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Chapter 1 — Introduction

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is a well-established environmental
decision-making process that has been existence for over thirty years in the United States.
Signed on January 1, 1970, by President Nixon, the Act established the administrative
and analytic framework to identify and consider the environmental and human impacts
associated with proposed federal actions. Examples of federal actions likely to require
NEPA evaluation include the construction of highways and dams, changes in land use
and water management policies, and the construction of military bases and nuclear
reactors. Any federal action that has the potential to significantly affect the human and
natural environment is required to undergo the environmental clearance process

proscribed by NEPA legislation.

This environmental clearance process, known as the NEPA process, promotes the
concept of “look before you leap” (Porter and Rossini 1983: 7) and is rooted in the
environmental movement originating in the 1960’s and in the rational, scientific decision
making context of the same period (Culhane et al. 1987). The Act directs federal
agencies to examine and assess a broad range of impact categories associated with federal
actions. Broadly summarized, these categories include physiographic impacts, biological
impacts, economic impacts, and social impacts (Culhane et al. 1987:8). The result of the
NEPA analysis is an environmental document that describes both the positive and
negative impacts of the proposed action along with mitigation and avoidance strategies

that can be used to lessen the negative impacts. This environmental document is then



used by agency decision-makers in the final determination of whether, and or how to

proceed with the proposed action.

It is important to note here that while the environmental document is intended to aid in
decision-making by agency heads, many of the decisions regarding environmental
impacts, and as a result, project design, are made through the environmental
documentation process. As environmental specialists work with other agencies, or under
the standardized guidance and known acceptability of certain impact types, the project is
re-defined as these impacts are identified and fed into the design process. In this context,
the final environmental document provides a defense of proposed actions rather than a
tool for later decision-making; the impacts have been avoided, minimized, or mitigated in
the NEPA process rather than just identified and evaluated for later consideration. This
places a greater level of responsibility on agency environmental staff and processes to
ensure environmental protection than what appears to be intended in the NEPA and CEQ

guidance.

The purpose of this dissertation is to evaluate the integration, status, and potential of the
social impact assessment process (SIA) in the transportation context as directed by
NEPA. Importantly, the SIA process is examined in light of Executive Order 12898,
“Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority and Low-income
Populations,” issued by President Clinton, February 11, 1994 (President, Proclamation,
1994), and by the Community Impact Assessment emphasis of the 1991 federal

transportation authorization. This analysis is based on the environmental and SIA



processes used at the Missouri Department of Transportation (MoDOT) and specifically
focuses on an Environmental Assessment for a major bridge project in southeastern

Missouri.

During the thirty-plus years of NEPA, social impacts have a well-documented role in the
NEPA process. The guidance and scope of the social impact assessment within the
interdisplinary NEPA process has remained relatively constant over these thirty-plus
years. The environmental justice executive order (EJ EO) and the community impact
emphasis (CIA) represent a federal reinforcement of the social impact assessment in the
environmental clearance process. Transportation professionals tout the EO as a
restatement of Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act that requires non-discrimination in
all programs and activities. Similarly, CIA is a restatement of the original directives of
SIA in NEPA that required an interdisciplinary approach that included the social
sciences. The EO and CIA reinforce the importance of sociological insight and

investigation in the NEPA process and the role of public involvement in NEPA.

The Transportation Context

The development of the transportation in the United States began facing major
environmental constraints as early as 1956, nearly fourteen years before the issuance of
NEPA. The origin of environmental constraints on transportation development are
summarized by Burbank (2003:2):

Once construction of the Dwight D. Eisenhower System of Interstate and

Defense Highways began shortly after the enactment of the Federal-Aid
Highway Act of 1956, citizens and local officials from coast to coast



began letting FHWA know that they would not accept adverse impacts

from the new highways. FHWA was forced to broaden its mission from

that of providing highways to meet traffic demands to one that includes

reflecting cultural, economic, environmental and social needs of U.S.

cities and sensitive rural areas.
The original charge to transportation agencies was how to complete the interstate systems
by the 1970’s. However as Burbank points out, the direction changed in 1970 with
NEPA, to one of, “How can we build our highways while minimizing or eliminating
damage to the environment?” And not only did NEPA add an environmental emphasis to
the previously unconstrained organizational setting of the federal and state Departments
of Transportation, it in fact forced a cultural change within these organizations. As
Burbank (2003) reflects on the impacts of NEPA in transportation, she quotes a former
[llinois DOT employee, “You were dealing with engineers [who] for one, didn’t have any
environmental training in their formal education; and they were told for so many years
“get that thing built.”” After NEPA the sense was, “Get that bit out of my mouth, let me
get this thing done.” And while environmental studies seem somewhat out of context in
a transportation agency, the importance of NEPA in transportation should not be
underestimated. Considering the scope of the transportation system, environmental

impacts, environmental protection, and the organizational and process changes that

followed, NEPA drastically altered the way that DOTs do business.

Importantly, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is one of the major producers
of environmental documents. FHWA follows only the US Forest Service in the number
of Environmental Impact Statements (EISs) produced per year. In 2000, FHWA was

responsible for sixty-seven EISs out of a total of four hundred and seventy-three EISs



submitted by fifteen different federal agencies (EPA 2002). And these figures belie the
efforts in the environmental area as the majority of environmental work never reaches the
EIS level of significance and is classified and processed as either an environmental
assessment (EA) or a categorical exclusion (CE). In Missouri, over ninety-eight percent
of all environmental work is for the EA and CE level documentation. Similarly, for all
FHWA sponsored environmental work, almost ninety-nine percent of the NEPA projects
are classified as EAs or CEs (FHWA 2001). And as a reflection of the status and
integration of the human-dimension consideration in transportation, NEPA and CEQ
guidance only requires SIA when other significant impacts are likely, generally for EISs
and EAs. Social impacts are not sufficient by themselves to trigger assessment of the
project. This results in a situation where human dimension considerations may not be
addressed for nearly ninety-nine percent of all projects. In Missouri, it wasn’t until 2000,
that SIA work was included on all CEs as well as EAs and EISs. The SIA was included
for CE analysis as a safeguard to ensure the identification of EJ issues that might later

elevate an easily processed CE to a more time and resource consuming EA or EIS.

Social Impact Assessment in Transportation

Social Impact Assessment by definition is the assessment of the changes in social
conditions, resident interactions, and structures due to an action. In the FHWA technical
guidance, SIA is defined by the impacts to, or changes in, neighborhoods, access and
travel patterns, community services, general social groups, and housing. It also involves
public involvement and generally includes economic impacts such as changes in the local

or regional economies, impacts to businesses and business districts (FHWA 1987).



Others have developed definitions of SIA (Finsterbusch 1976; Freudenburg 1986; Dietz
1987), but they all generally include the identification and evaluation of some change.

The change can either be an improvement to or deterioration of some present state.

With transportation projects, usually the most visible social impacts are the relocation of
residents and accompanying changes in the neighborhoods and communities. However,
the range and significance of social impacts appropriately varies based on the type of
project and the setting in which it is constructed. Just as with impacts to natural resource
areas, the sophistication and effort in the SIA process of identifying, evaluating, and then
avoiding, minimizing or mitigating impacts results in the net social impacts as a result of

the project.

Community Impact Assessment

Community Impact Assessment (CIA) represents a sub-analysis within the SIA context
of the NEPA process. While SIA encompasses all relevant levels of geography in its
analysis, CIA focuses on impacts in community and neighborhood settings. As a result
of the devolution of planning functions from the federal level to the state and regional
levels with the 1991 Intermodal Surface Efficiency Transportation Act (ISTEA), an
emphasis was placed on a more robust linkage between state DOTs, and state, local and
private interest groups. As described by Stommes and Brown (2002:2), ISTEA also,
“sought to integrate community development with transportation enhancements.” In this

sense, ISTEA and the following transportation re-authorization, TEA-21, recognized



transportation’s multiple functions including its role in creating and maintaining

communities.

As a result of the community involvement and community betterment emphasis of
ISTEA, practitioners sought additional guidance and understanding regarding the nature
of transportation impacts and benefits on the local level. In 1996, under FHWA
guidance, a group of state, local and federal transportation professionals developed and
published, Community Impact Assessment: A Quick Reference for Transportation (US
DOT 1996). While CIA was similar to SIA in its practice, the CIA focus emphasized that
transportation investments have significant economic and social consequences, and in the
past, these consequences had not been adequately addressed. Further, the guidance states
that CIA is important to ensure the quality of life in communities, responsive decision-

making, coordination with all stakeholders, and nondiscrimination.

CIA represented a re-emphasis of the original SIA guidance and rapidly replaced SIA in
the discussion of social impacts within the industry. FHWA has taken extraordinary
steps to get the word out for CIA and a series of yearly conferences was established to

increase DOT activity and effectiveness in the area.

Environmental Justice

With the 1994 release of President Clinton’s Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to
Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations (EJ

EO), State DOTs were overwhelmed with a sense of confusion concerning what the EO



meant to the agency’s operations. It appeared to many as a new set of regulations that
were forced upon DOTs without guidance or consultation. From the FHWA perspective,
the EJ EO was simply a re-statement of the original intentions of Title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964. Title VI states that, “No person in the United States shall on the
grounds of race, color, or national origin be excluded from participation in, be denied the
benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving
Federal Financial assistance.” In comparison, the EJ EO states, “ Each Federal agency
shall make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and
addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or
environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and

low-income populations.”

The EO was operationalized in transportation development through the NEPA process.
Three fundamental principles are considered the core of environmental justice in the
transportation setting. These principles of environmental justice are identified by the
U.S. Department of Transportation (2000) as:
- To avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human
health and environmental effects, including social and economic effects, on

minority and low-income populations.

- To ensure full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in
the transportation decision-making process.

- To prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of
benefits by minority and low-income populations.
Similar to the broader context of environmental justice where it is argued that minority

and low-income population groups bear the burden of hazardous waste sites and



offensive industries, EJ in transportation is based on the premise or risk that minority and
low-income populations bear the majority of disproportionate, adverse impacts associated

with federal actions such as the construction of highways.

Finally, the principles of EJ have been adopted by FHWA as a means to improve the
communicative and public involvement dimensions of decision-making. In their study of
EJ case studies, FHWA (2000: iii) concludes that:

Today, effective transportation decision making requires understanding

and addressing the unique needs of many different socioeconomic groups.

Early, inclusive, and meaningful public involvement in transportation

decision making is a proven means for designing transportation facilities

that fit more harmoniously into communities. The involvement of people

potentially affected by transportation projects offers many benefits and

does not threaten the accomplishment of other U.S. DOT priorities, such

as safety and mobility.
EJ has undoubtedly garnered the attention of DOTs. Yet nearly nine years after its
issuance, agencies are still resisting full deployment while FHWA is still advocating
greater attention to the human-dimensions of transportation. Even more drastic, by most
accounts, thirty-plus years after NEPA, the SIA process is still not wholly functioning in
the environmental assessment process and decision-making. In the transportation context,
CIA and EJ both represent re-statements of the original guidance and intention of
regulations provided in 1964 with the Civil Rights Act and in 1970 with NEPA. Both of

the emphases appear to be gradually affecting the NEPA process as well as the

organizational setting within DOTs.



Rational Decisions

As identified in previous work in the environmental impact assessment field (Culhane et
al.1987; Deitz 1987) and as evidenced by the text and emphasis of NEPA and the
accompanying Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, NEPA was intended
to reform decision-making. The best decision-making process should reflect a
comprehensive, scientific approach to understanding the project constraints involved and
then the best decision can be made. However, it appears that no matter how scientific, or
comprehensive-rational the process was intended to be, the actual work of NEPA is more
likely a reflection of the organization’s response to the implementation of such

encompassing legislation.

As a result of the complexities and implementation pathologies inherent in the
organizations, projects, and the regulations involved, there is great variability within and
between NEPA analyses for projects. Within this decision-making framework that
includes the DOT organizational setting and it’s response, several of the topical impact
areas identified by NEPA appear to have progressed further in their influence in the
decision-making process. These topical areas generally are coupled with permits,
external agency oversight, memorandums of agreement, or similar controls that force the
acting agency to comply with the pre-defined scope of impact avoidance or mitigation.
Examples of these impact types are threatened and endangered species, wetlands and
water quality, as well as impacts to historic and archeological sites. Further, these topical
areas tend to be quantifiable in the number of acres of habitat, acres of wetlands, tons of

sediment, or number of pre-historic sites.
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SIA on the other hand has not been coupled with any forcing mechanism and does not
appear to be as integrated, or have the same status in the decision making framework as
the more regulated impact areas. Beyond the uniform relocation policies for residents and
businesses, there have been very few efforts to mitigate for social impacts. Additionally,
SIA variables tend to be less quantifiable, especially for practitioners outside the social
science fields. Neighborhood cohesion, sincerity and effectiveness of public
involvement, identification of community gatekeepers, and long-term economic impacts
of projects tend to be less tangible impacts. As a result, social impacts also tend to be
harder to quantify as a means of valuing the social impacts in relation to other impact

areas within the context of an integrated impact assessment.

Considering these differences in topical impacts and the more comprehensive and
scientific rational setting of transportation agencies managed by technical personnel, it is
likely that SIA considerations, including CIA and EJ, have either yet to be valued, and/or
yet to be perceived as a risk to project deployment. In fact, greater consideration of
human-dimension impacts, especially given the intentions of CIA and EJ, are in direct
conflict with the technical, economic logic of benefit-cost analysis, one derivation of the
rational reform models. For an agency intending to reduce project costs and increase
efficiencies, avoiding the purchase of lower cost right of way because of population
characteristics of the residents (low-income in this example) fly in the face of agency

goals to optimize the economic value and efficiency of transportation projects.

11



With the influences of CIA and EJ in the NEPA process, repercussions in the
administrative, scientific, and participatory nature of the process have followed. Given
this new social impact assessment framework, the traditional focus on the
comprehensive, scientific, rational decision-making must be tempered with an
understanding of the pragmatic communication necessary to address the more subjective

impacts.

This analysis seeks to examine the status and integration of the SIA process within NEPA
and the organizational setting as it has been re-emphasized by CIA and EJ. The
constraints and potential to greater consideration of human-dimension impacts are also
identified based on the development of the Environmental unit at the Missouri DOT.
Further, the scope and sophistication of the SIA analysis used by the agency is assessed,
and the potential of SIA considerations and practices within the current environmental
context is examined. Eight years of work experiences at the Missouri Department of
Transportation and affiliations with other State DOTs are used to expand the explanatory

potential of this analysis.

Progression of this Analysis

In the chapters that follow, the historic development of an Environmental unit at the
Missouri Department of Transportation, the environmental process and setting within the
DOT, and a project case study and the subsequent review of the project are used to define

the STA process and setting. National trends and progressive state guidance are then used

12



to establish and define the status of integration of the human-dimension consideration in

the transportation and NEPA context.

Chapter 2 provides a review of the state of knowledge and practice in NEPA, as well as
the guidance provided for NEPA, SIA, CIA, and EJ. Based on this review, the role of
SIA and its human-dimension components can be located within the broader framework
of environmental protection and the social sciences. From this review, the analysis of the
status, integration, and potential for SIA in environmental protection can be understood in

light of the organizational and regulatory setting.

Chapter 3 provides an overview of the rational focus of decision-making reforms that
provided the background for the NEPA directives. To an extent, Culhane et al. (1987)
and Nienaber’s and Wildavsky (1973) have already come to the conclusion that the
rational model of decision-making may be desired but is seldom achievable with the
NEPA process. However, the guidance still leads practitioners towards a rational,
comprehensive, scientific effort in the development of environmental documents and in
decision-making. Systems analysis, benefit-cost analysis, and integrated impact
assessment all represent efforts towards this end. In coordination with this dominant
rational model, I argue that Sagoff’s notion of social versus economic policy (1988) and
Habermas’s notion of communicative versus instrumental rationality (1970) offer a
potential explanatory framework to address the lack of SIA in NEPA implementation and
can provide useful direction in increasing the consideration of human-dimension issues in

transportation development.

13



Chapter 4 introduces the range of data sources and inter-related methodologies used to
explore the current integration, status, and potential of SIA. In order to establish a picture
of the present state of SIA in NEPA and the organizational setting, first a review of the
development of the environmental process at the Missouri Department of Transportation
and, then, the role of SIA in this setting is provided. Secondly, a review of the Relocated
Route 74 EA and the subsequent EJ Review of this effort are used to establish how SIA
was completed and the factors that are included as impacts. Finally, a review of federal
efforts to promote SIA, CIA, and EJ, as well as progressive state DOT action and policies
are examined to provide an overview of how SIA should work and the potential of the
practices in environmental protection. These efforts were supplemented through
discussion with state DOT and FHWA employees who have worked in the environmental
area and are considered experts in their field. This approach is grounded in the author’s
eight years of work experience at MoDOT as the socioeconomic specialist. These
experiences and case studies are expanded to the broader, national context through
interaction with other State DOT employees who were challenged by the same
circumstances, the author’s attendance at industry meetings and conferences, and

interaction with advocates of SIA from the federal level.

Chapter 5 provides the context for the understanding of environmental and regulatory
constraints through a historical overview of the establishment of an environmental work
unit at MoDOT. Through this grounded approach, the importance of the environmental
process and resulting regulatory complex is examined through the response of the DOT

to these new responsibilities.

14



Chapter 5 also provides an overview of how the environmental work gets prioritized and
completed at a DOT, and the significance of these activities to the DOT. Considering
CIA and EJ as stimulus to the SIA process, the response of MoDOT to the re-emphasized

human-dimension area is then examined.

Chapter 6 provides an analysis of a major bridge project and route relocation in
southeastern Missouri that resulted in dramatic and apparent changes to a residential
neighborhood. This review provides an analysis of what environmental impacts were
considered for the project, how the impacts were valued, and the outcome of the
environmental document. The impacts identified in the NEPA process and how the
organization responds to these circumstances provides an understanding of the impacts
considered most likely to result in project delay or failure. Importantly, this review
provides an examination of the development of a typical EA under the guidance of Title

VI and NEPA, and before the FHWA emphasis on CIA and EJ.

Chapter 7 includes an examination of the FHWA and MoDOT review of the
environmental document for the Relocated Route 74. Based on a complaint of a Cape
Girardeau resident and minority spokesperson, the original EA for the project was
reviewed to determine the extent that the process had complied with NEPA regulations -
specifically for community and minority impacts. The EA was found to comply with
current environmental protection standards but lacking in its efforts and discussions
regarding social impacts including access, noise impacts to residents, and minority public

involvement. Importantly, FHWA argued that the current guidance regarding minority

15



impacts, the EJ EO, was based on Title VI considerations and thus greater efforts were
needed to address the community and minority concerns. Additionally, as EJ and Title
VI were almost absent from previous environmental work at the DOT, the review of the
Route 74 EA was to provide exposure to the concepts of EJ and real-world examples for
the DOT to incorporate into their future studies. These events provide a pivotal point in
the development of the environmental awareness and inclusion of human-dimension
impacts in the environmental process at MoDOT. It wasn’t just trees and birds that

DOTs needed to consider but people and neighborhoods and neighborhood interaction.

Chapter 8 provides an analysis of industry efforts, generally led by the FHWA, to
increase the importance and consideration of human-dimension impacts in transportation
development. Rather than re-emphasizing SIA, a new vocabulary was established that
included community impact assessment and environmental justice. By all accounts, the
emphasis on CIA and EJ represent a re-statement of the principles of SIA originally
outlined in the NEPA and Title VI regulations. Based on the strong emphasis by FHWA
regarding human-dimension impacts and progressive state DOT policies, the future

potential of human-dimension considerations in transportation development is outlined.

Chapter 9 concludes with an overall assessment of the integration and status of the SIA
process and its related guidance in the DOT setting. The pathologies and opportunities to
greater consideration of the human-dimension considerations are presented and
recommendations for greater inclusion of SIA factors in the environmental process, and

ultimately in environmental protection, are presented. In the transportation setting,

16



natural resource protection is working based on DOT’s perceived risk of project delay or
termination based on external enforcement. The SIA field is slowly gaining ground in
DOTs, but without external threats to projects, most DOTs have yet to implement an

effective environmental process that includes the human-dimension factors.

In concluding, it is argued that while the NEPA and transportation development efforts
are intended as rational and optimizing, the reasons we have transportation - people,
neighborhoods, and communities - present decision-makers with not-so-rational, less
technical, and more communicative circumstances and impacts. As a result, people,
neighborhoods, and communities have been overlooked and are deserving of greater
inclusion in the process. And not only does the inclusion of human-dimension factors
have potential in ensuring quality of life for all citizens, but an expanded role for SIA can

also ensure organizational success through environmentally sensitive project delivery.

17
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Chapter 2 - NEPA, The Social Impact Assessment and Environmental Justice.

Following a growing sense of environmental concern and protection exemplified by such
notables as Teddy Roosevelt and Gifford Pinchot, and later reflected by Rachel Carlson’s
Silent Spring in 1962, the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) was legislated in
1969 and signed into law in 1970. NEPA legislated an environmental assessment process
for all federally funded projects that could potentially affect the human and natural
environment. And while the conservation movement is well over 100 years old in the
United States, the signing of the 1970 act represents the first environmental law with a
comprehensive national environmental focus (President’s Council of Environmental
Quality 1997). The scope of the resulting environmental requirements, new
environmental sectors in governments, the number of people employed to complete the
NEPA process, and the extent of the public involvement resulting from NEPA are

tremendous.

It is not an overstatement to say that almost all federally funded public works projects
undergo NEPA scrutiny and are exposed to public oversight. These projects are accepted,
modified or rejected by agency decision makers based on the project’s impacts to
wetlands; biotic systems and threatened and endangered species; social, economic and
community structures; public sentiment; public services and properties; cultural and
historic properties; agricultural production and lands; hazardous waste, and a multitude of
similar constraints that can vary depending on the nature of the project. Within these

topical impact fields, those impacts classified as social in nature have not been integrated
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into transportation development as well as work in the natural resource areas. As stated
by Foster (1999:257), “NEPA’s primary concern is with impacts on the natural, or
physical, environment. As such, socioeconomic impacts are considered only when they
are connected and/or interrelated with the physical environmental impacts.” This
approach to human-dimension impacts as secondary environmental impacts has resulted
in the minimization of social impacts in the determination and outcomes of projects. With
the 1991 Intermodal Surface Transportation Act and the 1994 Environmental Justice
Executive Order, the previous low-levels of emphasis in social impact assessment have
been called into question. State DOTs have not given human-dimension impacts the

credit they warrant in the project development process.

NEPA Implementation

The Act is by most measures a success in terms of its widespread adoption. Considering
the volume of environmental studies alone, in the first decade following the signing of
the Act (1970-1980), 10,475 environmental impact statements were written (Culhane et
al. 1987:1). Between the years of 1973 and 2000, over 24,376 environmental impacts
statements (EISs) were filed with the Environmental Protection Agency (Environmental
Protection Agency 2000). These numbers do not include the other environmental
documentation categories of environmental assessments and categorical exclusions (EAs
and CEs). EAs and CEs are forms of environmental documentation for less impacting
projects that still often require extensive environmental research, mitigation and
clearance. Yet thirty-plus years later, NEPA remains unchanged and provides for the

same regulation and guidance in 2002 as in 1970.
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The broad implementation of the NEPA process is another measure of the acceptance of
NEPA. The Act has been established in all necessary branches of federal and state
government (Bregman and Mackenthum 1992), and the process has been emulated by
Canada, Europe, and essentially world wide (Wandes-Smith 1979). Based on the NEPA
process, the United States is recognized as a leader in environmental management: half
of the state governments in the United States have their own versions of NEPA, as do
well over 80 other countries (Hart and Enk 1980). Additionally the World Bank has

modeled their environmental management systems after the NEPA process.

Further, the United States was recognized by the Organization for Economic Cooperation
and Development (OECD) for the success of the impact statement process as well as its
exemplary public involvement (OECD 1996). Based on the continued implementation
and relevance of the NEPA process, Senator Henry Jackson’s 1969 summary of the
potential of NEPA rings true. He described NEPA as, “The most important and far-
reaching environmental and conservation measure ever enacted by Congress...” (U. S.
Congress 1969). And while resources are being protected and even enhanced through the
NEPA process, the social issues to be addressed by NEPA are seen as secondary impacts.
Kennedy (1999:1) summarizes the trade-offs between protecting the environment versus
protecting people in the process of developing transportation infrastructure. She states,
“There is an underlying tug of war going on in the world of transportation, human rights
vs. environmental rights.” And as outlined in FHWA’s, Community Impact Assessment:
A Quick Reference for Transportation (1996: 2), “In the past, the consequences of

transportation investments on communities have often been ignored or introduced near
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the end of a planning process, reducing them to reactive considerations at best.” The
following review of the literature outlines the context of the social impact assessment

process within the NEPA and the transportation organizational setting.

Purpose of NEPA

Energy and land development, policy changes, land management, and new technologies
will undoubtedly affect the natural and human environment in some manner, whether it
be a positive or negative impact. The “look before you leap” perspective of NEPA
allows for a determination of the extent and nature of both the positive and negative
impacts of a proposed action. NEPA is the public law that ensures that information
concerning the impacts of these projects is considered as the decisions are made
regarding if, and how to proceed with projects. As outlined by the CEQ (1978:2), NEPA
is designed to, “insure that environmental information is available to public officials and

citizens before decisions are made and actions are taken.”

The dramatic societal and natural resource changes brought by the completion of the
Interstate Highway system (Briggs 1983), as well as the boomtown changes associated
with energy resource development in rural areas have amply demonstrated the need for a

NEPA-like policy (Albrecht 1985; Murdock and Leistritz 1979).

The Act’s stated purpose is as grand as the levels of organizational implementation. As

stated in the Act:
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The Purpose of this Act are:
To declare a national policy which will encourage productive and
enjoyable harmony between man and his environment; to promote efforts
which will prevent or eliminate damage to the environment and biosphere
and stimulate the health and welfare of man; to enrich the understanding

of the ecological systems and natural resources important to the nation;
and to establish a Council on Environmental Quality ((42 U.S.C. 4331

(Purpose)).
In the Council on Environmental Quality’s 25-year review of NEPA, they identify NEPA
as a “framework for collaboration between federal agencies and those who will bear the
environmental, social and economic impacts of agency decisions,” and as, “the
foundation of modern American environmental protection” (CEQ 2000: ix). Culhane et
al. (1987: 1) summarize the implications of the NEPA process as; bringing technical
precision of science to bear on resource decision making, adding environmental sensitive
officials to previously insensitive bureaus’ staffs, and the opening of an otherwise

parochial agency decision process to public scrutiny.

NEPA is as timely now as it was in 1970 when signed by then President Nixon. With the
current environmental emphasis on sustainable development, urban sprawl, brownfields
and environmental justice, NEPA’s call for “productive harmony” between man and
nature remains a relevant concept. As stated in the Act:

The Congress, recognizing the profound impact of man’s activity on the
interrelations of all components of the natural environment, particularly
the profound influences of population growth, high-density urban
development, industrial expansion, resource exploitation, and new and
expanding technological advances and recognizing further the critical
importance of restoring and maintaining environmental quality to the
overall welfare and development of man, declares that it is the continuing
policy of the Federal Government, in cooperation with State and local
governments, and other concerned public and private organizations, to use
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all practicable means and measures, including financial and technical
assistance, in a manner calculated to foster and promote the general
welfare, to create and maintain conditions under which man and nature
can coexist in productive harmony, and fulfill the social, economic, and
other requirements of present and future generations of Americans (42
U.S.C. sec. 431(a)).

Title 1 of the Act states that in order to carry out this national environmental policy, “It is
the continuing policy of the Federal Government to use all practicable means” to

1) Fulfill the responsibilities of each generation as the trustee of the
environment for succeeding generations;

2) Assure all Americans safe, healthful, productive and aesthetically and
culturally pleasing surroundings;

3) Attain the widest range of beneficial uses of the environment without
degradation, risk to health or safety, or other undesirable and
unintended consequences;

4) Preserve historic, cultural, and natural aspects of our national heritage,
and maintain, whenever possible, an environment which supports
diversity and variety of individual choice;

5) Achieve a balance between population and resource use which will
permit high standards of living and a wide sharing of life’s amenities;
and

6) Enhance the quality of renewable resources and approach the
maximum attainable recycling of depletable resources. (42 U.S.C. sec.
4331(b).

Title 1 of the Act continues in Section 102 to state that “The policies, regulations, and
public laws of the United States shall be interpreted and administered in accordance with
the policies set forth in this Act, and (2) all agencies of the federal government shall” —

A) Utilize a systematic, interdisciplinary approach which shall insure the
integrated use of the natural and social sciences and the environmental
design arts in planning and decision making which may have an impact on
man’s environment;

B) Identify and develop methods and procedures, in consultation with the
Council of Environmental Quality established by Title II of this Act,
which will insure that presently unquantifiable environmental amenities
and values be given appropriate consideration in decision making along
with economic and technical considerations;
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C) Include in every recommendation or report on proposals for legislation and
other major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the human
environment, a detailed statement by the responsible official on---

1. The environmental impact of the proposed action,

ii. Any adverse environmental effects which cannot be avoided
should the proposal be implemented,

iii. Alternatives to the proposed action,

iv. The relationship between local short-term uses of man’s
environment and the maintenance and enhancement of long-
term productivity, and

v. Any irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources
which would be involved in the proposed action should it be
implemented.

In summary, Title I of NEPA established the environmental policy and decision-making
process for federally funded projects. Importantly the Act dictates an interdisciplinary
examination of impacts in order that the full range of environmental and human impacts
of a proposed action can be understood before an action is taken. Items i. through v.

above are to include the human environment within the concept of environmental

impacts.

The oversight body of the Act was established at the national level through the Act in
Title 11, Sec. 202 of the Act. It states, “There is created in the Executive Office of the
President a Council on Environmental Quality (hereinafter referred to as the “Council”).”
In essence, the Council (CEQ) monitors environmental quality and trends, as well as
reviews and appraises the programs and policies set forth in Title 1 of the Act. The
regulations enacted by the CEQ provide guidance for federal agencies regarding the

actions they must take in order to comply with NEPA. Additionally, the CEQ regulations

require that, “Agencies shall integrate the NEPA process with other planning at the
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earliest possible time to ensure that planning and decisions reflect environmental values,

to avoid delays later in the process, and to head off potential conflicts.”

While NEPA and the related CEQ guidance focus on the actions of federal agencies, it is
often the case that the actual NEPA process is administered and performed at the state
agency level with oversight from the respective federal agency. In the Missouri
Department of Transportation case, and in most state Departments of Transportation
(DOTs), the state DOT acts as the NEPA performing agency with the Federal Highway
Administration acting as the lead, or supervisory agency with the final responsibility for
the document, work, and decision. This is not the case for many federal agencies with
NEPA responsibilities. For many federal agencies, there is not a state agency component,
thus the NEPA process is completed by the federal agency. But across the country, state
DOTs have acquired the NEPA performing responsibilities with FHWA oversight and

ultimate responsibility.

Title I and II of the National Environmental Policy Act established what has become
known as the NEPA process. The Act requires examination of environmental impacts;
importantly it also considers such impacts in terms of the human environment through an
interdisciplinary approach. In effect, the link between our quality of life and
environmental quality was legislated through NEPA. This call for an integrated use of
the social and natural sciences in the NEPA process has undoubtedly increased the

breadth of impacts considered during the decision-making process. It has raised a few
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eyebrows as well, as these non-traditional impact areas were incorporated into more

parochial and established processes.

As aresult of the Act including interdisciplinary analysis of proposed actions, it was
intended that sociologists, biologists, geologists, engineers, planners, etc. all work on the
NEPA process in order to better identify impacts within the various specialty fields for
the project in question. Additionally, SIA type impacts can be considered an impact in
themselves or as a result of an impact to another resource area. In this sense, erosion may
be a direct impact to a fishery, but it also has direct impacts on the individual subsisting
on the fishery and the sport fisher who contributes to the economy. It then follows that
the various fields of topical specialization must be used in the process to ensure that the
wide range of affects can be adequately documented, then avoided, minimized, or

mitigated.

It is in the requirement for interdisciplinary analysis and consideration of the human
dimensions that calls for a social impact assessment (SIA) of proposed actions. And
while each of the substantive natural resource areas have developed their own somewhat
standardized analysis and reporting schemes to comply with the Act, and are worthy of
investigation as a whole or in their own right, the focus of this analysis is on the social
impact assessment process established through the Act, as it has been re-emphasized
through community impact assessment (CIA) directed by ISTEA and the environmental
justice (EJ) executive order (EO). SIA does not have an established and standardized

analysis and reporting scheme, but instead tends to rely on addressing impact with no set
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impact level or rate of mitigation. An examination of the processes and practices of SIA,
especially considering the recent emphasis in the area with CIA and EJ, will allow for an
assessment of the sophistication of the process as well as its status in transportation

development.

The Social Impact Assessment (SIA) Process in NEPA

In the field of sociology, as well as in other social science disciplines, understanding the
consequences of technological, environmental, and change in general, has been a
prominent endeavor and at the core of these disciplines. Freudenberg (1986:453) traces
the genealogy (and similarities) of the SIA process to some of the earliest works in
sociology that attempted to understand the implications of change, including that of
Toennies and Durkheim. Deitz (1987: 54) draws from more recent theorists such as
Habamas to demonstrate that the SIA process, “offers great potential for integrating

scientific policy analysis into a democratic political process.”

However, Forkenbrock and Weisbrod (2001:3) point out that SIA has not historically
been included in transportation decision-making. They state that:

Potential transportation projects traditionally have been evaluated on the
basis of a combination of engineering and economic criteria. Projects are
generally selected according to how significantly they would improve
such important performance measures as total travel time through a
network and safety. In recent years, however, increased attention has been
given to the effects of transportation on members of society other than
users of the facility to be improved. The social and economic effects of
transportation projects should be fully considered because (1) these effects
can be substantial and (2) they often are important to the quality of
people’s lives.
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Cramer et al. (1993:477) also emphasize the importance of considering social impacts for
development projects they state that:

Drastic economic and social upheavals can occur in dependent

communities due to the arrival or departure of resource related activities as

well as advances in technological developments.
Still, not until the issuance of NEPA in 1970 did the SIA process become formalized as
part of our national environmental management system. And while the vernacular use of
the word “environment” tends to lead one to think of the natural, biotic systems, under

the NEPA framework and guidance it also includes the social, economic and built

components.

Palinkas, Harris and Petterson (1985:1) argue that the social impact analysis is an
important part of the environmental impact statement and, “Entails the evaluation of the
consequences of an existing development or program or the projected consequences of a
proposed development or program that are likely to affect the social, economic, and
cultural activities of a community or group of people.” Finsterbush (1976:1) states that
the SIA process measures, “all of the important effects of an action on people, groups,
organizations, communities, geopolitical entities and the institutions of society.”
Freudenberg (1986:452) describes the SIA process as a hybrid of both scientific and
political process. A field that, “tends to form a subarea of environmental sociology,” and
“draws heavily from other traditions in sociology such as, human ecology, social change,

social problems, social indicators and evaluation research.”
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Gramling and Freudenburg (1992) argue that social impacts are temporal as well, and as
such, the timeline for impact consideration extends from the very conception of the
project idea with anticipatory reactions, to the often-neglected post-project repercussions.
Additionally, they expand on the literature with their notion of human adaptation. The
human potential of adaptation, through this range of impacts, is often characterized as
positive, but in effect, represents a carry-over of the original impact and is not captured as

such.

In the Federal Highway Technical Advisory (FHWA T 6640.8A, 1987) the broad range
of impacts included within the moniker of “social” impact to be included in an
environmental document entail:

(a) Changes in neighborhoods or community cohesion for the various social groups as a
result of the proposed action.

(b) Changes in travel patterns (all modes),

(c) Impacts on school districts, recreation areas, churches, businesses, police and fire
protection, etc.

(d) Impacts of alternatives on highway and traffic safety as well as on overall public
safety.

(e) General social groups specially benefited or harmed by the proposed project.

Based on the guidance provided by the Federal Highway Administration, NEPA
documents should include a discussion on each of the following areas (that may entail
social type impacts): land use impacts, farmland impacts, social impacts, relocation

impacts, economic impacts, joint development, pedestrians and bicyclists, air, water,

visual and noise impacts, and construction impacts.

While the social impact assessment should be an analysis of the social impacts, the link

between the function of transportation as a social phenomena, and its social impacts
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cloud the analysis. As a result, the engineering and economic emphasis in transportation
decision-making is prominent in the definition of what constitutes a social impact. In the
NCHRP 456, Guidebook for Assessing Social and Economic Effects of Transportation
Projects (2001), the list of social impacts appears more traffic-operations oriented than it
does social impact oriented, even though the document begins with stating that social
impacts have been ignored in favor of mobility and safety issues. Eleven categories of
impacts are listed in the guidebook, of which, only three (community cohesion, economic
development and distributive effects) are solely social and economic in nature. The other
impacts listed include; changes in travel time, safety, changes in vehicle operating costs,
transportation choice, accessibility, traffic noise, visual quality and property values. And
while these impacts are important and related to social impacts, these dimensions are
more precursors to or results of the impacts, rather than social impacts. Richardson and
Kostyniuk (1998:140) identify the differences between social impacts from projects,
versus social impacts of transportation in general similar to the guidebook’s emphasis.
They conclude that:

Transportation plays a pivotal role in society by providing access to nearly

all of a person’s non-home based activities. Most people do not use

transportation for the sake of transportation itself but rather to gain access

to jobs, schooling, medical care, shopping, recreation, and so forth.
As of 1994, environmental justice considerations were included as an individual
category, and in Missouri and most other DOTs this analysis is generally included as part
of the SIA section of the environmental document. Previous to 1994, these types of
impacts should have been included within the SIA section as a discussion of Title VI

1ssues.
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Current guidance and training available within the DOT institutional setting regarding
social impact assessment addresses such broad and substantive areas as community
impact analysis (CIA), relocations impacts, Title VI and environmental justice (EJ)
analysis, and economic impact analyses. In today’s SIA vocabulary, the terminology of
community impact assessment to address more localized impacts has superseded the use
of the SIA terminology among practitioners. This is a reflection of the greater emphasis
placed on communities and neighborhoods through the 1991 Intermodal Surface
Transportation Act. Yet the data and analysis requirements have remained basically the

same.

The SIA area, like the other topical impact areas, includes a variety of impact categories
depending on the nature of the project and the setting of the project area. Similarly, the
larger NEPA process itself encompasses a broad range of activities, data and measures,
agency coordination, and political pressure. Both the understanding of the impacts, and
the process of identifying, prioritizing and decision-making regarding the impacts
provides fertile ground for social science inquiry. As such, Freudenberg and Keating
(1982:77) state that, “The SIA context can provide an opportunity to study communities,
social change, anomie, and the effects of economic fluctuations on human and social well
being—as well as an opportunity to study important decision making process from

within.”

With the large demand for full-scale EIS’s during the early years following the signing of

NEPA, SIA was seen as almost a new field of sociological specialization. The possible
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impact areas within the field of SIA cover a tremendous number of topical areas, and
seemed to offer social scientists a lifetime supply of work. As compiled by Murdock,
Leistritz and Hamm (1985:100) the research detailing the realm of SIA is broad and
includes: works presenting theoretical bases for doing impact assessments (Finsterbush
and Wolf 1977; Murdock 1979; Branch et al. 1984); those proposing methodologies for
assessing social and socioeconomic impacts (Fitzsimmons et al. 1977; Murdock and
Leistritz 1980; Finsterbush and Wolf 1981; Leistritz and Murdock 1981; Finsterbush et
al. 1983; Branch et al. 1984); and works describing the general types of impacts likely to
result from large-scale projects (Murdock and Leistritz 1979; Fruedenberg 1982;
Summers and Selvik 1982; Carley and Bustello 1984; McKell et al. 1984). In addition
they document the work of others who have examined special types or dimensions of
impacts (Sills et al. 1982; Murdock et al. 1983; Freudenberg and Rosa 1984), and those
that have performed post-decision analyses of impacts (Gilmore et al. 1982; Chalmers et
al. 1982; England and Albrecht 1984; Freudenberg 1984). Others have examined the
accuracy of the environmental documents and assessment techniques, (Murdock et al.
1982), and impact mitigation possibilities, (Weber and Howell 1982; Halstead et al.
1984). The authors conclude that socioeconomic impact analysis has demonstrated

substantial development in a relatively short period of time.

Finsterbusch (1995:236) reports that after NEPA, “SIA became a cottage industry in the
United States and by the end of the 1970’s, about 1,000 professional social scientists had
become part of the SIA network.” Historically, the NEPA process was rapidly

implemented with over 10,000 EISs filed between 1970 and 1980 (Culhane et al. 1987),
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but as major project areas such as the interstate system and the efforts in flood
control/dam building waned, so did the NEPA efforts. Concurrently, many projects were
classified as EAs and CEs rather than EISs, thus the analysis requirements and level of
efforts decreased. In comparison to the first 10 years under NEPA where over 10,000 EIS
were filed, in 2000 there were 473 EISs filed with the EPA (EPA 2000). Finsterbusch
(1995: 229) summarizes the historical development of the SIA process in NEPA and
reflects that:

SIA is manageable and justifiable, is seldom conducted unless legally

required, has declined as an activity since the late 1970’s, has a widely

accepted methodology, and can be conducted at reasonable costs.
And just as the number and types of projects declined and changed after the NEPA bloom
of the early 1970’s, efforts to address, understand, and improve the process similarly
declined. Journal activity and industry literature is ripe with articles regarding NEPA and
SIA from the 1970’s through the early 1980’s, but decreases during the later 1980’s.
This decline in the academic and practical investigations of NEPA and SIA likely reflects
built-out road systems, completed water control projects, and the greater use of lower
classified environmental documents. However, since around 1996, the literature is again
expanding to address CIA issues and EJ. And based on industry emphases, the quality of
life issues related to CIA and EJ will remain prominent concerns in the transportation
industry. The scope of the transportation system, and its related positive and negative

impacts is just too large to be ignored.

The NEPA process and SIA are complex organizational undertakings and, as such, their

implementation has not completely met the expectations identified in NEPA regulations.
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Previous studies of the implementation of public policies have led to several concepts
regarding the vagaries of policy formation and action. Pressman and Wildavsky (1973)
identified the “complexity of joint action” as one of the main constraints to policy
implementation. The complexity of agency coordination, analysis, and management of a
multifaceted and long-term project often contributes to the failure of the project or policy.
And according to Culhane et al. (1987), implementation is a dynamic process. Rather
than thinking of the process as a formulation-implementation process, it is better
understood as a formulation-implementation-reformulation process. In this sense the

process of implementing the policy affects the outcome of the policy.

Culhane continues to explain that project implementation is the execution of a decision
that carries out a specific federal action. So while the project implementation occurs after
policy implementation, the processes and expectations are similar enough that concepts
such as the complexity of joint action and constituency support remain as useful concepts

for both.

In their study of the content and accuracy of EIS’s, Culhane et al. (pp. 57) use the
concept of “implementation pathologies.” They state, “We use the concept of pathology
to describe implementation problems that interrupt the causal path in a policy system
between policy formulation and policy output. Pathologies are symptoms of
implementation difficulty that usually suggest the causes of difficulty as well.” In their
study, sixty-one of the one hundred and forty-six EIS projects that they examined

experienced some implementation difficulty defined as a delay or modification. They
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then grouped the reasons for the delay or modification into implementation pathology
categories. The categories were identified as:
1) Technical — includes changes in project scope, design modification and
scheduling change/delay.
2) Political/Legal — includes litigation/injunction, external agencies
decisions/conflict, and public opposition.
3) Environmental — includes need for additional study, sitting
considerations/conflict, impacts, and safety/quality assurance.
4) Fiscal/Economic — includes funding, project economic, and market conditions.
5) Institutional/Procedural — includes property acquisition/ROW, governmental
permits, legislative reauthorization and jurisdictional change.
These pathologies can arise individually or simultaneously and, just like impact analysis,
different projects will involve different pathologies depending on the constraints of the
setting, project and political/public sentiment. For the transportation area, Culhane et al.
found that political/legal and fiscal/economic circumstances constitute the predominate
pathologies. And based on the project delay associated with the various types of
pathologies, pathologies related to “abnormal delay” were spread across the categories
with political/legal and environmental pathologies leading as the main causes for delay.
They conclude that non-implementation of a project usually involves “multiple

reinforcing pathologies” most frequently blamed on fiscal/economic problems, followed

by political/legal and then environmental reasons.

In summary of the discussion of pathologies by Culhane et al. (1987:80), they find that,

Pathologies stemming from rational-technical causes may occur with
frequency but they can be overcome. Technical problems tend to result in
delays or modifications, but they do not necessarily prevent
implementation. In contrast, institutional/procedural problems, which are
presumably key symptoms of complexity, were the least frequently
mentioned pathology. Nonimplementation was more often attributed to
fiscal/economic, political/legal, and environmental considerations. Unlike
technical details, these factors are generally considered outside the control
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of agencies responsible for project implementation. Thus, they are not

easily explained by rational decisionmaking models.
Further Culhane et al. (1987:13), suggest that the writing and performing of an EIS is
“embedded in a process that places significant demands on both internal agency resources
and agencies’ external relationships.” This internal/external reform model suggests that
through the integrated use of social and natural sciences in the NEPA process, agencies
would gain staff with various professional or educational-based topical backgrounds
(biology, sociology, planners), which in turn would sensitize the agency to the different
issues it needed to consider. Each impact area would have representation through

environmental analysis in the agencies’ decisions and culture.

The external reform argument identifies input from sources such as permitting agencies,
the public, or a community or citizens group as pushing the agency to consider a wider
range of impacts and considerations in their decision-making. Culhane et al. (1987:18)
summarize external reform in NEPA as, “NEPA, in other words created a historically
unique mechanism for interest groups, interagency and intergovernmental pressure on
federal agencies.” Both proponents of the internal and external reform models see them
as complimentary rather than at odds. The external reform provides a threat to the
agency and the internal component gains clout and influence within the organization by

addressing the external reform.

The SIA process is a unique impact area within the NEPA process in that the external

reform component contains no regulatory forcing mechanism (a permit or threat of delay,
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or project cancellation) to avoid impacts and, only to a lesser degree, it contains
enforcement to mitigate through the Uniform Relocation policy. Conversely, wetland
impacts and impacts to threatened and endangered species for example, have predefined
impact levels, courses of actions, and known avoidance or mitigation requirements that
are enforced by outside agencies. Additionally, as the SIA process must result in some
practical rather than academic direction, the need for the application of theory and
methods has confounded some. In Murdock et al. (1986:113), they conclude, “the area of
socioeconomic analysis must be characterized as being largely atheoretical.” Further
they point out that the goals of policy relevance and academic significance are often at

odds with the analyses favoring one over the other.

The socioeconomic impact field remains an integral part of the NEPA process. With the
addition of the environmental justice executive order a diverse body of literature
addressing environmental justice is developing. As it will be demonstrated, with the
addition of environmental justice to the SIA process, there has been an added sense of
urgency and importance to the SIA component. However, the inclusion of EJ and CIA do
not yet represent full-fledged regulatory, external controls. In MoDOT’s case, the threat
of action by FHWA exists independent of defined consequences; it remains a threat.
With an unknown but potential threat to project activities through EJ compliance, it is
only through a successful environmental justice analysis that the organization can ensure
project completion and ultimately organizational success. Requiring an analysis to
address environmental justice has the secondary effect of increasing the analysis and

prominence of community, neighborhood and economic analyses in order to identify and
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determine the nature of impacts to low income and minority populations. And as DOTs
are addressing community concerns, there is the added benefit of greater support from the
communities for improved transportation as they become aware that not only will

transportation be improved, but factors conducive to community should benefit as well.

While environmental justice was not identified as part of the social impact assessment in
the executive order or in the proscriptive technical guidance, the concepts and
implementation fall naturally into the social impact assessment dimension of the NEPA

process.

Environmental Justice in Transportation

On February 11, 1994, President Clinton signed Executive Order 12898: Federal Actions
to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations.
The Act states that, “Each federal agency shall make achieving environmental justice part
of its mission by identifying and addressing as appropriate, disproportionately high and
adverse human health and environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities
on minority populations and low-income populations.” While the concept of
environmental justice seems rather new in the literature, it has been the Federal Highway
Administration’s (FHWA) perspective that ensurance of nondiscrimination is important,
and that discrimination has been regulated under Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act.
In 1987, the importance of nondiscrimination was clarified with The Civil Rights
Restoration Act of 1987. The 1987 Act expanded Title VI responsibilities to include

federal sub-recipients and contractors, regardless if those activities are federally funded.
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And while there is no mention of environmental justice in NEPA, the text of the law
stressed the importance of healthful communities and surroundings for all communities
and Americans. Further, in the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1970:23 United States Code
109(h), the expected impacts of transportation projects are to include consideration of
neighborhoods, businesses, access to public areas, economic and tax effects, as well as

other community resources.

The human dimension emphasis was also garnering support through national research.
As early as 1975, in a National Cooperative Highway Research effort, distributive
impacts and community impacts were identified as important components of an
expanding context of transportation. Manheim et al. (1975:1) states that, “Highway
agencies that were evolving into transportation agencies and were asked to consider a
broader range of possible direct and indirect social, environmental and economic effects
in all aspects of their decision making.” As a result of this effort, three key findings were
proposed for future research. These three findings were: 1) Social, economic and
environmental considerations in transportation planning are important because of
inevitable conflicts among competing interests, 2) Social equity must be explicitly
recognized and taken into account in transportation decision making, and 3) Different

groups of people can be expected to have different interests and priorities.

And while section 102(2) of NEPA requires all actions and policies to “insure integrated

use of the natural and social sciences and the environmental design arts in planning and

decision making which may have an impact on man’s environment,” the state of the
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practices leads one to question whether the social science dimension of the impacts are
adequately addressed. Kennedy states (1999:1), “There is an underlying tug of war going
on in the world of transportation, human rights vs. environmental rights.” She continues
stating:

There is clearly a protection of the “environmental rights” that is

promulgated in NEPA and Executive Order 11514 that has sparked civil

rights activists over the past decade to question “human rights” in the

equation of human rights vs. environmental rights. Have we as

professionals overlooked the protection of society (human rights) and

communities in the “environment” when balancing the impacts studied

under NEPA in coming to final decisions and conclusions?
Forkenbrock and Schweitzer (1999:96) argue that human-dimension impacts are just now
reaching a critical impact in need of action. They state, “As time has passed, however, it
has become increasingly clear that the expanded transportation facilities have not
benefited everyone; that, in fact, they have made some populations, often low-income
and minority people, worse off.” And in 2002, an executive committee of The National
Academies’ Transportation Research Board (TRB:2) suggested that, “ equity will be one
of the major themes in transportation policy for the coming decade.” Even still, Sanchez
et al. (2003:38) argues that:

Laws and policies protecting people of color are often more difficult to

advance than policies protecting the environment. For example, the

Endangered Species Act effectively protects endangered species whose

habitats are threatened with harm by transportation projects, but similarly

strong laws are not in place to protect minority and low-income

communities from inequitable transportation projects.
So while many agencies proclaim the newness of environmental justice and a supposed

new set of criteria to comply with, the concepts, along with potential for enforcement,

have been viable in transportation policy since 1964, and have been re-emphasized
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several times. However, SIA/CIA and EJ integration into the NEPA process appears as
secondary function; according to the NEPA guidance, social impacts are not enough by
themselves to warrant an EIS, but must be included if other significant impacts are
present. FHWA employees point out that we have not done SIA to the extent necessary,
and as will be documented, SIA does not have the status or integration, and thus the

influence, that the natural resource impact areas have on transportation project design.

Distributional Impacts and Justice

While the integration of social analysis into the NEPA process and decision-making is
questioned, the benefits and costs of transportation improvements have long been
examined as a protocol for advancement of projects. Optimization and positive benefit-
cost ratios, based on predominant engineering and systems analysis perspectives,
dominated the public policy arena both before and after the implementation of NEPA.
Transportation professionals, as well as economists, have argued that when projects are
undertaken, there should be an overall net benefit for society. Yet distributional impacts
have clouded the benefit-cost equation as some members of society gain while other lose.
Supposedly, those that gain will then be capable of compensating the losers. But most
importantly in this model, efficient projects will proceed and inefficient projects would
be dismissed. However, even the efficient project is likely to have distributional impacts
that may or may not be addressed by the project. NEPA could circumvent the
shortcoming of the efficiency model by identifying benefits and impacts (generally non-
economic), and thus adequately provide for compensation (mitigation) of the negative

impacts. If we are to agree on the efficiency model, where some people lose and others
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gain, then additional mitigation beyond the URL is needed to compensate communities
and individuals. The FHWA guidance, Community Impact Mitigation: Case Studies
(1998), provides five examples for projects where community and neighborhood
mitigation attempted to ensure that mitigation for impacts reflected the level of impacts.
In these cases, the winners (the DOT) did indeed compensate the losers through
neighborhood and community re-establishment, preservation of an area’s cultural setting,

and enhancement of community services.

Environmental justice in transportation not only includes the distributional impacts, or
adverse impacts on different population groups, but is also includes concerns about the
fairness of the decision-making process involved (Transportation Research Board 2002).
In the 2002 Transportation Research Board (TRB) report, the authors argue that the
“fairness” of providing transportation is relevant on several levels. “Fairness” is relevant
not only for project impacts, but for the provision of services and participation in the
decision-making. They suggest that this fairness or justice is rooted in the convergence
of several concepts of justice. By one definition, they argue, “Justice means having a
basis in fact and following established rules and procedures to produce an impartial
result” (pp. 84). To a degree, as long as the process was impartial, justice had been
served through this administratively impartial action. In addition to the administrative
solution, the authors cite the “law of equity” in addressing circumstances that produce
both a result that is just, and for another population or geography, produce a result that

violates justice. With the concepts of administrative procedure and equity, the question
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becomes, how does an agency implement policies and avoid unequal distributional

impacts related to an otherwise beneficial project?

The TRB committee expands on these notions of justice with Rawlsian conceptions of
justice (Rawls 1971). According to Rawl’s premises, the theory of justice involves two
principles: first that there is an equality of rights and duties, and second that inequalities
are only just when compensated. According to the TRB study, the notion that
distributional gains and losses sometime require compensation has been a powerful idea
in planning. Similarly, the NEPA process relies heavily on mitigation (some form of
compensation) to ensure that impacts are addressed. And current guidance for
environmental justice and community impact analysis has made mitigation of social
impacts a high priority. Emphasis in the community impact area is highlighted by the

1998 release of, Community Impact Mitigation: Case Studies, by the U.S. DOT, FHWA.

Drawing from other literature, the nature of distributional impacts and environmental
justice can be traced to work in environmental sociology and political economy of the
early 1970’s. Weinberg (1998:2) argues that the political economists first made the link
between global capitalism and environmental externalities that fall mainly on
marginalized communities (Schnaiberg 1975; Anderson 1976; Buttel 1987). He argues
further that the political economists were pointed in the right directions, and that as stated
by Schnaiberg, “environmental quality and social welfare issues are not socially or
politically separable” (1980:5). Sagoff’s (1988:14) also argues that environmental

problems are beyond just market considerations, but are not a result of market failure in
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pricing amenities. The resulting social regulation represented, for example by NEPA,
was generated from environmental problems that are defined by ethical, aesthetic, and
cultural objectives and not attempts to correct for market failure. As a result, the past
effort to consider social regulation under market concepts creates an unnecessary
contradiction between protecting the environment and the goal of efficiency in public

investments.

Potential for Environmental Justice Issues

From a developmental standpoint, the environmental justice movement seems to have
become relevant to the policy arena around 1985 (Hamilton 1995). Public exposure to
hazardous waste facilities have generated much of the discussion and research concerning
environmental quality and its relationship to race and income levels of residents. Based
on a U.S. General Accounting Office Study of communities with hazardous waste sites, it
was found that three out of four communities under study were disproportionately
African-American and all were disproportionately poor (U.S. General Accounting Office
1983). Similarly, in one of the most seminal pieces regarding environmental justice,
Chavis and Lee (1987) for the first time examined the presence of toxics associated with
hazardous waste sites and residential areas. In their research, race was the most
significant variable associated with proximity to commercial hazardous waste facilities
and that income status of residents was substantially lower for residents in close
proximity to hazardous waste sites. They argue that there is enough evidence to suggest
racism in the location of waste sites, but that overall over one-half of the total population

in the United States resided in communities with uncontrolled toxic wastes.
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Bullard (1994), in Dumping in Dixie: Race, Class, and Environmental Quality, argues
along a similar line as Chavis and Lee. Bullard states that industry has followed the path
of least resistance; toxic industries locate in economically poor and politically powerless
African American communities. According to Bryant and Mohai (1992:5), it was not
until 1990 that the EPA first publicly recognized that, “Environmental hazards
disproportionately impact people of color.” In their Detroit, Michigan, based research,
they found that the likelihood a resident was of color or poor increased the closer that

residence was to a hazardous facility.

While the evidence seems overwhelming in favor of the race-proximity argument, Atlas
(1998: 7) suggests that the relationship is not as clear as it seems. A variety of data issues
such as type of waste facility, level of aggregation of the census data, and the actual
threat of the source facility, limit the previous research. Atlas states (1998:15), “This
focus on the location of less than two percent of all hazardous wastes has diverted
attention from the over ninety-eight percent of hazardous wastes that are managed at the
facility where it is generated.” He states that a relatively few sites account for the
majority of the nation’s hazardous waste volume. And with most of these more dangerous
sites, relatively few people live in close proximity. Atlas argues that the largest sites
have no people residing within a one-half mile, and less than fifty people within a mile of
the site. He further documents that the “overwhelming majority” of the hazardous sites
were in areas that had fewer minorities and low-income households than in the nation

overall.

45



While there are data and methodological issues associated with these previous works,
there is ample evidence the environmental justice framework is useful in understanding
hazardous waste siting in relation to community and population characteristics. And in
addition to the toxics siting protocol, this work outlines some of the more critical issues
regarding exposure and impacts for fields such as transportation as well. Since
environmental justice began more as a grassroots effort, the combination of grouping
justice with popular environmental issues, and the ethical concerns regarding civil rights,

has resulted in an expansion of environmental justice to a national policy issue.

While transportation issues may seem an unlikely area to address environmental justice,
the history of events involving transportation and civil rights provides a good background
to demonstrate the sociological dimensions of transportation and its link to current
environmental justice issues. Bullard and Johnson (1997:10) state that, “The modern
civil rights movement has its roots in transportation. From the legendary Rosa Parks to
the Montgomery Bus Boycott to the Freedom Riders, all roads pointed to a frontal attack
on racist transportation policies and practices.” The authors argue that racism is as
prevalent in transportation as it is in housing, employment and the judicial system,
stating, “Discrimination is a manifestation of the institutional racism and causes life to be
very different for white people than for black people. Transportation racism is not an

invention of radical social justice advocates™ (1997:1).

Further, performance and use data regarding the transportation system suggest that

impacts related to transportation services are disproportionately burdensome on the low-
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income and minority populations. Sanchez et al. (2003) states that between 1998 and
2000, households with incomes less than $20,000 saw the amount of income they spend
on transportation increase thirty six and one-half percent, while those with incomes
greater than $70,000 saw only a sixteen and eight tenths percent increase. Also, overall,
forty-five percent of transit users are white, thirty-one percent African American, and
eighteen percent Latino/Hispanic, or forty-nine percent of all users are from a minority
group. And in urban areas African Americans and Latinos comprise approximately fifty-
four percent of transit users, yet the national transportation policy focuses heavily on road

infrastructure at the expense of transit modes.

Besides discrepancies in funding of transportation modes, Sanchez also identifies
disparities in indirect social and economic effects, unequal access to transportation jobs,
language and information barriers, minimal outreach to communities, and ineffective
legal protection and accountability as hindering social justice in transportation. And as
stated in the TRB report (2002:2), “The natural and built environments and the quality of
life are inextricably linked to the distribution of transportation system impacts and the
social equity of transportation policies and programs.” However, research has just begun
to establish the variation in transportation use, users, and the implications of this varied

context for transportation development.

Considering the importance of transportation, especially by auto, the areas in which

environmental justices issues can arise is broad. Provision of modal services beyond

additional pavement arises as a planning issue, construction contracting requires
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participation by minority and disadvantaged businesses, and transportation project
implementation involves not only an analysis of direct impacts but also secondary and
tertiary impacts for residents. So while this research deals with the applications of CIA
and environmental justice in the SIA process, the concept and implications of human-

dimension considerations resound throughout the performing organization.

Federal Transportation Directives for Environmental Justice in the SIA

As a federal agency, the U.S. Department of Transportation complied with the EJ

executive order (EO) in 1997 with issuance of the DOT Order on Environmental Justice

to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations

(DOT Order 5610.2). Following suit, the FHWA issued, FHWA Actions to Address

Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low Income Populations (DOT Order

6640.23) in 1998. Then in 1999, the FHWA in conjunction with the Federal Transit
Administration released planning guidance addressing environmental justice entitled,

Implementing Title VI in Metropolitan and Statewide Planning . Overall there are 13

documents provided by the DOT addressing nondiscrimination and related issues

(FHWA 1999:2).

As described in the FHWA guidance, there are three fundamental principles of
environmental justice to be considered in the transportation context (1999:3).

1. To avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse
human health or environmental effects, including social and economic
effects, on minority populations and low-income populations.

2. To ensure full and fair participation by all potentially affected
communities in the transportation decision-making process.
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3. To prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt

of benefits by minority populations and low-income populations.
While the guidance is intended to address all components of the transportation
development process, all three of the principles have merit in the NEPA and SIA process.
Further, the executive order and its related introduction includes actions for addressing
environmental justice in NEPA. These actions are to include:

e Analyzing environmental effects, including human health, economic, and social
effects on minority populations and low-income populations when such analysis
is required by NEPA;

e Ensuring that mitigation measures outlined or analyzed in the EA’s, EIS’s, and
ROD’s, whenever feasible, address disproportionately high and adverse
environmental effects or proposed actions on minority populations and low
income populations;

¢ Providing opportunities for community input in the FHWA NEPA process,
including identifying potential effects and mitigation measures in consultation
with the affected communities and improving accessibility to public meetings,
official documents, and notices to affected communities; and

e Inreviewing other agencies proposed actions under Section 309 of the Clean Air
Act, EPA must ensure that the agencies have fully analyzed environmental effects
on minority communities and low-income communities, including human health,
social, and economic effects.

Importantly, the FHWA guidance looks to public involvement and community impact
assessment as aiding in developing project level considerations for environmental justice
impacts. In this sense, SIA as a whole benefits from the attention necessary to complete
an environmental justice analysis. While past SIA considerations would often provide a
cursory analysis of the project’s social setting, the data and information requirements of
environmental justice increases the level of detail in the analysis to identify population
groups and the potential for disparate impacts. As such, environmental justice analysis

raises the standard for all SIA, because it is in the community analysis where

environmental justice concerns are identified; a rising tide floats all ships.
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With the inclusion of environmental justice directives, the SIA process has increased in
relevancy not only for State DOT’s, but for the public as well. And while there has been a
growing impetus for CIA and SIA based on the InterModal Surface Transportation
Equity Act of 1991, environmental justice efforts have required an increase in the
sophistication of SIA analyses. As the environmental justice issues are addressed in the
NEPA process, there is the secondary effect of providing a more thoughtful and thorough
SIA. When practitioners are required to answer specific questions regarding specific
populations, the analysis necessarily reflects greater scrutiny of impacts, population
characteristics, and the overall relationship between the project and impacted area. Asa
result, communities and neighborhoods benefit from this more thorough inquiry and
consideration into the social and economic considerations of the project area. DOT
organizational success in providing transportation depends on this community support as
well as fulfilling the NEPA/SIA requirements. And while conflict over environmental
justice protocol between state and federal agencies, as well as with communities is
possible, this has not occurred in Missouri. The current level of emphasis on SIA/CIA
and environmental justice is not waning. As Neumann of FHWA noted, “I originally
thought EJ was just one of those things that would go away with the Clinton
administration, but it appears it will be around and a major focus.” Agencies will have to
adhere to the principles and spirit of environmental justice before there is any decrease in

the emphasis on these issues.

The FHWA guidance for the environmental justice executive order charges transportation

professionals with the responsibility to adhere to three EJ principles when conducting
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their work. The principles include avoiding, minimizing and mitigating for impacts,
ensuring full and fair participation, and preventing the denial or delay of benefits of
programs. These principles affect all levels of DOT operation, from the earliest planning
and budgeting, to project development and construction, even providing guidance for
system maintenance activities. The clearest application of environmental justice occurs in
the planning and project development phases. This is the operational area of a DOT that
most directly impacts and is experienced by the public. Within the planning and project
development areas, the NEPA process provides the operational environment for
environmental justice applications. The following chapters document and analyze the
inclusion of the principles of environmental justice in the SIA/CIA process of NEPA at
the Missouri Department of Transportation. The NEPA process, as part of the
organization through the project development process, as well as the organizational
responses to SIA/CIA and environmental justice, are used to document the status and
integration of these concepts at the DOT. This approach addresses the affect of CIA and
environmental justice on the actual work of creating transportation systems, as well as the

organizational changes within the DOT to respond to this responsibility.
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Chapter 3 - Theory

Identifying the Process and Organizational Changes: Environmental Justice, Community
Impact Assessment, Social Impact Assessment, NEPA. and the Organization.

While a clear link between NEPA environmental documentation, avoidance,
minimization and mitigation, and environmental protection has not been established,
resources are undoubtedly being protected and restored. The degree to which the
implementing organization makes decisions influenced by the NEPA directives, or
includes the NEPA process as part of the organization, can also be thought of as directly
affecting the status and protection given that resource by the decision-makers. The
following discussion outlines the previous work in the field of public-policy decision-
making in order to understand how the SIA/CIA and Title VI/EJ components of the
NEPA framework are integrated into the decision-making process. I argue that the
organizational setting of the DOT and environmental clearance activities, the guidance
provided by NEPA, and the lack of an external enforcing mechanism for organizations to
address social impacts has resulted in a second-class status for the SIA process within
transportation development. Further, recent industry emphases on CIA and EJ have
increased the relevance of SIA within transportation development and are gradually
elevating the status, integration, and potential for meaningful contributions from the SIA
field. However, SIA issues in general are in contrast to organizational goals of efficiency
and rational decision-making and will require continued support from FHWA in order to
ensure that people and communities, as well as wildlife, have a role in the determination

of transportation development.
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This approach will provide for an understanding of how the affect of the human-
dimension impacts and the organizational responses to these impact considerations are
integrated into the decision-making framework. Further, a diverse methodological
approach including participant observation, discussions with informants, review of
administrative records, and a review of the proscriptive guidance is presented. This
methodological approach is designed to address the complexity of the NEPA process as
well as the longitudinal nature of the events and actions related to the adoption and
implementation of human-dimension considerations within the NEPA process and

organization.

Previous work in the area of NEPA and the SIA process have generally focused on how-
to- guides to direct the SIA process, the use of various theoretical perspectives during the
process to guide the understanding of the impacts, and to a lesser degree, the
effectiveness of the environmental policy. Work in the field of environmental sociology
has generated a diverse range of perspectives addressing the interaction of natural
resources and human use, but has been limited in its application in understanding the
NEPA process and policy implementation. Rossini and Porter (1983: 7) point out that
while the “look before you leap” perspective makes perfect sense, “...it has not generated
a bandwagon of support. Consequently, one does not find vast resources devoted to the
advancement of the science and art of impact assessment per se; rather, it is subject to
political pressures as policy makers worry about the state of the economy, national
defense and so forth.” Freudenberg and Keating (1982: 71) argue that while the NEPA

requires the consideration of all things “social,” “sociological expertise is severely
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underrepresented in the impact statement process.” Further, Murdock et al. (1986: 111)
suggests that while the field of SIA has grown rapidly, “the area of socioeconomic

impact analysis must be characterized as being largely atheoretical.”

This lack of attention and atheortical characterization of the SIA process likely relates to
the organizational location of NEPA and SIA as applied sciences within a technical
organization. As applied sciences, and as a very secondary function of a transportation
organization, the field does not generally employ or depend on sound theoretical and
methodological works, but instead favors simple, quantified measures of impacts.
Additionally, a lack of conviction and/or need on the part of DOTs to require robust SIA
in their work has resulted in a decreased status and understanding of SIA impacts and
analyses. As a result, professionals in the fields of planning, geography, engineering, etc
often complete the work, and thus the potential for advancements in the SIA field have

been limited.

Conceptual Model of Environmental Considerations in Transportation Development

Within this analysis context, there are three levels of conceptualization that can aid in
understanding the implementation and the outcome of NEPA within the organizational
setting at MoDOT. These are identified as, 1) Policy directives provided by NEPA that
define the goals of the policy, 2) Implementation of these goals within the organization,

and 3) Field implementation of the goals as defined by the organization.
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In the case of the NEPA, the policy directives provide for a dual emphasis in using
science to identify and manipulate impacts as well as consideration for unquantifiable
impacts. Through the scientific, rational approach, the act directed the inclusion of the
more quantifiable impacts into the organization’s decision-making process; however, the
amentities that were more difficult to measure such as quality of life, landscape views
and neighborhood cohesion were also to be included. These unquantifiable impacts are
defined by Sagoftf’s notion of a social regulation that includes the aesthetic, cultural and
value-laden perspectives individual’s hold that more often than not defy quantification
and instrumental rationalization (1998:148). In this sense NEPA is indeed
comprehensive, it directs agencies to use science and the rational model to address
environmental impacts and at the same time calls for the consideration of the productive
harmony between man and nature, the social and economic needs of future generations,

and the welfare of man.

Important to the understanding of how these dual policy directives become operative in
organizations are the concepts of external and internal reforms and the notion of
implementation pathologies as described by Culhane et al. (1987), the concept of
negotiated order (Day and Day 1977) and the notion of instrumental and communicative
rationalities in understanding the implementation of the policy directives (Habermas
1970). And as the effectiveness of protection for natural resource has far exceeded the
protection given human-dimension impacts (CEQ 2003:83), it is also useful to consider

the protection of natural resource and social impacts as developing on almost separate
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tracks as environmental protection -including the human-dimension impacts, has

matured under NEPA guidance (CEQ 2003:83).

External reforms and internal reforms brought by NEPA are provide by the Act itself
through the directive for an interdisciplinary approach that included the natural and social
sciences as well as the orientation towards public involvement and the need to complete
NEPA within the current framework of other environmental regulations — the NEPA
umbrella (Smith 2002). In the case of natural resource impacts, external reforms have
been effective through the external enforcing mechanisms found in external agency
oversight, set levels of impacts, and the requirements for cooperation between natural
resource agencies and DOTs. The NEPA umbrella guaranteed external agencies a voice
in the outcome of projects. Thus when a project affected an endangered species, water
quality or a historic site, external agencies had regulatory oversight over the impacts that
must be considered in the environmental clearance process. Thus, the intentions and
motives of these external agencies could affect DOT project delivery and design. As a
new constraint, or complexity to the project delivery process, MoDOT worked with these
agencies in order to ensure timely project delivery defined in environmental documents
as feasible and prudent decisions. In effect, an order to the process was negotiated with
these agencies to ensure that no surprises arose during development of the transportation
project. These impact areas became known as fatal flaws to MoDOT and were so
significant in the project development that the external negotiations with agencies
became institutionalized within MoDOT. These impact areas became part of the way the

organization does business, another consideration as common as engineering design
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standards, a part of the instrumental rationality and context of providing transportation

facilities.

In order to understand how natural resource impacts became part of the instrumental
rationality of the DOT, the potential of these impact types to hinder a project, and the
external agencies controlling these resource areas must be considered. As project related
natural resource impacts fall under the purview of external resource agencies, MoDOT
negotiated with these external agencies to determine what types and levels of impacts
were acceptable, and the impact avoidance and mitigation requirements these agencies
required in order to complete the projects. In the words of Day and Day (1977:130), the
theory of negotiated order, “Confronted the problem of how order is maintained in an
organization in spite of numerous external and internal changes.” At MoDOT, project
delivery was maintained by including external natural resource agencies and through the
negotiation of impacts on a project by project basis to the point that fatal impacts can be
identified, avoided or planned for mitigation early enough in the project stages to avoid

agency confrontation, delay, cost overruns or termination in later project stages.

Internal reform was effective in the case of natural resources at MoDOT based on the
staffing of highly competent natural resource professionals in order to effectively
participate in the negotiation of project impacts and mitigation. And based on the
negotiated natural resource process, the technical and environmental resource

implementation pathologies presented by these impacts could be overcome.

57



In contrast to the progression of natural resource impacts, human-dimension impacts
represented by the SIA faced little external agency oversight, did not present fatal flaws
to the project delivery process, and could be avoided by MoDOT. The human-dimension
impacts and the lack of external enforcing mechanisms did not require institutionalization
of the consideration of the impacts in the department’s instrumental rationality that
guided the factors that MoDOT considered important to completing their mission. As a
result, internal reforms through staffing of social science professionals was also seen as
less important as the organization could avoid the issue altogether. And when human-
dimension impacts did arise, the primary organizational goals of safety and mobility, or
the predefined levels of natural resource protection to ensure project completion were
more important than the minor disruption or inconveniences people and neighborhoods

could absorb.

In this context, human-dimension impacts were not fully addressed and thus did not
provide implementation pathologies that would hinder project delivery. However,
considering the NEPA directives and the intention that social impacts should be included,
this gulf between MoDOT’s organizational priorities and the resulting minimization of
social impacts from the process is in itself an implementation pathology resulting from
the lack of expression of the human-dimension considerations in the instrumental
rationality of the organization. In contrast, natural resource impacts presented
implementation pathologies, but also presented significant enough oversight through
external agency influence that they were incorporated into the operations at MoDOT and

minimized as pathologies that could delay or halt a project.
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The concepts of instrumental and communicative rationality are important in
understanding the inclusion of natural resource and human-dimension impacts with the
organization’s operative actions. Instrumental rationality as described by Dryzek (1990:4)
is a rationality directed at an objectively determined end that maximizes productivity and
efficiency. In this instance the agency determines the end, a successful construction
project, and the means; the most prudent feasible alternate to build based on relevant
factors. According to Habermas (1970:57) this perspective leads to a “scientifically
rationalized control of objectified processes.” Communicative rationality on the other
hand has the objectives and the factors related to the achievement of that objective
defined through open public discourse. In this sense, the why’s and how’s of a new road
facility would be determined by the impacted public or stakeholders rather than the
determination based on engineering standards and engineer-defined traffic safety and
mobility goals. Habermas refers to this rationality as democratic in that the,
“institutionally secured forms of general and public communication that deal with how
men can and want to live” would determine the objectives and means. Thus for
Habermas (1970:57) the problem is, “stated as of the relation of technology and
democracy: how can the power of technical control be brought within the range of

consensus of acting and transacting citizens?”

Within this framework, the importance and inclusion of natural resource impacts can be
conceptualized as follows. NEPA added complexities in the form of environmental
constraints to an already technological, rational and optimizing organization. Natural

resource constraints came with robust external forcing mechanisms that forced the
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agency to include natural resource consideration in project delivery. In order to ensure
the instrumental means and ends of the organization — building the highway in a prudent
and feasible manner, the department negotiated with external agencies to regain the order
of the project development process. The desire to continue to operate in an optimal mode
of project delivery placed emphasis on the impacts that could hinder a project and thus
these impacts were assimilated into the organizations everyday activities of project

delivery.

Human-dimension impacts on the other hand, represented by SIA in the NEPA
framework did not provide robust external forcing mechanisms. SIA issues were not
seen as a threat to the instrumental rationality of project delivery and thus not elevated to

the same level of importance in project delivery as natural resource impacts.

Also in contrast to the natural resource impacts that were included in the process through
a scientific rationalization of the impacts and their role in project delivery, human-
dimension impacts tend to be less tangible as represented by Sagoff’s notion of social
policy (1988). As these concepts of quality of life, neighborhood cohesion and setting for
example, are not as measurable by or threatening to the acting organization they are
generally excluded from the mix of decision-making factors. In this sense, human
dimension issues represent a communicative rationality that can only be understood
through meaningful joint discovery, through informed discourse with stakeholders.
Simply put, the human-dimension issues are not included in the decision-making model

because they do not at this point affect the instrumental goals of the organization. They
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do not affect the instrumental goals because they are not conceivable as threatening 