Ryan Potosnak, FEMA, National Unified Review Coordinator: We are now stepping into Session 3, which is our panel discussion.  We’ve got a variety of different Agencies represented here that will talk about different elements that feed into the UFR, some success stories, some things on the horizon, so we’d like to start off with Miss Danielle Schopp, Director of the Office of Environment and Energy with HUD.  
Danielle Schopp, HUD, Director of the Office of Environment and Energy: Hi, just want to talk little bit about HUD and FEMA’s evolving partnership.  After Hurricane Katrina and HUD’s extensive involvement there and worked with FEMA on the ground, we decided when Sandy came along, everyone knew it had to be different.  And we worked very hard with our existing relationships with Angela Gladwell and with CEQ in the very beginning to figure out some ways to try to make it different before the UFR came along.  We are excited about using this platform to move forward.  I think our experience has been that learning is kind of an iterative process: each disaster for the HUD side feels a little bit different and one of the things that was unique about Sandy was we worked through to have our CDBG Disaster Recovery Block grant money that is available through appropriation.  Each time were brought into play there is a new appropriation bill.  And so we worked with FEMA and CEQ to put in language that allows our responsible entities who might be working on the same project with the same scope to actually use FEMA’s environmental review as a substitute for our own.  Knowing that they are very similar, we wanted one review as much as possible when it made sense.  And that was very helpful, especially in the early days of response when we’re talking to our state and city grantees who, you know, they’re just dumped in with all the money and all these problems.  We’re telling them, you know, look at FEMA and if you’re doing the same project, the same scope, use their environmental review, and there was an audible sigh of relief.  And that was extremely helpful especially in the response scenario because our money is often used as a match for response activities under Stafford Act.  
We went further than that to coordinate our regional staff and our grantees to develop a joint environmental review for individual households.  We often fund the same individual households with elevation money, with rehabilitation money, recovery money, and we wanted to have everyone understand and agree upon the format - it gets down to the format for bureaucrats as well as the substance of what was going into those environmental reviews.  In building the relationships and trust is something that our grantees have told us have been really helpful, so even though we haven’t always seen FEMA necessarily using these same reviews, because maybe the FEMA funds, hazard grant, HGMP money, has been used in other places that this point, it was still helpful for grantees to learn FEMA’s ways and processes because our grantees who do the environmental review are the applicants for FEMA.  So if we can coordinate that and speed it up I think it will help all of these reviews.  Timing continues to be something that we stumble through and is an issue in every disaster recovery, whose money goes first, getting people to talk about public assistance projects, HGMP projects, HUD projects.  One of the things as I mentioned earlier during the discussion is we put in our rules basically for our funding that our grantees had to go to an interagency review committee before they came to HUD to tell us what they were going to do.  And when they tell HUD what they’re going to do in this, they also need to identify other Federal funding to us and they need to have a transparent and inclusive process.  That’s something that runs through HUD’s programs to make sure that we are informing vulnerable communities’ environmental justice responsibilities as well as good governance.  So we hope that our grantees, well, we don’t hope but know that they’ve been following this process and it’s been really useful to engage with Agency staff, even pre-scoping for NEPA to get their expertise from the U.S.  Army Corps, for example, will this oyster reef: Is this permittable?  Is this crazy?  And that really helped our grantees to scope their project to make design changes before it came through for permitting.  That was very, very helpful for us, and it was helpful for our grantees.  We also signed onto the 106 Prototype Programmatic Agreement, and that is dramatic.  In Mississippi, for instance, following Hurricane Katrina, it took the State of Mississippi 18 months to get a Programmatic Agreement in place.  In New York City, New York State, New Jersey, it took one to two months.  It is phenomenal and that in and of itself is one of the biggest tools that the UFR has made available.  We’re really excited to understand more about the endangered species, the ESA-type tools that are being developed, because that’s also something that we really struggle with, is to do these consultation processes in a timely fashion when everyone is super busy and overwhelmed.  And with that, I will turn it over to the next person.  
Ryan Potosnak, FEMA, National Unified Review Coordinator: Last but not least.  We have Kim Pettit, who’s a member of FEMA’s Office of Environmental Planning and Historic Preservation’s GIS specialist, talking about data agreements.
Kim Pettit, FEMA, Office of Environmental Planning and Historic Preservation: I apologize, I have not prepared formal remarks, plus I’m the person who gets you guys into the weeds.  I just returned from deployment in South Carolina.  So I’m going to talk a little bit about background of Data Sharing Agreements and then some of the Lessons Learned from my deployment.   I literally just got back this weekend.  
So the background: Data Sharing Agreements for UFR is under the IT subgroup.  When UFR first started we looked at what you just talked about the one GIS viewer and one source of data and we were never going to finish that by July.  So, what can we do that will build the infrastructure around that so we can do that in the future as we start to implement?  Data Sharing Agreements was one of the easy win pieces where we can say okay, let’s pre-position us to be able to share data across all the Federal and State entities because they in general have a lot more data that we need so that we can coordinate this into the future.  One of the pieces I think that’s really been missing there is project locations, and I think you talked about it a little bit earlier about being able to use each other’s reviews.  You can’t do that if you don’t know where each other’s projects have been.  We have been talking a lot about establishing Data Sharing Agreements with our Federal partners and we’re starting to do that with FEMA, but I hope that we’ll be able to coordinate across more Federal Agencies in time to come.  One of my goals in going to South Carolina was just piloting this procedure with the State.  What I learned when I got down there was, “this is not the time to be doing this.”  I can’t ask the DOT to write a Data Sharing Agreement when they have 80 roads are still closed.  Would they have done it if I asked them?  Yes, but I’m not going to ask them at this time.  So I think one of the big Lessons Learned is pre-positioning and part of that I think is I got down there – I’m acting under the UFR, under the Federal Disaster Recovery Coordinator.  Nobody knew what UFR was.  None of the people in the Field knew what UFR was.  I informed Federal Highways about some of their GIS infrastructure tools to help them facilitate their project reviews – they didn’t know they existed, and they are internal to Federal Highways.  So I think one of the big lessons that I learned down there is all of the good work that we are doing at Headquarters, these workshops, whatever, they have to get further down into the Field to the people who are doing the actual implementation.  One of the really cool things that happened in South Carolina - I’m going to point to those guys right there - the Prototype Programmatic Agreement that we have in South Carolina was hugely successful in facilitating and streamlining our review process so much so that we have additional parties signing on.  Parties that had their own version of Programmatic Agreements, and liked ours better.  So that’s a big win for that Programmatic Agreement.  We also developed workflows that were not formal agreements that actually outline the steps and procedures to take through that process.  So the Programmatic Agreement put all the legal pieces into place, we developed workflows to help the actual doers complete their pieces of the puzzle.  So I think there’s probably a two-part piece, I haven’t heard this discussion about workflow before but it’s something I’m going to bring to this group because I think it might be a big tool for folks in the field to develop these workflow pieces.  Especially lacking the infrastructure we need to facilitate these things.
The other big gap that I saw was knowing what agreements exist beforehand is a big deal.  We don’t actually have a way of sharing with each other the agreements we already have in place.  We got down there and didn’t know Federal Highways had an agreement with SHPO.  We didn’t know that their South Carolina DOT had an embedded liaison in the SHPO’s Office.  This is a problem.  We should know these things, because these are resources we can leverage once we get there.  So I think there is a communication piece that needs to happen as well, and I’m excited to see how we develop that and move it forward and maybe some of the infrastructure pieces you guys are developing will help be a baseline for that.
Data.  Data is my big mission at FEMA.  Getting all the geospatial data, our internal viewer, of course it’s not available to anybody outside of FEMA because it’s restricted.  It has like 500 different data layers that we use in our EHP process.  Being able to just let people know what we’re using even if I can’t share the data, and what you guys are using, helps us identify those places where we do need Data Sharing Agreements in place.  I got down to South Carolina and the DOT there, who has a very robust EHP review process, said “I can’t get Essential Fish Habitat from NOAA.”  I said it’s available online for free, and she was thrilled.  Well, had we had this conversation before, she would have been using it already, she would have known it existed years ago.  So there’s, again, that communication piece came up, which I think is something Angie talked about.  
Anybody who knows me hears the word: we lack infrastructure, infrastructure, infrastructure, all the time I talked about this but we don’t have a shared infrastructure.  One of the barriers that I ran into at South Carolina is Army Corps of Engineers wants to share their project locations with us.  We have an agreement where if they have had a review within the past five years, SHPO doesn’t want to see it again.  Well, we have beach nourishment projects that were just done last year, we don’t need to send those projects to SHPO.  We’re re-nourishing the beach again, but how do I know that if I don’t have a layer that tells me where their projects have been and exactly what dates they were done on.  So, again, now we’re in the situation where they’re actually emailing spreadsheets to me, I’m de-mobed, now I’m forwarding things back to the disaster.  We need a better infrastructure to communicate.  I’m also not the person doing the project review.  We have a whole cadre of EHP people, they’re doing the review, so we need better infrastructure to help us communicate.
So now I’m going to bring up the bad word, which is: NEPA cumulative effects.  How many people believe that we do cumulative effects well across the Federal government?  Oh, Horst, we need to chat.  I’m a believer that we do this very poorly.  We do this poorly within our own Agencies, let alone across Agencies.  We also have an issue with landscape effects, cascading effects.  So, for example, we have a bunch of private dams in South Carolina.  You change one bridge culvert, one private dam, you have a cascading effect all the way downstream, or all the way upstream depending on what your situation is.  We don’t have a way of looking at those things.  We don’t have a way of looking at all of our past disasters or steady-state projects, and saying all the money that us as a Federal government is putting into these places - how is it affecting us long-term, are we doing the right thing for the watershed as a whole or whatnot.  That’s one of the things that I hope that we can solve, this is one of the big things that we talked about in the IT subgroup is identifying everyone’s project locations, what types of projects were there, and being able to examine the larger world of all of our projects, the effects within watersheds or other metrics.  And I’m really curious what Horst will say about this.  
So then the other piece of the puzzle, which I was really happy to hear discussed earlier, was the role of the state and local entities.  I was really happy to see that there was a big focus on that.  From the UFR Advisor position being within the FDRC, the Federal Disaster Recovery Coordination Group, there was a little bit of confusion about how we got to play with the State partners, which we did quite well but I think there was a lot of questions from the Federal Coordinating Officer level about whether or not that was appropriate.  I think that we need to spell that out in some of our SOP, CONOPS-type documents to make it very important that we include our State and local partners in steady-state to make these agreements: Data Sharing Agreements and Programmatic Agreements in place before we’re in the midst of a disaster.  That’s all I got.  Told you, short and sweet, implementation focused.
Ryan Potosnak, EFMA, National Unified Review Coordinator: Thank you very much, it was great getting insight from resent time out in South Carolina.  That’s actually one of our most recent deployments of the UFR Advisor position and that’s been a really interesting roll out so far.  It’s been one of larger disasters that we’ve gotten the position out to, and seeing the different types of work, the different integration of various Federal Agencies, has really helped us focus the position more, help us really tighten up our SOPs and CONOPS.  While we have got this panel up here, is there anything that was discussed here today?  Questions for our panelists that you can ask now?
Commenter: I have an observation and a question.  For the observation, maybe it would lead into the next session after lunch.  The one thing that would be very important is for each of us to understand how our Programs work.  Not only we have to know but a lot us know, the Federal Environmental Review process, what NEPA is, what Section 106 is and all that, but also understand how it’s administered because that is going to be key in figuring out how we achieve the Unified Federal Review Process.  For example in the Highways scenario, we push a lot of work to the State DOT, so as we think about agreements, we think about programmatic approaches, we need to think about how we can involve State DOT as well as how the State Emergency Management Agency can involve the State DOT in achieving this, and not leave it only to the Federal level because we are going to get that situation where at the Federal level, we may all agree, but if the State, which is our applicant which is more involved in our reviews, which has the resources, and knows what it’s doing, and most of the times does a lot of the work, does not know, then a lot of this is going to get lost.  It is very important not just for the State DOT and Highways plus all the other Federal Agencies to understand how each Agency does the environmental review process so we can then identity what is the correct place and people to involve to achieve the Unified Review Process.
Question for Danielle, you mentioned that for Sandy you were able to rely on the FEMA review.  What did you do you for those requirements that were unique just for HUD?  Did you prep the applicants to make sure they had those when FEMA was doing the reviews so when you do it on the back end you had those requirements unique to HUD to be met as well?
Danielle Schopp, HUD, Director of the Office of Environment and Energy: We kind of had two processes.  One was our statutory language where we substituted FEMA’s review and we just decided: HUD has three unique environmental review requirements.  Of course, maybe some different implementing guidelines for other ones.  We just decided we are just going to go with FEMA’s and not apply our own requirements to these grants.  We are very sensitive to the fact that our grantees are submitting multiple formats, multiple information for the same projects funding literally the same activities.  That’s always the frustration that we hear.  And that, our program, our HUD leadership always comes to my office is saying “Why is this going on?”  This was one big, big win.  I think this gave some people heartache - how do you know if it’s the same scope and same activities?  And we are tracking that, and doing monitoring after the fact to make sure.  The second thing with the joint FEMA, HUD environmental review for the individual homeowners, we made sure that our State government, who was adapting mostly to follow FEMA and how they wanted to see it.  And that’s fine because we have that flexibility.  So in that case it was more all-inclusive, everything in, everything talked about, and that worked well.
Commenter: So you still did the underground storage, the airport, but you just combine it into just one review so that all of them are met.
Danielle Schopp, HUD, Director of the Office of Environment and Energy: Yes.  I don’t think FEMA has necessarily used that or if we’ve trained them for it.  We do find lot of times that it’s HUD, our grantees are out in front with the individual rehab programs.  I think it worked well.
Commenter: I wanted to pick up on something that Kimberly said that came up on cumulative impacts.  I absolutely agree that we in the Federal family do not begin to do adequate jobs.  Sorry Michael.  Just a couple of observations.  The world is changing very rapidly whether you are a member of the flat-earth society or not.  I think we would all agree that there are more frequent and more intense and more extreme weather events going on.  The sea level is rising and there might even be anthropogenic climate change, there might not be.  Who knows?  The cumulative effects of the projects we fund are going to be different in the future than they have in the past.  And the unintended consequences, particularly for some of these major infrastructures projects.  Something we really need to be thoughtful about outside of disaster response and recovery, because during disaster response and recovery there always seems to be this “Got to get the money obligated, got to make things whole.  Hurry up, hurry up, hurry up.” There isn’t time given to stepping back and reflecting and consulting broadly, and we are going to end up making some really poor long-term decisions if we can’t get this right.  So, that’s my soap-box.
Kim Pettit, FEMA, Office of Environmental Planning and Historic Preservation: We’ve seen really good examples already of lack of planning causing downstream effects, upstream effects, whatever you want to call it.  We have this issue already with encroachment, right?  We planned something for the State or the city at the time it was developed and then because we don’t have good mitigation or planning or whatnot in that community, we have houses encroaching on this situation then all of sudden we are out of compliance.  We are really in a risky situation again.  Is it the role of our compliance to deal with that? No, absolutely not, we were in compliance when we did project, but if we are really talking about risk reduction, if we are talking about long term risk reduction, we need to do a better job of tying our EHP stuff to risk reduction measures in the community.  One of the big gaps I see.  I saw it in South Carolina just glaring me in the face, is that especially our Program counterparts - our folks that are doing Public Assistance, project writing, doing things like that, they know don’t know about the newer sustainable, sometimes even better, sometimes even cheaper options to improve EHP compliance.  So this might be bioengineering type ideas, they don’t know.  So PA is not going to write a project and we are not going to suggest this to their applicants and applicants certainly don’t know.  So we have a major gap in education from an EHP project perspective about mitigation best practices and project alternatives.  We don’t do a good job of that either.  We could mitigate a lot of the things we are talking about cumulative effects, by really education about project alternatives.
Horst Greczmiel, CEQ, Associate Director for NEPA Oversight: There’s just one thing I want to add.  At CEQ, we have been working on some guidance dealing with greenhouse gas emissions and climate change.  I think it’s very obvious to anyone who has done any cumulative effects analysis of any kind, the when you take a look at the way the framework currently is structured, it just does not work when you are dealing with something like climate change.  That has been recognized, that has been worked into that guidance.  That guidance will be finalized, we hope, soon.  We will make sure that word gets out and not only to the Unified Federal Review but also the broader practitioner community, because there will then be a different way of looking at cumulative impacts when you are dealing with climate versus other resources.
Danielle Schopp, HUD, Director of the Office of Environment and Energy: I forgot to make my remarks, kind of a plug, another effort that is going on with HUD.  So we have nearly $1 billion competition, the National Disaster Resilience Competition.  It’s a two-phase competition which is kind of unique to HUD.  We were following our Rebuild by Design competition from Sandy where we put out a call for States and localities that suffered from major disaster recoveries to come and give us you resilience plan, and that was the first phase.  Applicants were then told, they were selected to offer project-specific.  The planning process with us was what really HUD wanted to see land use changes, building code changes, implemented in order to get project-specific funding, and the project-specific funding, the maximum is $500 hundred million that could be given out.  So it’s a big pot of money, it’s kind of our carrot because I often feel like the stick in the Environmental Compliance Office and it’s nice to have a carrot to get people to make those decisions ahead of time.  In recovery, it’s build it back to where it was right away and that’s very frustrating from a holistic perspective.  We are also looking at lining up with and making sure that our grantees know and consider mitigation planning when they are doing their regular formula grant non-disaster recovery planning to start to look at these things.  So we are trying very hard to push the planning down beyond just disaster.  I just wanted to make that plug.  And we will be sharing our Lessons Learned with everyone.
Angela Gladwell, FEMA, Director of Environmental Planning and Historic Preservation: Thank you Danielle, thank you to all the panel members, thank you very much.
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