternative, and is submitted for approval to the CTC and the Fed-
eral Highway Administration. '

Phase 2:

After approval of environmental documentation, right-of-way acquisition
commences.,
Final plans, specifications and cost estimates are developed.

The project is put out to bid.
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The most critical initial decision relates to the scope and depth of the
environmental review. If the project is funded with federal revenues, the
requirements of both the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) and the
California Environmental Quality Aét (CEQA) are followed. Projects funded exclu-
sively with state money are subject only to the CEQA review. When Caltrans init-
iates a project, the extent of environmental documentation that is necessary is

based on four considerations.

First, if the project is a major one, causing disruption of various features
of the natural or man-made environment, environmental documentation is necessary
under both state and federal law. This will involve identifying the impacts,

mitigation measures, and public hearings.

Second, if there is a question whether full environmental impact documenta-
tion is necessary, an environmental assessment under NEPA and an initial study
under CEQA is made. These studies document the project's impact on air quality,
energy consumption, noise, rare and endangered plant and animal species, archae-
ology, and related aspects of the environment. Depending on the extent of im-
pacts, a major environmental review may be initiated or a limited review if the
impacts are modest. If there is a modest impact, the mitigation measures are

identified and the appropriate agencies consulted.

Third, a "negative declaration" is made if the environmental assessment
finds that there are no significant environmental effects and substantial

mitigation measures are not required.

Finally, some projects are "categorically excluded" under NEQA or "categori-
cally exempt" under CEQA. The federal law grants categorical exclusions to
projects that will not bring about changes in land use, development patterns,
natural or cultural resources. Perhaps the broadest of the 29 transportation

project exclusions is for the following:
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Modernization of an existing highway by resurfacing, restora-
tion, rehabilitation, widening less than a single lane width, adding
shoulders, adding auxiliary lanes for localized purposes (e.g., weav-
ing, turning, climbing), and correcting substandard curves and inter-
sections. This classification is not applicable when the proposed
project requires acquisition of more than minor amounts of right-of-
way or substantial changes in access control.

Under state law, the most important categorical exemption is for a project
to replace or reconstruct an existing facility within the existing right-of-way.
Because the environmental review process is central to project development, it
influences the overall completion of a project. The more issues requiring anal-

ysis, the greater the delay.

Findings

Reorganization of the project development process as a strategy for accelerating

the production of highway projects may be of limited success.

The organization of the project development process has been a continuing
source of dispute in recent years. Critics of delays in project design and
engineering have frequently blamed the organization of the process as the cause
for the delays. The dispute centers on where responsibility should be placed.
One aspect of the debate is whether to centralize decision-making in headquarters
or delegate it to the districts. Another aspect is whether to split project
development responsibilities between the Division of Transportation Facilities

Design and the Division of Transportation Planning.

Until last January, three major reviews in the project development process
were done in Sacramento. The first was a review of the Stage I Project Work
Program (PWP) which identifies the range of alternative solutions to be consid-
ered, PWP's were drafted in the district offices; however, they were reviewed
and approved in headquarters. Frequently, before headquarter approval was receiv-
ed, the PWP was returned to the district for refinement. After headquarter
approval, district staff could proceed on the Stage II PWP. This Stage II PWP
addressed in greater detail the alternatives identified in Stage I, determined
the type of environmental documentation needed, identified major milestones for
the project, and estimated costs of the alternatives. All projects were subject
to these reviews without distinction being made as to project scale or degree of
controversy. Headquarters approval was needed for the Stage Il PWP before fur-
ther work was done.
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The third critical headquarters review occurred when the preferred improve-
ment was selected. The district would summarize the alternatives and the prefer-
red alternative would be selected by a concensus process involving the Deputy
Directors of Planning and Programming, Project Development, and Finance and Admin-
istration, and the Assistant Director for Legislative Affairs.

This process was instituted to ensure that project development decisions con-
formed to the administration's highway investment policies. The required reviews
and the opportunity they provided for so much interaction, have been the source
for the allegation that the project development process was used to delay the
highway program.

In addition to centralizing project development decision-making by requiring
repetitive reviews in headquarters, responsibility for managing project develop-
ment was shifted from the engineering units to the planning units in both dis-
trict and headquarter's offices. This was contrary to the traditional way of
organizing project development under the engineering functions and was not easily

accommodated by the organization.

Together, the centralization of project development and the displacement of
the engineering staff in managing the process were not easily accommodated by the

organization.

In an effort to accelerate the overall project development process and re-
solve the role of the engineering and planning professions, the new Caltrans man-

agement in January instituted the following steps:

: On non-controversial projects, the district director may waive the
first PWP.
. Districts are to seek headquarters approval for the first and second

PWPs for those projects requiring environmental documentation only if
the project is controversial or politically sensitive.

: No longer is an elaborate briefing document required at the time a
final alternative is selected. Instead, a recommendation from the

district director is sufficient.
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: All responsibility for project development, including environmental

analysis, is centered in the Division of Project Development.

The full memorandum instituting the above changes is included as Appendix
1. Chart 2 shows the project development steps from initial problem identifi-
cation to final design. The theme of the memorandum is to encourage brevity and
focus the environmental documentation on important issues. However, it is
recognized that on major projects which are politically sensitive or create
community concerns, headquarters will have to be involved more frequently.

In addition to initiating the above actions, efforts are under way to accel-
erate the development of categorically exempt projects. The objective, according
to Caltrans managers, is to reduce the work effort on categorically exempt or
excluded projects by 40 percent. It is hoped that this will be achieved through
standardization of plans, specifications, and other features of project develop-

ment.

As a consequence of these actions, Caltrans expects that projects in the
1982 STIP will be completed before their scheduled completion dates. In addi-
tion, the above actions are not a guarantee that the project development process
will be accelerated because Caltrans is not the only agency involved in the
review of environmenta! documents for major projects. Local governments and
regional agencies are certainly involved and affected. Also, several federal and
state agencies are involved. Table 5 provides a partial listing.

Naturally, each agency that reviews environmental documents examines them
from its own perspective, not from the perspective of promoting transportation
development. On a project with serious problems, (e.g. siltation of a stream,
displacement of an endangered animal or plant species) the concerns of a review
agency with natural resource responsibilities can cause long-term delays until
mutually agreeable mitigation measures are found. There is nothing in either
state or federal statutes that requires resolution of an interagency dispute.
While Caltrans is hoping to achieve improved cooperation from other agencies, the
success of this course of action remains uncertain. Caltrans is also identifying
possible statutory changes to facilitate reviews. How the Legislature and others

will respond is unclear.
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It is also important to note that there is no requirement for completing an
environmental review by a certain date. CEQA requires that the review of private
projects be completed within one year after the lead agency accepts the applica-
tion for a project. As a practical matter, developers of major private projects
frequently must sign a waiver of the one year provision. Nevertheless, there is
no such deadline in law for public projects including highway projects. Because
of the complexity of major highway projects, it is not unreasonable to allow up
to two years to complete environmental reviews. The lack of a deadline can
result in environmental reviews being extended over several years without envi-

ronmental issues being resolved.
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District|-—>1 identitied}—>] Determination > Notltication}—> of Planning >! Developed and
Pre~STIP In STIP ot Environmental to Local Parameters Submitted to %
Actlivity Category Agencles HQ for Approval

p—— ———
1. (It Appropriate) Agreements
Signed wlth Local Agency(s), Stage |l PWP Maet Env. Dec. Subm!t PR
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Source: Department of Transportation
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TABLE 5

PUBLIC AGENCIES INVOLVED IN
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEWS

State Agencies

Department of Fish and Game
Department of Parks and Recreation
Air Resources Board

Regional Water Quality Control Board
State Reclamation Board

Coastal Commission

California Highway Patrol

Federal Agencies

Fish and Wildlife Service

Forest Service

Natioﬁal Park Service

Coast Guard

Environmental Protection Agency

Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service
Department of Housing and Urban Development
Bureau of Land Management

Bureau of Indian Affairs

Defense Department
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Another area of concern has been the lengthy review of environmental docu-
ments by federal agencies. The Auditor General's report documents delays due to
the environmental process. in San Diego the interchange of I-5 and Route 54 was
delayed over five years due to disputes between the State Department of Fish and
Game and the Federal Fish and Wildlife Service. To avoid federal review altogeth-
er, some local governments have suggested trying to get California's environmen-
tal review process declared as satisfying the federal process. However, current
state requirements do not parallel federal mandates in the areas of parkland
review, archaeological resources and historical resources. Consequently, any
declaration that the state environmental review process meets federal objectives
would require a federal statutory change by congressional action.

If environmental impact review or other changes were made which accelerated
the STIP , it could create problems in the later years of the STIP if replacement
projects cannot be sufficiently readied to be included in the STIP. This is
especially the case if additional projects cannot be prepared in an orderly
fashion to avoid creating gaps.

In summation, the recent organizational changes may be of limited success
because they do not change the context of environmental reviews. Major projects
which are frequently politically sensitive, will continue to be reviewed in head-
quarters, and agencies without an interest in transportation will continue to

participate in environmental reviews.

Caltrans has no inventory of approved projects that can be quickly substituted

for projects that have been seriously delayed, or that can be implemented in

response to changes in revenues or public policies.

The concept of "shelf" traditionally refers to projects that have been envi-
ronmentally cleared and require only an update of their cost estimates prior to
advertising for bids. It has not been a Caltrans policy to carry shelf projects.

Shelf projects serve two purposes: 1) to have projects available to substi-
tute for projects which have been seriously delayed, and 2) to have projects
available to take advantage or public policy changes such as funding increases,

or a decision to use projects to create jobs or stimulate the economy.
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The drawback of having no shelf is evident in the Caltrans decision in
January 1983 to accelerate $200 million of projects from outer years of the STIP,
thus creating holes in the STIP. Caltrans is unable to bring to the CTC projects
that could allow for a readjﬁstment of the STIP to compensate for the accelerated
projects without the risk of delay. Instead, the department must now initiate
project development from the beginning on new projects and hope they can be
completed for inclusion into the STIP at the time the advanced projects would

have been available.

Also, without a shelf, Caltrans cannot quickly take advantage of the new
federal funds which the state will receive later this year. In the 1983 federal
fiscal year, the state will receive $350 million more than it anticipated, but
will be unable to use half of these funds. The remainder will be rolled over
into the next fiscal year. Other states had projects ready so that they can take
advantage of the new funds. California's unpreparedness also defeats part of
the purpase of the legislation -- to get the money quickly into the economy
during a recession. It represents an insensibility by Caltrans to recognize the

larger role that highway projécts can play in the state's economy.

In 1981, Legislation was enacted allowing Caltrans, with the concurrence of
the CTC, to develop projects that require a lead-time in excess of the five years
provided in the STIP.* These projects were intended to be both substitutes for
delayed projects as well as projects intended for inclusion in the s'np, but
requiring considerable time to develop. The statute implies the development of
a shelf, but does not strictly mandate it. tloreover, it has never been managed

with the idea of developing a shelf.

The advancement of projects and the additional revenues from the new Federal
gas tax highlights the lack of shelf projects. Moreover, lacking a consistent
policy on the need or size of a project shelf, Caltrans is unsure how it should
organize itself to develop a shelf. To create a shelf would require reordering
the priorities of its engineering staff from STIP projects to shelf projects.
This would only create delays in the producing of the STIP. An alternative might
be to contract with private engineering firms to perform the design and engineer-

ing tasks. Caltrans is unprepared to address this action.

* Assembly Bill 1176 (Chapter 1166, Statutes of 1981)
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CHAPTER 5
HIGHWAY MAINTENANCE CONSIDERATIONS

Maintenance of state highways is a continuous effort to protect the in-
vestment that results from financing, planning, project development, and construc-
tion. The level and quality of maintenance influence the longevity of the high-

way system and the satisfaction of its users.

From a policy perspective, there are two important features to the mainte-
nance program. First, it represents the largest commitment of state funds to any
of Caltrans' major program categories. Since state funds can be substantially
"leveraged" by being used to match federal funds if used for construction, there
is considerable pressure for the maintenance program to demonstrate efficiency.
Second, the adequacy of the maintenance program influences the overall life cycle
of the road system. That, in turn, determines the need for rehabilitation, which

is a major capital outlay component of the STIP.

Size of Road System Maintenance

The 15,000 miles of state highways translates into 47,900 lane miles. Of
that total, 6,754 (14 percent) now require major repair. All highways require
some type of maintenance. There are also over 15,936 acres of highway

landscaping requiring maintenance.
The elements of the maintenance program are:
: Road bed maintenance: Providing for adequate roadway and shoulders.

. Roadside maintenance: Cleaning ditches and culverts, litter pick-up,

roadside rests, landscape maintenance and other "housekeeping" chores.
: Structures maintenance: Maintaining bridges, tubes and tunnels.
: Traffic control and service facilities: Maintaining signal and light-

ing systems, restriping and repainting pavement markers, snow removal,

and processing encroachment and special permits.
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The routine housekeeping functions are funded with state money. Rehabilita-
tion, which involves resurfacing and reconditioning pavements, is included in the
STIP as it is considered a capital outlay. This latter area is where our

attention will be focused.

Determination of Maintenance Requirements

The criteria used to assess maintenance requirements depend on the element
of the program being examined. Every two years, Caltrans conducts a comprehen-
sive field survey of every lane mile of State highway. Cracks and disconformi-
ties are counted and ride quality -- the singlé most important criterion -- is
measured. The survey is designed principally to identify current rehabilitation
needs in order to develop appropriate funding levels for the STIP. The depart-
ment has conducted three such surveys in 1978, 1980 and 1982.

The state highway system is categorized on the basis of daily traffic
volumes. High volume roads have over 5,000 vehicles daily, moderate volume high-
ways have 1,000 to 5,000, and low volume roads have less than 1,000. This volume
category is a factor in determining the priority (1 through 8) for an improvement
(See Chart 3).

As can be observed, priorities one through six relate to pavements with an
unacceptable ride quality. Roads with good ride quality but structural deficien-
cies rate lower simply because the public does not complain about the quality of
the ride. Roads with less than 1,000 vehicles per day do not merit the level of
repair that would result in capital outlay projects that are included in the
STIP. Deficiencies on low volume roads are not corrected through major rehabil-
itation, but are simply stabilized through modest repairs funded by the mainte-

nance budget.
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Findings

When highway system improvements are made, there is no estimate of the cost of

future maintenance and rehabilitation needs that will result.

Whenever an improvement is made to the State highway system, a future mainte-
nance obligation is incurred. That fact, however, is never considered at the
time the investment is made. It has always been assumed that funds will be avail-
able for maintenance and rehabilitation whenever the need is identified. Accord-
ing to Caltrans, the State has a $291 million backlog of pavement rehabilitation
and maintenance needs for the priorities shown in Chart 3. Each year $44 million
of new needs develop. Adding in the rehabilitation of pavements that have an
acceptable ride quality but are structurally unsound (priorities seven and eight
in Chart 3), the total pavement rehabilitation cost is $598 million. The average
annual funding level over the five years of the 1982 STIP is $44 million for
priorities one through eight. This is roughly equivalent to the amount of new
needs that develop annually in categories one through six. The backlog of needed
repairs for highways with major structural problems but comfortable rides is
increasing approximately $80 million annually. On the average only about $10
million is being spent annually to repair these deficiencies. These repairs are
undertaken only coincidentally with repairs to highway segments which are
deteriorating and have poor rides.

The peak in highway construction in California occurred in the late 1960's .
As those roads reach the end of their 20 year useful life in the near future,
rehabilitation requirements can be expected to increase. Unfortunately, the
dimensions of this increase are unknown and there is no formal published documen-
tation identifying current and anticipated maintenance, rehabilitation and recon-

struction needs.

In addition, as new segments of highways are constructed or existing seg-
ments are improved, no estimates are made of the life cycle cost of the improve-
ments. Consequently, the long-term obligation being incurred by the state for

maintenance, rehabilitation, and ultimately reconstruction is unknown.

It is interesting to note that in the public transit industry, operators
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CHART 3

PAVEMENT REHABILITATION PRIORITIES

DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUME

1000 less
over to than
PROBLEM 5000 5000 1000
major structural problem 1 2 m
unacceptable ride
a
unacceptable
minor structural problem 3 4 i
ride unacceptable ride
n
unacceptable ride only 5 6 t
a
acceptable major structural problem 7V 8 i

ride only
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that purchase buses with federal zrants are now allowed to award contracts on the
basis of lowest life cycle cost. Although a bus is quite different from a high-
way, efforts to undertake some life cycle costing would certainly prove useful.

The process for establishing pavement rehabilitation priorities may not reflect

the real needs of protecting the public's investment in highways.

The most critical aspect in the Caltrans' priority determination process for
maintenance is the quality of ride. It is possible that a major impairment to a
segment of highways is not being addressed because the ride quality remains ade-
quate. An example would be a separation between shoulders and pavement which may
not affect ride quality but does impair the substructure of the highway. The
cost of pavement rehabilitation of highway segments with an acceptable ride but
major structural problems is $307 million -- more than the $291 million to repair
highways with unacceptable ride quality. (See Table 6)

Thus there is a question whether it is appropriate for the quality of ride

to play such a large part in determining maintenance priorities.
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COST OF PAVEMENT REHABILITATION BY PRIORITY

TABLE 6

Unacceptable Ride

Major Structural Problem

Minor Structural Problem

Unacceptable Ride Only
Total

Acceptable Ride

Major Structural Problem Only

Total

Source: Caltrans

($ In Millions)

Daily Traffic Volumes by Vehicles

Over 5,000
Vehicles/day

$ 49.0
14.0
151.0
214.0

179.0

$ 393.0

1,000 to 5,000 Total
Vehicles/day L
$ 35.0 $ 84.0

22,0 36.0
20.0 171.0
77.0 291.0
128.0 307.0
§ 205.0 $ 598.0

8%
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i& + A11 District Directors . Date + January 14, 1983

File No.:

From -: DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
’ Direcior's Office

. Subject: Streamlining the Project Development Process

An initial broad brush review has been completed at Headquarters

. looking for quick ways to'streamline the project development
process to supplement the "fast-tracking" procedures. instituted
by Mr. R. 0. Watkins' memorandum of December 31, 1982, As a
result of this review, the procedural and organizational changes
described below are effective immediately. These will be followed
up as soon as possible by formal executjve orders, manual changes,

delegations of authority, etc.

1. For Districts .01 and 02, subject to the exceptions contained
in Article 2-18.3 of -the PDPM, Project Reports having a con-
struction cost of $200,000 or less and .right-of-way cost of
$50,000 or.less are to be approved in.the Districts. Approval
is to be by a Deputy District Director who is a registered
civil engineer and is to be cosigned by the OPD Coordinator

for that District. :

2. "For all other Districts, District Project Report approval
authority is increased as-follows subject: to the exceptions

of Article 2-18.3:

a. The basic approval authority .is increased to $1,000,000
for -construction cost and to $300,000 for right-of-way

cost.

b. On Category 5 projects, approval authority for construc-
tion cost only is increased to $2,000,000 ($300,000 right-
of-way 1imit remains) provided that the project report has
been signed off by a representative of the involved '
Headquarters Program Advisor prior to District approval.
Attached is a 1ist of Headquarters Program Advisors'

representatives.

3. Responsibility for coordinating the entjre project development
process in the Districts, from inception of studies to comple-
tion of P.S.3E., will be under the direction of the Deputy
District Director, Project Development., The Division of
Project Development will have functional responsibility in
Headquarters.
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4.

Approval of Project Work Programs (PWPs) is delegated to the
Districts with the following provisions:

a. PWPs are to be approved by the District Director except
that approval may be delegated to a principal level
deputy in Districts 04 and 07.

b. Stage II PWPs will be eliminated except on projects
requiring an EIS/EIR.

c. Where the proposed work is not extensive and of a non-
controversial nature (such as interchange modifications),
the District Director may determine that a Stage I PWP is
not required. Such determination shall be in writing and
Placed in the project file with a copy to Chief, OPD in
Headquarters.

d. The District Director should modify the content require-
ments of PWPs from that set forth in the Transportation
Planning Manual to focus primarily on important issues.
The general format is to be followed but brevity is to be
stressed.

e. Districts will be expected to seek Headgquarters approval
of STAGE I/I1 PWPs (on an exception basis) for projects
that may be highly controversial or politically sensit-
ive. Identification of such projects will be the respon-
sibliity of the District. Five copies of requests for
approval shall be sent to the Chief, OPD in Headquarters.

£. Copies of District-approved PWPs will be post audited at
Headquarters with significant comments returned to the
Districts. Five copies should be sent to Headquarters,
Chief, OPD.

Approval of Project Authorization Requests (PARs) is delegated
to the Chief, Division of Project Development (DPD) (from the
Budget Review Committee). All new PAR submittals by the Dis-
tricts will be to the Chief, DPD. The Stage I PWP portion of
the PAR should be modified to focus primarily on important
issues but still following the format outlined in the Transpor-
tation Planning Manual.

The Alternatives Briefing Report process outlined in Section
4-8 of the Transportation Planning Manual is eliminated. When
it is time to select the Preferred Alternative for FEIS
preparation, the District Director is to submit a written
recommendation to the Chief, DPD. The recommendation should
include a concise discussion of the pros and cons of proceed-
ing as outlined. The letter of Headquarters approval will be
signed by the Chief, DPD.

L2l
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7. Approval of environmental documents is being delegated to the
Chief, Office of Environmental Planning (from the Chief,
Division of Transportation Planning). This change does not
directly affect District procedures but has been included as
an item to reduce turnaround time in Headquarters.

A Headquarters-District task force has been established to under-
take a second-phase in-depth review of the p roject development
process to identify a wide spectrum of possible changes to stream-
line the process (i.e., process changes, organizational changes,
legislative changes, Federal policy changes, etc.). Recommenda-
tions from this phase will be formulated in February with implemen-
tation to follow immediately unless there are outside legislative

or regulatory constraints.

e -
JOHN J. gDZAK

irector of Transportation

Attachment
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REPRESENTATIVES OF HEADQUARTERS PROGRAM ADVISORS

For HB1l, HB42, HB43 and HB44 Programs

Districts 01, 02, 03, 07 and 08.....Bill Hoversten (8-485-4377)

Districts 04, 05, 06, 09, 10 and 11l..Ken Gilbert (8-485-1173)

For All Other Programs

District Representative Alternate

01 E4d Wall (8-485-6402) Frank Baxter (8-485-3707)
02 Dave Crane (8-485-6402) Frank Baxter (8-485-3707)
03 Ed Wall (8-485-6402 Frank Baxter (8-485-3707)
04 Parker Hall (8-485-3988)

05 Dave Crane (8-485-6497) Earl Rogers (8-485-5389)
06 George Smith (485-5428) Earl Rogers (8-485-5389)
07 Dean Larson (8-485-3397) Don Parker (8-485-4960)
08 Ed Wall (8-485-6402 Frank Baxter (8-485-3707)
09 George Smith (8-485-5428) Earl Rogers (8-485-5389)
10 George Smith (8-485-5428) Frank Baxter (8-485-3707)

ol Dave Crane (8-485-6497) Earl Rogers (8-485-5389)



