	[image: LOGO2LIN]
	
	Phase I Checklist



Section I. Potential for Unusual Circumstances List for Categorical Exclusion (CE) Projects

Will the project:

1. Through consultation with the Illinois Department of Natural Resources (IDNR) under the Illinois Endangered Species Act, require an Incidental Take Authorization?
[bookmark: Check39][bookmark: Check40]|_| Yes  |_| No   If yes, see Section II-A(1)

2. Through Section 7 of the Federal Endangered Species Act consultation, result in a finding of “may affect, likely to adversely affect” a federally listed or candidate species, or proposed or designated critical habitat?
[bookmark: Check41][bookmark: Check42]|_| Yes  |_| No   If yes, see Section II-A( 2)

3. Involve State designated Nature Preserves, areas listed on the Illinois Natural Area Inventory, and/or Land and Water Reserves?
[bookmark: Check43][bookmark: Check44]|_| Yes  |_| No   If yes, see Section II A(4)

4. Exceed the IDNR threshold for an increase in 100-year flood water surface elevations or has potential for a "significant encroachment” to floodplains, as defined in Executive Order 11988?
[bookmark: Check45][bookmark: Check46]|_| Yes  |_| No   If yes, see Section II A(7)

5. Involve impacts to a stream listed on the National Park Service's National Rivers Inventory?
[bookmark: Check47][bookmark: Check48]|_| Yes  |_| No   If yes, see Section II A(10)

6. Result in an "adverse effect" finding to a historic property, as defined in 36 C.F.R. 800.16(l)?
[bookmark: Check49][bookmark: Check50]|_| Yes  |_| No   If yes, see Section II-B

7. Require the use of properties as defined and protected by Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act, 49 U.S.C. 303 that cannot be documented with either an FHWA de minimis determination or a programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation?
[bookmark: Check51][bookmark: Check52]|_| Yes  |_| No   If yes, see Section II-B(1)

8. Require the acquisition of lands under the protection of Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Act of 1965 or other unique areas or special lands that were acquired in fee or easement with public-use money and have deed restrictions or covenants on the property?
[bookmark: Check53][bookmark: Check54]|_| Yes  |_| No   If yes, see Section II B(2)

9. Define as a “Type I project” per 23 C.F.R. 772.5 and therefore require a noise analysis?
[bookmark: Check55][bookmark: Check56]|_| Yes  |_| No   If yes, see Section II-E

10. Involve impacts that would require an Individual Section 404 Permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers or involve stream channelization or stream relocations?
[bookmark: Check57][bookmark: Check58]|_| Yes  |_| No   If yes, see Section II-I(3)

11. Require a permit from U.S. Coast Guard under Section 9 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899?
[bookmark: Check59][bookmark: Check60]|_| Yes  |_| No   If yes, see Section II I(3)

12. Require an individual Water Quality Certification from the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency (IEPA)?
[bookmark: Check61][bookmark: Check62]|_| Yes  |_| No   If yes, see Section II I(1)

13. Require the use of a temporary road, detour or ramp closure, unless the use of such facilities satisfies the following conditions, as applicable?
a) Provisions are made for access by local traffic and so posted,
b) Businesses dependent on through-traffic will not be adversely affected,
c) To the extent possible, there is no interference with any local special event or festival,
d) There is no substantial change to the environmental consequences of the action, and
e) There is no substantial controversy associated with such facilities.

[bookmark: Check63][bookmark: Check64]|_| Yes  |_| No   If yes, see Section II-J

14. Require substantial changes in access, access control, or travel patterns?
[bookmark: Check65][bookmark: Check66][bookmark: Text29]|_| Yes  |_| No   See      

15. Have potential for controversy on environmental grounds as determined by FHWA, or inconsistency with Federal, State, or local requirements relating to the environment or planning?
[bookmark: Check67][bookmark: Check68][bookmark: Text33]|_| Yes  |_| No   If yes, see      

16. Require one or more residential or business relocations and/or the acquisition of more than 10 acres (4 hectares) total for a non-linear improvement (spot improvement, e.g., bridge, intersection) or the acquisition of more than 3 acres per mile (0.75 hectares per kilometer)?
[bookmark: Check69][bookmark: Check70][bookmark: Text28]|_| Yes  |_| No   If yes, see      

Section II. Environmental and Engineering Issues

The following section serves to keep track of Phase I development documentation and coordination and can be presented during coordination meetings.

Did the project require the submittal of an Environmental Survey Request (Section 27-1)?
[bookmark: Check71][bookmark: Check72]|_| Yes  |_| No

A. Natural Resources

1. State Endangered Species Act Compliance (Sections 26-9 and 27-1):

BDE biological sign-off obtained?
[bookmark: Check73][bookmark: Check74]|_| Yes  |_| No

Natural Resource Review Memorandum sent to IDNR?
[bookmark: Check75][bookmark: Check76]|_| Yes  |_| No

IDNR Response received?
[bookmark: Check77][bookmark: Check78]|_| Concur   |_| Surveys required

Incidental Take Authorization granted by IDNR?
[bookmark: Check81][bookmark: Check82]|_| Yes  |_| No

Commitments required?
[bookmark: Check83][bookmark: Check84]|_| Yes  |_| No

[bookmark: Text48]Describe commitments:      

2. Federal Endangered Species Act compliance (Section 26-9).

BDE Biological Sign-off?
[bookmark: Check85][bookmark: Check86]|_| Yes  |_| No

Natural Resource Review & U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services (USFWS) response?
[bookmark: Check87][bookmark: Check88]|_| Yes  |_| No

Commitments?
[bookmark: Check89][bookmark: Check90]|_| Yes  |_| No

Biological Assessment and Biological Opinion?
[bookmark: Check91][bookmark: Check92]|_| Yes  |_| No

Conservation Measures?
[bookmark: Check93][bookmark: Check94]|_| Yes  |_| No

3. Natural Areas and Land and Water Reserves (Sections 26-9 and 26-19).

Project impacts a Natural Area or a Land and Water Reserve?
[bookmark: Check95][bookmark: Check96]|_| Yes  |_| No

Natural Resource Review memorandum and IDNR Response?
[bookmark: Check97][bookmark: Check98]|_| Yes  |_| No

Land and Water Reserve finding?
[bookmark: Check99][bookmark: Check100]|_| Yes  |_| No

Commitments required?
[bookmark: Check101][bookmark: Check102]|_| Yes  |_| No

[bookmark: Text23]Describe commitments:      

Mitigation?
[bookmark: Check103][bookmark: Check104]|_| Yes  |_| No

Describe mitigation:      

4. Nature Preserves (Section 27-1).

Project involves a Nature Preserve?
[bookmark: Check105][bookmark: Check106]|_| Yes  |_| No

Coordination with the Nature Preserves Commission required?
[bookmark: Check107][bookmark: Check108]|_| Yes  |_| No

Commitments?
[bookmark: Check109][bookmark: Check110]|_| Yes  |_| No

[bookmark: Text18]Describe commitments:      

5. Tree, Forest, Savanna, and Prairie Resources (Section 26-17 and D&E-18).

Project impacts areas of forest larger than 20 acres (8 hectares) in size?
[bookmark: Check111][bookmark: Check112]|_| Yes  |_| No

Project impacts the woody riparian corridor of a stream?
[bookmark: Check113][bookmark: Check114]|_| Yes  |_| No

Project involves tree removal in the urban or suburban area?
[bookmark: Check115][bookmark: Check116]|_| Yes  |_| No

Project involves prairie or savanna areas?
[bookmark: Check117][bookmark: Check118]|_| Yes  |_| No

Natural Resource Review memorandum and IDNR Response received?
[bookmark: Check119][bookmark: Check120]|_| Yes  |_| No

Tree Assessment Report?
[bookmark: Check121][bookmark: Check122]|_| Yes  |_| No

Commitments required?
[bookmark: Check123][bookmark: Check124]|_| Yes  |_| No

[bookmark: Text19]Describe commitments:      

Mitigation?
[bookmark: Check125][bookmark: Check126]|_| Yes  |_| No

Describe mitigation:      

6. Coordination with U.S. Forest Service/USFWS for Federal Lands (Section 22-5).

Required for involvement with Federal Lands (e.g., Shawnee National Forest, Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie).

USFS/USFWS response regarding Federal Lands?
[bookmark: Check127][bookmark: Check128]|_| Yes  |_| No

7. Floodplains (Section 26-7 of BDE Manual and Section 3-004 of IDOT Drainage Manual).

Project occurs in the 100-year floodplain?
[bookmark: Check129][bookmark: Check130]|_| Yes  |_| No

Floodplain Encroachment Studies?
[bookmark: Check131][bookmark: Check132]|_| Yes  |_| No

Is a floodplain finding required?
[bookmark: Check133][bookmark: Check134]|_| Yes  |_| No

8. Wetlands (Section 26-8).

Were delineations performed?
[bookmark: Check135][bookmark: Check136]|_| Yes  |_| No

Does project affect wetlands?
[bookmark: Check137][bookmark: Check138]|_| Yes  |_| No

Wetland Impact Evaluation (WIE) form submitted?
[bookmark: Check139][bookmark: Check140]|_| Yes  |_| No

Has a compensation plan been approved?
[bookmark: Check141][bookmark: Check142]|_| Yes  |_| No

9. Surface Waters and Aquatic Habitat (Section 26-19).

Project affects stream classified as navigable?
[bookmark: Check143][bookmark: Check144]|_| Yes  |_| No

Project affects stream designated as a Biologically Significant Stream?
[bookmark: Check145][bookmark: Check146]|_| Yes  |_| No

Project affects stream rated as “A” or “B” for Diversity or Integrity?
[bookmark: Check147][bookmark: Check148]|_| Yes  |_| No

Project affects stream designated as an Illinois Natural Area?
[bookmark: Check149][bookmark: Check150]|_| Yes  |_| No

Project affects stream designated as Advanced Identification (ADID)?
[bookmark: Check151][bookmark: Check152]|_| Yes  |_| No

Project affects stream that contains endangered or threatened species?
[bookmark: Check153][bookmark: Check154]|_| Yes  |_| No

Project affects a listed Wild and Scenic River?
[bookmark: Check155][bookmark: Check156]|_| Yes  |_| No

Commitments required?
[bookmark: Check157][bookmark: Check158]|_| Yes  |_| No

[bookmark: Text24]Describe commitments:      

Stream Mitigation?
Yes ☐  No ☐

[bookmark: Text25]Describe mitigation:      

10. Nationwide Rivers Inventory (NRI) (Section 26-20).

Does project involve bridge work over a stream segment listed in NRI?
[bookmark: Check159][bookmark: Check160]|_| Yes  |_| No

If no, no need to continue.

Is a new bridge being proposed over this listed segment?
[bookmark: Check161][bookmark: Check162]|_| Yes  |_| No

If the bridge is existing, does the bridge require expansion or a new alignment?
[bookmark: Check163][bookmark: Check164]|_| Yes  |_| No

Does the project require new rip-rap, bank stabilization, or an erosion control structure?
[bookmark: Check165][bookmark: Check166]|_| Yes  |_| No

Is dredging or filling required?
[bookmark: Check167][bookmark: Check168]|_| Yes  |_| No

If yes to any of the above, coordination with the National Park Service is required due to the potential for adverse effect, and commitments may be needed.
[bookmark: Text26]Describe commitments:      

B. Cultural Resources

1. Section 4(f) Evaluation (Section 26-2).

FHWA confirms the property and the proposed use are subject to Section 4(f)?
[bookmark: Check169][bookmark: Check170]|_| Yes  |_| No

Proposed use qualifies for a de minimis impact determination?
[bookmark: Check171][bookmark: Check172]|_| Yes  |_| No

Proposed use qualifies for a programmatic evaluation?
[bookmark: Check173][bookmark: Check174]|_| Yes  |_| No

Proposed use requires an individual Section 4(f) evaluation?
[bookmark: Check175][bookmark: Check176]|_| Yes  |_| No

2. Section 6(f) Land Conversion Request (Section 26-3).

Does project involve lands with Land and Water Conservation (LAWCON) funds?
[bookmark: Check177][bookmark: Check178]|_| Yes  |_| No

Will a conversion of the LAWCON funds be required?
[bookmark: Check179][bookmark: Check180]|_| Yes  |_| No

Has a conversion request been submitted?
[bookmark: Check181][bookmark: Check182]|_| Yes  |_| No

3. Open Space Land Acquisition and Development (OSLAD) Land Conversion Request (Section 26-4).

Does project involve lands with OSLAD funds?
[bookmark: Check183][bookmark: Check184]|_| Yes  |_| No

Will a conversion of the OSLAD funded lands be required?
[bookmark: Check185][bookmark: Check186]|_|Yes  |_| No

Has a conversion request been submitted?
[bookmark: Check187][bookmark: Check188]|_| Yes  |_| No

4. Historic Act Compliance (Section 26-5).

Are archaeological resource(s) present?
[bookmark: Check189][bookmark: Check190]|_| Yes  |_| No

Will historic building(s) be affected?
[bookmark: Check191][bookmark: Check192]|_| Yes  |_| No

Historic Bridge(s) affected?
[bookmark: Check193][bookmark: Check194]|_| Yes  |_| No

Historic District(s)?
[bookmark: Check195][bookmark: Check196]|_| Yes  |_| No

BDE Cultural Resources clearance granted?
[bookmark: Check197][bookmark: Check198][bookmark: Text49]|_| Yes  |_| No  If yes, date:      

State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) clearance granted?
[bookmark: Check199][bookmark: Check200][bookmark: Text50]|_| Yes  |_| No  If yes, date:      

Commitments required?
[bookmark: Check201][bookmark: Check202]|_| Yes  |_| No

[bookmark: Text12]Describe commitments:      

Memorandum of Agreement?
[bookmark: Check203][bookmark: Check204]|_| Yes  |_| No

C. Water Quality (Section 26-21)

1. Impaired (303(d)) Streams.

Will the project affect any impaired (303(d)) listed streams?
[bookmark: Check205][bookmark: Check206]|_| Yes  |_| No

[bookmark: Text51]Stream name and impairment:      

2. Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL).

Project affects a waterbody with a draft/final TMDL?
[bookmark: Check207][bookmark: Check208]|_| Yes  |_| No

Project will comply with TMDL?
[bookmark: Check209][bookmark: Check210]|_| Yes  |_| No

Project will contribute to exceeding the TMDL threshold?
[bookmark: Check211][bookmark: Check212]|_| Yes  |_| No

If yes, coordination with IEPA is required.
[bookmark: Text14]Describe coordination:      

D. Groundwater (Section 26-22)

1. Karst Topography.

Project is within a karst region?
[bookmark: Check213][bookmark: Check214]|_| Yes  |_| No

Project affects karst feature(s)?
[bookmark: Check215][bookmark: Check216]|_| Yes  |_| No

Are measures needed to minimize impacts to karst feature(s)?
[bookmark: Check217][bookmark: Check218]|_| Yes  |_| No

[bookmark: Text53]Discuss measures:      

Commitments required?
[bookmark: Check219][bookmark: Check220]|_| Yes  |_| No

[bookmark: Text52]Describe commitments:      

2. Ground Water Impacts

Will surface water pollution from project impact ground water?
[bookmark: Check221][bookmark: Check222]|_| Yes  |_| No

Commitments required?
[bookmark: Check223][bookmark: Check224]|_| Yes  |_| No

[bookmark: Text54]Described commitments:      

3. Sole Source Aquifer (Section 26-22)

Project occurs within Mahomet sole source aquifer Project Review Area?
[bookmark: Check225][bookmark: Check226]|_| Yes  |_| No

Commitments required?
[bookmark: Check227][bookmark: Check228]|_| Yes  |_| No

[bookmark: Text55]Describe commitments:      

4. Potable Water Supply Wells

Will the project create any new potential routes for groundwater pollution (e.g., dry wells, borrow pits) or any new potential sources of groundwater pollution (e.g., storage facilities for bulk road oil or de-icing salt)?
[bookmark: Check229][bookmark: Check230]|_| Yes  |_| No

If no, the following statement applies:
This project will not create any new potential “routes” for groundwater pollution or any new potential “sources” of groundwater pollution as defined in the Illinois Environmental Protection Act, 415 ILCS 5/3, et seq.  Accordingly, the project is not subject to compliance with the minimum setback requirements for community water supply wells or other potable water supply wells as set forth in 415 ILCS 5/14, et seq.

E. Agricultural Resources (Section 26-10)
1. Will the project affect agricultural resources that are located in unincorporated (city or village) lands?
[bookmark: Check231][bookmark: Check232]|_| Yes  |_| No

2. Is coordination with National Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) required (for federally funded projects)?
[bookmark: Check233][bookmark: Check234]|_| Yes  |_| No

If yes, NRCS Form AD-1006, Farmland Conversion Impact Rating (available online) is required.

If no, the following statement applies:
The impact of this project on farmland conversion has been evaluated in accordance with the requirements of the US Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS).  The project will convert 3 acres or less of farmland per mile (0.75 hectares or less of farmland per kilometer) and the conversion will not result in more than minor impacts.  Accordingly, the project conforms to the general Form AD-1006 prepared by NRCS.  Therefore, further coordination with NRCS on this project will not be necessary.

Note: Projects that require coordination with NRCS will normally also require coordination with Illinois Department of Agriculture (IDOA).

3. Is IDOA coordination required (for State funded projects)?
[bookmark: Check235][bookmark: Check236]|_| Yes  |_| No

F. Noise (Section 26-6)

Is the project a Type I project?
[bookmark: Check237][bookmark: Check238]|_| Yes  |_| No

Has Noise Analysis been performed?
[bookmark: Check239][bookmark: Check240]|_| Yes  |_| No

[bookmark: Text56]If yes, describe the results of the analysis:      

Is the project a Type III project?
[bookmark: Check241][bookmark: Check242]|_| Yes  |_| No

If yes, the following applies:
The referenced project meets the criteria for a Type III project established in 23 C.F.R. 772.  Therefore, the proposed project requires no traffic noise analysis or abatement evaluation. Type III projects do not involve added capacity, construction of new through lanes, changes in the horizontal or vertical alignment of the roadway, or exposure of noise sensitive land uses to a new or existing highway noise source.

Will a noise wall be required?
[bookmark: Check243][bookmark: Check244]|_| Yes  |_| No

If yes, the following statement applies:
Based on the traffic noise analysis and noise abatement evaluation conducted, highway traffic noise abatement measures are likely to be implemented based on preliminary design.  The noise barriers determined to meet the feasible and reasonable criteria are identified in table reference table ID.  If it subsequently develops during final design that constraints not foreseen in the preliminary design or public input substantially change, the abatement measures may need to be modified or removed from the project plans.  A final decision of the installation of the abatement measure(s) will be made upon completion of the project’s final design and the public involvement process.

Is construction noise a consideration for the project?
[bookmark: Check245][bookmark: Check246]|_| Yes  |_| No

If yes, the following statement applies:
Trucks and machinery used for construction produce noise that may affect some land uses and activities during the construction period. Residents along the alignment will, at some time, experience perceptible construction noise from implementation of the project.  To minimize or eliminate the effect of construction noise on these receptors, mitigation measures have been incorporated into the Illinois Department of Transportation Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction as Article 107.35.

G. Air Quality

1. Air Quality Conformity Documentation (Section 26-11).

Is the project within a nonattainment or maintenance area?
[bookmark: Check247][bookmark: Check248]|_| Yes  |_| No

If no, the following statement applies:
No portion of this project is within a designated nonattainment or maintenance area for any of the air pollutants for which USEPA has established standards.  Accordingly, a conformity determination under 40 C.F.R. 93, Determining Conformity of Federal Actions to State or Federal Implementation Plans is not required.

Is the project exempt from conformity requirements?
[bookmark: Check249][bookmark: Check250]|_| Yes  |_| No

If yes, the following applies and no further analysis is needed.  If no, continue below.
This project is located within a designated nonattainment or maintenance area but is a project type which the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) has designated as exempt from regional emissions analyses of transportation plans and Transportation Improvement Programs for purposes of determining conformity with the State Implementation Plan (SIP).  This designation is based on USEPA’s determination that the nature of the project is such that it would not affect the outcome of a regional emissions analysis.

If the project is within a nonattainment or maintenance area and is not exempt, check the following:
☐ The National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), established by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, set maximum allowable concentration limits for six criteria air pollutants.  Areas in which air pollution levels persistently exceed NAAQS may be designated as “nonattainment.” States where a nonattainment area is located must develop and implement SIP containing policies and regulations that will bring about attainment of NAAQS.  Areas that had been designated as nonattainment, but that have attained NAAQS for the criteria pollutant(s) associated with the nonattainment designation, will be designated as maintenance areas.
All areas of Illinois currently are in attainment of the standards for four of the six criteria pollutants: carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, and lead.  For the eight-hour ozone and PM2.5 standards, Cook, DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry, and Will Counties, as well as Aux Sable and Goose Lake Townships in Grundy County and Oswego Township in Kendall County, have been designated as nonattainment areas. Jersey, Madison, Monroe, and St. Clair Counties in the St. Louis area also have been designated as moderate nonattainment areas for the eight-hour ozone standard. In addition, Madison, Monroe, St Clair, and Baldwin Township in Randolph County are nonattainment for PM2.5.
The Lake Calumet area and Lyons Township in Cook County have been designated as a maintenance area for the particulate matter (PM10) standard.  In addition, Oglesby and several adjacent townships in LaSalle County and Granite City Township and Nameoki Township in Madison County have been designated as maintenance areas for the PM10 standard.  All other areas of Illinois currently are in attainment for the ozone and PM10 standards.

Is Chicago Metropolitan Agency for Planning (CMAP) the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO)?
[bookmark: Check251][bookmark: Check252]|_| Yes  |_| No

If yes, the following statement applies:
This project is included in the FY (indicate year) Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) endorsed by the Metropolitan Planning Organization Policy Committee of CMAP for the region in which the project is located.  Projects in TIP are considered to be consistent with the (indicate year) regional transportation plan endorsed by CMAP. The project is within the fiscally constrained portion of the plan.  On (indicate date), FHWA and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) determined that the (indicate year) regional transportation plan conforms to SIP and the transportation-related requirements of the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments.  On (indicate date), FHWA and FTA determined that TIP also conforms to SIP and the Clean Air Act Amendments.  These findings were in accordance with 40 C.F.R. 93, Determining Conformity of Federal Actions to State or Federal Implementation Plans.  The project’s design concept and scope are consistent with the project information used for the TIP conformity analysis.  Therefore, this project conforms to the existing SIP and the transportation-related requirements of the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments.
The TIP number for this project is      .

Is project served by MPO other than CMAP?
[bookmark: Check253][bookmark: Check254]|_| Yes  |_| No

If yes, the following statement applies:
This project is located within an area that the USEPA has designated as nonattainment or maintenance in relation to the national ambient air quality standards for (insert name(s) of applicable criteria pollutant(s)).  The project is outside of an area served by MPO.
The FHWA has reviewed the results of a regional emissions analysis prepared by the Illinois Department of Transportation that includes the proposed project.  Based on the results of this analysis, FHWA has determined that the project will not cause or contribute to any new localized violations of the standard[s] for (insert name(s) of applicable criteria pollutant(s)) nor increase the frequency or severity of any existing violations of the (insert name(s) of applicable criteria pollutant(s)) standard(s).  Therefore, this project conforms to the transportation-related requirements of the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments.

Is project a “Regionally Significant” non-Federal Project within a Nonattainment or Maintenance area?
[bookmark: Check255][bookmark: Check256]|_| Yes  |_| No

This project is located within an area that USEPA has designated as nonattainment or maintenance in relation to the national ambient air quality standards for (insert name(s) of applicable criteria pollutant(s)).  The project does not involve approvals or funding from FHWA but has been determined to be “regionally significant” under 40 C.F.R. 93, Determining Conformity of Federal Actions to State or Federal Implementation Plans.

The IDOT has confirmed that there is a currently conforming transportation plan and transportation improvement program and has determined that the plan, transportation improvement program, and project are consistent with 40 C.F.R. 93.121, Requirements for adoption or approval of projects by other recipients of funds designated under Title 23 U.S.C. or the Federal Transit Act.

2. Transportation Conformity Project-Level Qualitative Hot-Spot Analysis in PM2.5 and PM10 Nonattainment and Maintenance Areas (Section 26-12).

As of 2015, Illinois is “unclassifiable” for PM2.5 and PM10 because this classification is subject to change, check with BDE Coordination Unit for current status.
3. Microscale Carbon Monoxide (CO) Analysis (Section 26-14).

Does the project add through lanes or auxiliary turning lanes?
[bookmark: Check257][bookmark: Check258]|_| Yes  |_| No

If no, microscale analysis is not needed.

If yes, does the project have greater than 5,000 vehicles per hour (vph) or 62,5000 Average Daily Traffic (ADT)?
[bookmark: Check259][bookmark: Check260]|_| Yes  |_| No

If no, the project is exempt from microscale analysis.
If yes, use COSIM 4.0 to predict future build CO levels.

4. Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT) (Section 26-13).

A. Project with lower potential MSAT effects.

Will project have meaningful impacts traffic volumes or vehicle mix such as found in 23 C.F.R. 771.117(d) or 40 C.F.R. 93.127?
[bookmark: Check261][bookmark: Check262]|_| Yes  |_| No

If no, no analysis or discussion of MSAT is necessary.

If yes, does project include minor widening that will in AADT exceeding 140,000?
[bookmark: Check263][bookmark: Check264]|_| Yes  |_| No

If yes, use the following language:
For each build alternative carried forward in this (identify NEPA document), the amount of MSAT emitted would be proportional to the vehicle miles traveled, or VMT, assuming that other variables (e.g., fleet mix) are the same for each alternative.  The VMT estimated for each of the Build Alternatives carried forward is slightly higher than that for the No Build Alternative, because the additional capacity increases the efficiency of the roadway and attracts rerouted trips from elsewhere in the transportation network.  This increase in VMT would lead to higher MSAT emissions for the preferred action alternative along the highway corridor, along with a corresponding decrease in MSAT emissions along the parallel routes.  The emissions increase is offset somewhat by lower MSAT emission rates due to increased speeds; according to USEPA’s MOVES2010b model, emissions of all of the priority MSAT decrease as speed increases.

Because the estimated VMT under each of the Build Alternatives carried forward are nearly the same, varying by less than (specify) percent, it is expected there would be no appreciable difference in overall MSAT emissions among the various alternatives.  Also, regardless of the alternative chosen, emissions will likely be lower than present levels in the design year as a result of USEPA’s national control programs that are projected to reduce annual MSAT emissions by more than 80 percent between 2010 and 2050.  Local conditions may differ from these national projections in terms of fleet mix and turnover, VMT growth rates, and local control measures.  However, the magnitude of the USEPA-projected reductions is so great, even after accounting for VMT growth, that MSAT emissions in the study area are likely to be lower in the future in nearly all cases.

Will the project include plans to construct travel lanes closer to populated areas?
[bookmark: Check265][bookmark: Check266]|_| Yes  |_| No

If yes, the following statement applies:
The additional travel lanes contemplated as part of the project alternatives will have the effect of moving some traffic closer to nearby homes, schools and businesses; therefore, under each Build Alternative carried forward there may be localized areas where ambient concentrations of MSAT could be higher under certain Build Alternatives than the No Build Alternative.  The localized increases in MSAT concentrations would likely be most pronounced along the expanded roadway sections that would be built at (specify location), under Alternatives (specify), and along (specify route) under Alternatives (specify alternatives).  However, the magnitude and the duration of these potential increases compared to the No-build alternative cannot be reliably quantified due to incomplete or unavailable information in forecasting project-specific MSAT health impacts.

In summary, where a highway is widened, the localized level of MSAT emissions for the Build Alternative carried forward could be higher relative to the No Build Alternative, but this could be offset due to increases in speeds and reductions in congestion, which are associated with lower MSAT emissions.  Also, MSAT will be lower in other locations when traffic shifts away from them.  However, on a regional basis, USEPA’s vehicle and fuel regulations, coupled with fleet turnover, will over time cause substantial reductions that, in almost all cases, will cause region-wide MSAT levels to be significantly lower than today.

Will project include a new interchange connecting an existing roadway with a new roadway?
[bookmark: Check267][bookmark: Check268]|_| Yes  |_| No

If yes, the following statement applies:
For each build alternative carried forward in this (identify NEPA document type), the amount of MSAT emitted would be proportional to the vehicle miles traveled, or VMT, assuming that other variables (e.g., fleet mix) are the same for each alternative.  Because VMT estimated for the No Build Alternative is higher than for any of the Build Alternatives carried forward, higher levels of regional MSAT are not expected from any of the Build Alternatives carried forward compared to the No Build Alternative.  In addition, because the estimated VMT under each of the Build Alternatives carried forward are nearly the same, varying by less than [specify] percent, it is expected there would be no appreciable difference in overall MSAT emissions among the various alternatives.  Also, regardless of the alternative chosen, emissions will likely be lower than present levels in the design year as a result of USEPA’s national control programs that are projected to reduce MSAT emissions by more than 80 percent from 2010 to 2050.  Local conditions may differ from these national projections in terms of fleet mix and turnover, VMT growth rates, and local control measures.  However, the magnitude of the USEPA-projected reductions is so great, even after accounting for VMT growth, that MSAT emissions in the study area are likely to be lower in the future in virtually all locations.

Under each alternative carried forward, there may be localized areas where VMT would increase, and other areas where VMT would decrease.  Therefore, it is possible that localized increases and decreases in MSAT emissions may occur.  The localized increases in MSAT emissions would likely be most pronounced along the new roadway sections that would be built at (specify location), under Alternatives (specify alternatives), and along [specify route] under Alternatives (specify).  However, even if these increases do occur, they too will be substantially reduced in the future due to implementation of USEPA’s vehicle and fuel regulations.

In summary, under all Build Alternatives carried forward in the design year it is expected there would be reduced MSAT emissions in the immediate area of the project, relative to the No Build Alternative, due to the reduced VMT associated with more direct routing, and due to USEPA’s MSAT reduction programs.

Will project include a new interchange connecting an existing roadway with a new roadway in response to or in anticipation of economic development (e.g., a new interchange to serve a new shopping/residential development)?
[bookmark: Check269][bookmark: Check270]|_| Yes  |_| No

If yes, the following statement applies:
For each build alternative carried forward in this (identify NEPA document type), the amount of MSAT emitted would be proportional to the vehicle miles traveled, or VMT, assuming that other variables (e.g., fleet mix) are the same for each alternative.  The VMT estimated for each of the Build Alternatives carried forward is slightly higher than that for the No Build Alternative, because the interchange facilitates new development that attracts trips that would not otherwise occur in the area.  This increase in VMT means MSAT under the Build Alternatives carried forward would probably be higher than the No Build Alternative in the study area.  There could also be localized differences in MSAT from indirect effects of the project such as associated access traffic, emissions of evaporative MSAT (e.g., benzene) from parked cars, and emissions of diesel particulate matter from delivery trucks (modify depending on the type and extent of the associated development).  Travel to other destinations would be reduced with subsequent decreases in emissions at those locations.

Because the estimated VMT under each of the Build Alternatives carried forward are nearly the same, varying by less than (specify) percent, it is expected there would be no appreciable difference in overall MSAT emissions among the various Build Alternatives.  For all Alternatives carried forward, emissions are virtually certain to be lower than present levels in the design year as a result of USEPA’s national control programs that are projected to reduce MSAT emissions by more than 80 percent from 2010 to 2050.  Local conditions may differ from these national projections in terms of fleet mix and turnover, VMT growth rates, and local control measures.  However, the magnitude of the USEPA-projected reductions is so great, even after accounting for VMT growth, that MSAT emissions in the study area are likely to be lower in the future than they are today.

Will the project include new interchanges in areas already developed to some degree?
[bookmark: Check271][bookmark: Check272]|_| Yes  |_| No

If yes, the following statement applies:
The travel lanes contemplated as part of the project alternatives carried forward will have the effect of moving some traffic closer to nearby homes, schools and businesses; therefore, under each alternative carried forward there may be localized areas where ambient concentrations of MSAT would be higher under certain Alternatives than others.  The localized differences in MSAT concentrations would likely be most pronounced along the new/expanded roadway sections that would be built at (specify location), under Alternatives (specify alternatives), and along [specify route] under Alternatives (specify).  However, the magnitude and the duration of these potential increases cannot be reliably quantified due to incomplete or unavailable information in forecasting project-specific MSAT health impacts.  Further, under all Alternatives carried forward, overall future MSAT are expected to be substantially lower than today due to implementation of USEPA’s vehicle and fuel regulations.

In summary, under all Build Alternatives carried forward in the design year, it is expected there would be slightly higher MSAT emissions in the study area, relative to the No Build Alternative, due to increased VMT.  There also could be increases in MSAT levels in a few localized areas where VMT increases.  However, USEPA’s vehicle and fuel regulations will bring about significantly lower MSAT levels for the area in the future than today.

Will the project include minor improvements or expansions to intermodal centers or other projects that affect truck traffic?
[bookmark: Check273][bookmark: Check274]|_| Yes  |_| No

If yes, include the following statement:
For each build alternative carried forward in this (identify NEPA document type), the amount of MSAT emitted would be proportional to the amount of truck VMT and rail activity, assuming that other variables (e.g., travel not associated with the intermodal center) are the same for each alternative.  The truck VMT and rail activity estimated for each of the Build Alternatives carried forward are higher than that for the No Build Alternative, because of the additional activity associated with the expanded intermodal center.  This increase in truck VMT and rail activity associated with the Build Alternatives carried forward would lead to higher MSAT emissions (particularly diesel particulate matter) in the vicinity of the intermodal center.  The higher emissions could be offset somewhat by two factors: 1) the decrease in regional truck traffic due to increased use of rail for inbound and outbound freight; and 2) increased speeds on area highways due to the decrease in truck traffic.  The extent to which these emissions decreases will offset intermodal center-related emissions increases is not known.

Because the estimated truck VMT and rail activity under each of the Build Alternatives carried forward are nearly the same, varying by less than (specify) percent, it is expected there would be no appreciable difference in overall MSAT emissions among the various alternatives.  Also, regardless of the alternative chosen, emissions will likely be lower than present levels in the design year as a result of USEPA’s national control programs that are projected to reduce annual MSAT emissions by more than 80 percent from 2010 to 2050.  Local conditions may differ from these national projections in terms of fleet mix and turnover, VMT growth rates, and local control measures.  However, the USEPA-projected reductions are so significant, even after accounting for VMT growth, that MSAT emissions in the study area are likely to be lower in the future as well.

Will the project include minor improvements or expansions to intermodal centers close to other development?
[bookmark: Check275][bookmark: Check276]|_| Yes  |_| No

If yes, include the following statement:
The additional freight activity contemplated as part of the project alternatives carried forward will have the effect of increasing diesel emissions in the vicinity of nearby homes, schools and businesses; therefore, under each alternative carried forward there may be localized areas where ambient concentrations of MSAT would be higher than under the No Build alternative.  The localized differences in MSAT concentrations would likely be most pronounced under Alternatives (specify).  However, as discussed above, the magnitude and the duration of these potential differences cannot be reliably quantified due to incomplete or unavailable information in forecasting project-specific health impacts.  Even though there may be differences among the Alternatives carried forward, on a region-wide basis, USEPA’s vehicle and fuel regulations, coupled with fleet turnover, will cause substantial reductions over time so that in almost all cases, the MSAT levels in the future will be significantly lower than today.

Insert a description of any emissions-reduction activities that are associated with the project (e.g., truck and train idling limitations or technologies, auxiliary power units, alternative fuels, engine retrofits for container-handling equipment).

In summary, all Build Alternatives carried forward in the design year are expected to be associated with higher levels of MSAT emissions in the study area, relative to the No Build Alternative, along with some benefit from improvements in speeds and reductions in region-wide truck traffic.  There also could be slightly higher differences in MSAT levels among Alternatives carried forward in a few localized areas where freight activity occurs closer to homes, schools and businesses.  Under all alternatives carried forward, MSAT levels are likely to decrease over time due to nationally mandated cleaner vehicles and fuel.

B. Projects with higher MSAT effects (Section 26-13.03(c))
MSAT qualitative or quantitative analysis required?
[bookmark: Check277][bookmark: Check278]|_| Yes  |_| No

H. Special Waste

1. Special Waste Assessment (SWA) (Section 27-3).

Special waste screening is required for all State highway projects to identify the possible presence of regulated substances, pursuant to Departmental Policy D&E-11, Identifying and Responding to Regulated Substances in Highway Project Development.  See Section 27-3 for details.

Level I or II screening completed?
[bookmark: Check279][bookmark: Check280]|_| Yes  |_| No
Level 1 or II screening successful indicating PESA is unnecessary:

[bookmark: Check281][bookmark: Check282]|_| Yes  |_| No   Provide screening documentation.  Prepare and submit ESR.

PESA performed?
[bookmark: Check283][bookmark: Check284]|_| Yes  |_| No   If yes, see BDE’s PESA review transmittal memorandum.

Did PESA identify Recognized Environmental Condition(s) (REC(s))?
[bookmark: Check285][bookmark: Check286]|_| Yes  |_| No

REC(s) involved with project?
[bookmark: Check287][bookmark: Check288]|_| Yes  |_| No   See district’s PESA Response documentation.

Any hazardous water or hazardous substance sites in proximity to project (i.e., CERCLIS/SEMS sites, NPL sites, RCRA Corrective Action sites)?
[bookmark: Check289][bookmark: Check290][bookmark: Text57]|_| Yes  |_| No   If yes, provide the PESA site number(s) and report date:      

All Appropriate Inquiry (AAI) assessment recommended?
[bookmark: Check291][bookmark: Check292][bookmark: Text58]|_| Yes  |_| No   If yes, provide the AAI report number and date:      

Commitment: Project evaluated for additional assessment (e.g., PSI) in Phase 2?
[bookmark: Check293][bookmark: Check294]|_| Yes  |_| No   See district’s PESA Response/Work Order documentation.

Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) and Risk Assessment required?
[bookmark: Check295][bookmark: Check296]|_| Yes  |_| No

Avoidance or remediation of hazardous waste site?
[bookmark: Check297][bookmark: Check298][bookmark: Check299]|_| Avoidance  |_| Remediation  |_| N/A

2. Validity of Special Waste Results (Section 27-3.08).

More than six months elapsed since last SWA (Level II screening or PESA)?
[bookmark: Check300][bookmark: Check301]|_| Yes  |_| No   If yes, provide Level 2 screening documentation:

New REC(s) identified?
[bookmark: Check302][bookmark: Check303][bookmark: Check304][bookmark: Text59]|_| Yes  |_| No  |_| N/A   If yes, identify and discuss:      

New REC(s) involved with project?
[bookmark: Check305][bookmark: Check306][bookmark: Check307][bookmark: Text60]|_| Yes  |_| No  |_| N/A   If yes, identify and discuss:      

New RI/FS and Risk Assessment?
[bookmark: Check308][bookmark: Check309][bookmark: Check310]|_| Yes  |_| No  |_| N/A

Additional Remediation?
[bookmark: Check311][bookmark: Check312][bookmark: Check313]|_| Yes  |_| No  |_| N/A

More than three years will elapse between last PESA and anticipated letting date?
[bookmark: Check314][bookmark: Check315]|_| Yes  |_| No   If yes, see BDE’s PESA review transmittal memo for the new PESA (validation).  Begin checklist again.

More than five years will elapse between last PSI (or RMP) and anticipated letting date?
[bookmark: Check316][bookmark: Check317]|_| Yes  |_| No   If yes, see district’s PESA Response/Work Order documentation.  Begin checklist again.

I. PERMITS AND CERTIFICATIONS

1. Section 402 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) (Chapter 40).

Will the project involve more than one acre of ground disturbance and thus an ILR10 permit is required?
[bookmark: Check318][bookmark: Check319]|_| Yes  |_| No

2. Section 404 Permit (Section 28-2).

Project involves discharge(s) of dredged or fill material subject to Section 404?
[bookmark: Check320][bookmark: Check321]|_| Yes  |_| No

If yes, which type of permit is being sought?

Nationwide permit (except Chicago Corps District?)
[bookmark: Check322][bookmark: Check323]|_| Yes  |_| No

Permit type:      

Regional permit?
[bookmark: Check324][bookmark: Check325]|_| Yes  |_| No

Permit type:      

Discharge(s) require individual permit?
[bookmark: Check326][bookmark: Check327]|_| Yes  |_| No

[bookmark: Text61]Discuss which General Conditions cannot be met:      

3. Section 401 Water Quality Certification (Section 28-2).

Is Individual Water Quality Certification required?
[bookmark: Check328][bookmark: Check329]|_| Yes  |_| No

Is an Antidegredation Assessment required?
[bookmark: Check330][bookmark: Check331]|_| Yes  |_| No

4. Section 9 Permit (Section 28-2).
[bookmark: Check332][bookmark: Check333]|_| Yes  |_| No

5. Section 10 Permit (Section 28-2).
[bookmark: Check334][bookmark: Check335]|_| Yes  |_| No

6. IDNR/Office of Water Resources (OWR) Floodway Permit (Section 28-3).
[bookmark: Check336][bookmark: Check337]|_| Yes  |_| No

7. IDNR/OWR Public Waters Permit (Section 28-3).
[bookmark: Check338][bookmark: Check339]|_| Yes  |_| No

8. IDNR/OWR Permit for Floodway Construction in Northeastern Illinois (Section 28-3).
[bookmark: Check340][bookmark: Check341]|_| Yes  |_| No

J. COORDINATION ISSUES

1. District Monthly Coordination Meeting (Section 22-5.03).

[bookmark: Text38]Date(s) of Coordination Meeting:      

2. Coordination required with Division of Aeronautics (Section 11-2)?
[bookmark: Check342][bookmark: Check343]|_| Yes  |_| No

Commitments?
[bookmark: Check344][bookmark: Check345]|_| Yes  |_| No

[bookmark: Text8]Describe commitments:      

3. Coordination required with FAA for publicly-owned airports (Section 11-2)?
[bookmark: Check346][bookmark: Check347]|_| Yes  |_| No

Response from FAA received?
[bookmark: Check348][bookmark: Check349]|_| Yes  |_| No

Commitments required?
[bookmark: Check350][bookmark: Check351]|_| Yes  |_| No

[bookmark: Text62]Describe commitments:      

4. Railroad coordination required due to project involving a railroad crossing?
[bookmark: Check352][bookmark: Check353]|_| Yes  |_| No

Response from railroad company received?
[bookmark: Check354][bookmark: Check355]|_| Yes  |_| No

5. Drainage District Coordination required for projects involving in-stream work affecting a water body under the jurisdiction of a drainage district?
[bookmark: Check356][bookmark: Check357]|_| Yes  |_| No

Response from drainage district received?
[bookmark: Check358][bookmark: Check359]|_| Yes  |_| No

6. Has public involvement been implemented for this project?
[bookmark: Check360][bookmark: Check361]|_| Yes  |_| No

[bookmark: Text63]Described public involvement as necessary:      

7. Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) Coordination (Section 19-2).

CSS Coordination implemented?
[bookmark: Check362][bookmark: Check363]|_| Yes  |_| No

8. Other Coordination.

Coordination responses:
[bookmark: Check364][bookmark: Check365]|_| Yes  |_| No

K. OTHER ANALYSES

1. Hydraulic Analysis/Report (Section 2-602 of the IDOT Drainage Manual).

Hydraulic analysis/report?
[bookmark: Check366][bookmark: Check367]|_| Yes  |_| No

2. Crash Data and Analysis (Section 11-2).

[bookmark: Text40]Reference report:      

3. Bridge Condition Report (Chapter 39).

Bridge Condition Report Approval Letter?
[bookmark: Check368][bookmark: Check369]|_| Yes  |_| No

4. Pavement Design (Chapter 54).
[bookmark: Check370][bookmark: Check371]|_| Yes  |_| No

5. Transportation Management Plan (BSPE Policy 3).

Transportation Management Plan?
[bookmark: Check372][bookmark: Check373]|_| Yes  |_| No

6. Geotechnical Report (Section 11-2.10).
[bookmark: Check374][bookmark: Check375]a)	structure		|_| Yes  |_| No
[bookmark: Check384][bookmark: Check385]b)	roadway	|_| Yes  |_| No

7. Mailbox Supports (Chapters 49 and 58).

Have supports been investigated and property owners contacted?
[bookmark: Check376][bookmark: Check377]|_| Yes  |_| No

8. Bicycle accommodations (Chapter 17).

Have accommodations been considered and investigated?
[bookmark: Check378][bookmark: Check379]|_| Yes  |_| No

9. Accessibility for the disabled (Chapter 58).

Required for all projects in an urban section.
Provisions for disabled access?
[bookmark: Check380][bookmark: Check381]|_| Yes  |_| No

10. Asbestos Determination Certification form (BBS 2536).

If the structure has been determined to involve asbestos, place a copy of the form in the commitment file.

Asbestos Determination form?
[bookmark: Check382][bookmark: Check383]|_| Yes  |_| No

L. Commitment Summary

While commitments can be addressed for specific issues in previous sections, this section can be used to summarize all environmental or engineering commitments required for this project or add more information if needed.
Examples of commitment summary could be tree clearing restriction, tree replacement, temporary fencing, stream protection, detours, emergency vehicle access, etc.:

[bookmark: Text21]     
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