Michael Audin, FEMA, Sandy Recovery Office:  Thank you Angie, I appreciate that.  When you look at what we’re trying to do with disasters, there’s a certain amount of effort that’s been going on a number of years in the regular Joint Field Offices.  The UFR is a formalization of really what that was making that kind of review more transparent, trying to realize efficiencies, trying to bring it to light so people understand it, and to get everyone to integrate into far better than it was done in the past, and it’s a way of trying to improve upon that in a formal manner that we all really don’t go to recreate the wheel again, and again, and again, which seems to happen a lot when we are talking about JFOs.  It’s, “What’s going to be for this disaster?”  When really the concept should be is, “How are we going to approach environmental reviews in this particular Region?  And have it more of that Region doctrine, justifying with the States, with the applicants, with the people in that area of how you’re going to do that review with all of our Federal and State as well as local partners.  Making that a consistent way of doing things, in order so we don’t sit there and duplicate efforts.  Because duplications of efforts is probably one of the biggest things that you will see happening at the JFO, just because something - you didn’t have time to write it up, and then when it’s turned over to the Region, they don’t have enough people to support it because they’re not funded that way.  So this is a way for us to sit there and talk about some of the things we did particularly for Sandy - a little more catered to New Jersey, sorry, but that’s where I was for the first 15 months, so I spent a lot more time there so I know that a little bit better, although I do know New York well and some of this directly applies.  What we did is, I would have called this UFR as the formalized version but it’s some of the things we’ve been doing for a number of years that really fall under - that dictate - that fall into the mandate of the same kind of things that we did because there’s no way in the world we get this done without doing these kind of things.
If I can ask our first group to come up which is Colleen, Jim, Grace, and Dan, we’ll be talking about the first session.  And we have three different things we’d like to talk about today.  
The first meeting session is going to be about embedding Agency staffers at the Joint Field Office.  And if you work in another Federal Agency, and not with FEMA, sometimes the first time you hear about the damages is from us or what you heard on the news, and that’s probably not the best way for you to really learn about what your involvement should be within that disaster.  So it would be a lot better for all of us if we could find a way where we could embed some of the people from different Agencies within the Joint Field Offices for several different reasons.  Number one: to have those informal conversations when resolutions really are done.  Number two: for your Agency to get a first-hand look of what the damages truly are to understand what it is you’re going to need to do to help recover from that.  Beyond that, just to sit there and understand - we talked about a list of Agencies and everyone having contact lists.  Well, in our government, that’s an ever-changing and ever evolving list.  So at least that gives us a chance to once again update it because it’s going to constantly happen.  
The second one, we’ll talk about in a minute, will be about a specific endangered species Matrix that FEMA coordinated on with Fish and Wildlife Service.  
And the third one we’ll be working with the Army Corps, the State of New Jersey SHPO, and ourselves for a wet debris project that was done in New Jersey.  Unfortunately, this is kind of the way you would see most JFOs: a bunch of people at tables thrown up in an area.  Half the time you don’t know who’s from what Agency unless you look at their badge because there’s so many people in there you’re just not sure.  But that’s really also what you want to see, is that you have a multitude of people involved so that you can truly see and get an idea of what it is that you’re talking about and addressing those damages.  And for the first perspective, I’m going to introduce Colleen Keller from the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection to give us a little bit of her information and her experience of working with the New Jersey Joint Field Office and continuing effort at the Sandy Recovery Office.
Colleen Keller, New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection:  Good Morning, I’m Colleen Keller, I’m the Bureau Manager of the Division Coastal Regulations from Land Use Regulation.  It’s actually interesting to hear all this because I feel like we’re really implementing best management practices in New Jersey already so I’m happy about that.  
This is an overview slide.  After Irene, we established and expanded a cohesive and coordinated review process with FEMA EHP that enabled the review of project worksheets and the efficient obligations of funds, making sure that everything was permittable, and that decreased the review effort and the number of projects that possibly may have led to de-obligation and closeout due to noncompliance with our State regulations.
More specifically, after Hurricane Irene, we worked with Megan Jadrosich and we created a procedural clarification with FEMA EHP and Land Use Regulation, which is the State permitting entity.  What we did was we created a general description of many post-storm related activities and if they were regulated or not by the State.  If they were consistent with our regulations or required Land Use consultation.  So that enabled EHP to do many reviews without directly reaching out to us but we still consulted with them informally.  Then we also participated with FEMA on closeout and that was the first time after Irene that we actually had an embedded staff member go to work with FEMA for closeout.  
After Hurricane Sandy it was a totally different situation.  Immediately after Hurricane Sandy, we supplied a full-time land use person at the FEMA JFO.  That rep from our office helped FEMA in their EHP review worksheets.  We actually got access to EMI, were able to do very thorough reviews on our side of things seeing if there were any past permits, violations, or anything that had history.  So we also provided immediately several trainings to the EHP staff on our regulations and jurisdiction and permitting in New Jersey.  At that point in time, we initiated a second procedural clarification which had more detail and further clarified our regulatory jurisdiction.  That established a process that we still have ongoing today with Land Use, EHP, and RCOEM Office that was an applicant coordination process if a consistency determinations was needed.  That included established timeframes for submittal and review of our Federal consistencies to keep this process predictable for everyone with timeframes and the process moving forward.  And so we continue to coordinate.  We’ve had additional procedural clarifications for State HMGP house elevation reviews and the generator program reviews.  And we continue with our EHP coordination with weekly conference calls to go over project worksheets that are outstanding and we have grantee meetings with Land Use, FEMA, and State OEM.  We’re still doing closeout as well so we’re continuing to coordinate on that level.  
Michael Audin, FEMA, Sandy Recovery Office:  So you can see the benefit of having DEP within our office.  It took away some of the informal consultation and the timeframes that go with that by having that more informal or someone in the office that could quickly look up past permits or violations or things like that.  We at FEMA could identify how we could work our project worksheets through quicker and do our review more streamlined by having that kind of information there.  And that’s a benefit that, we had someone there I believe it was initially every day during the week and then eventually went down to three days, down to two days, down to one day, depending on what the needs were of the time.  But it’s due to that collaborative effort that was not formalized in a sense of how long it will be which is just an understanding between both Agencies that we needed this.  And it was something I was going to make our life collectively better for the applicants, because at the end of the day that’s what we’re here for.  Now I’m going to bring up Mr. Jim Haggerty from the Army Corps of Engineers.  He’s going to talk a little bit about his experiences of bringing people and as well.  
Jim Haggerty, U.S.  Army Corps of Engineers, North Atlantic Division:  Thanks Mike.  I’d just like to echo what some of the other speakers have said here today that a lot of this process, though now it’s formalized, was kind of begun even before Sandy, with Lee and Irene.  At least in the New York area, the Corps regulatory program has strongly supported FEMA.  A lot of upstate flooding issues in New York State.  We’ve sent people to JFOs, to help work through this.  I think the UFR just kind of brings everything together and will help formalize and enhance these processes.  I’ve been on the Federal Infrastructure Review and Permitting Team as part of the Sandy recovery and that’s also helped to bring people together and make this all more formalized and more part of the way we do business every day.  
I will give a shout out to John Beldin-Quiñones with the Corps New York District.  He was very instrumental in the JFO to know where to reach back within the organization of the Corps for assistance.  At the Corps we tend to be very compartmentalized, but it’s only utilized in special circumstances like Sandy and part of what made that a success although was not heavily utilized, was just the galvanizing of assistance of reviews by other Federal Agencies to push these projects to the front of the portfolio and get the permits issued.  And now we seem to be expanding that, making that more formalized for the UFR and I look forward to working with everyone to make that all a reality.  	Comment by Sari Atchue: Video cut off?	Comment by Veas, Lindsey [USA]: At 11 minutes, ask Angshu.
Michael Audin, FEMA, Sandy Recovery Office:  So it’s hard to talk about any kind of environmental review without including the EPA.  They’re in almost everything we do in many different aspects in many different ways, so their an Agency that has so many differing tasks given to them for regulatory purposes that there’s a lot that needs to be done.  Today, to talk about that is Grace Musumeci, to discuss the EPA.
Grace Musumeci, EPA, Chief of NEPA Section:  I had to be a wise guy and I decided to put animations in my presentation.  Apparently I didn’t play video games well enough when I was a kid.  
Good morning everybody, I’m Grace Musumeci, Chief of the Environmental Review Section which handles National Environmental Policy Act work for EPA Region 2.  By way of background as to why I’m here today, I’ve been working in the NEPA program for pushing twenty years and therefore was involved with the Lower Manhattan Recovery after 9/11.  Following Sandy, I was embedded in the New Jersey Joint Field Office and I was a Regional EPA Representative to the Unified Federal Review Working Group.  
For those of us who work in the NEPA program on a regular basis, our first reaction was, “What’s all this UFR stuff anyway other than applying specifically to disaster recovery, it’s basically the NEPA process.”  
It calls for early interaction of the Federal Agencies, coordination of NEPA and permitting timelines, and looks to expedite the overall process of project review.  Been there done that.  With the new ones that may get lost on this for NEPA fanatics is that the UFR isn’t simply NEPA, it’s Best Practice NEPA, or the NEPA process done extremely well.  Obviously 9/11 occurred before the establishment of the UFR and before the National Disaster Recovery Framework.  It was also on a much smaller geographic scope than the disaster like Sandy.  Clearly each disaster is different.  But what was done with the Lower Manhattan Recovery was that FEMA immediately pulled together all the Federal Agencies as well as the State and New York City Agencies to identify environmental and permitting requirements, and held meetings regularly to address issues.  The Federal Transit Administration eventually took over as Lead Agency and kept the coordination and collaboration going.  It sounds like the UFR, doesn’t it? 
One of the major benefits of that early collaborative, shall I say, best NEPA practice is the environmental performance commitments that resulted.  EPA had some major concerns regarding the timing for the rebuilding.  New York City is in nonattainment for air quality standards.  With all the construction that going to be occurring, the standards limiting emissions were bound to be reached.  The Lead Agencies and project sponsors were pretty much saying that the limits would be addressed as we went along, and maybe hopefully wouldn’t even be reached.  The problem with considering the emissions one project at a time was that the poor last project that came into the pipeline, whichever one it would wound up being, would really have to struggle to reduce and offset all of its emissions and it may not be able to.  Through the collaborative process, EPA kept making the point that wouldn’t it make sense to have every project make the reductions that are most easily practicable so that no one project would have to bare a huge burden.  The same basic concept held true for noise and pedestrian circulation.  After many meetings and discussions, the Lead Agencies and project sponsors agreed to identify those practical measures and hence the environmental performance commitments were born.  Each project apply those measures and construction continues today.  If the Agencies didn’t coordinate, collaborate, and anticipate issues, maybe the Freedom Tower wouldn’t be what it is.  So with good solid NEPA practice having mitigation techniques established upfront, Lower Manhattan is being rebuilt with all its reviews and permits in place and FTA et al. received environmental quality awards.  Good news all around.
Fast forward a decade, Sandy hits, the NDRF is put into action, the JFOs are established and recovery support functions stood up.  Initially, I wasn’t at the JFO but was trying to participate in weekly conference calls.  This was problematic on many levels.  What was missing is what I have taken to calling “the intangibles.”  You see what I mean by that in the next slide.  Now bear in mind the EPA is one of many key players under the NDRF.  Yet EPA wasn’t at the JFO to provide immediate feedback and interaction, networking with various Agencies was obviously limited, trust that we were all working towards the same mission and goals was uncertain.  EPA staff weren’t readily accessible to be pulled into on-the-fly brainstorming meetings which were mainstays of early day recovery work.  I wasn’t there to provide some of insights that a native familiar with the area and stakeholders would have in garnering support, and getting ideas through was much more challenging and time consuming.
When you are embedded and seeing each other all the time you inspire each other to be creative and come up with atypical solutions to complex problems and bond with the other team members.  You also learn more quickly.  Once embedded, I picked up the acronyms and jargon in no time.  It’s also important to be engrossed in the mission of the recovery and not splitting your time with other work.  Of course, this also means that somebody has to be covering your standard duties back at the office.  And finally, straightforward communication.  With the trust that has developed from working together you can cut through the BS and hopefully get to a solution more quickly.  During the first year plus of Sandy recovery, we still didn’t have the UFR process established.  If we had had the UFR right from the beginning, the intangibles would have either already existed or been hastened.  For example, the core group of people addressing NEPA and permitting would have already known each other, been working together, and may have already had some pre-established goals and objectives.  The trust would have already been there along with the immediacy and accessibility.  With the UFR, there would have been already cadre of people trained in the recovery process.
So let me sum up by saying the ten years past between major Federal disasters in this Region, the Best Practices that had been learned from 9/11 were not readily in play, and to some degree had to be re-learned following Sandy.  With the UFR formally established and maintained, reinvention of the wheel should not occur.  The people are ready, the process is there, the pump is primed.  We have reached a time of understanding that we cannot prevent all disasters but we can be prepared to react to them much more effectively and efficiently when they do happen.  UFR is another step in that direction.  Thank you very much.
Michael Audin, FEMA, Sandy Recovery Office:  See, even on-the-spot coordination can work.  Not quite perfectly but it works.  But that just goes to show you a lot of things, and Grace brought up a really good point that coordination isn’t new, and in 9/11 coordination here in New York was huge.  It was happening everywhere and it was consistent.  But sort of like the Romans developing Portland cement and us losing that formula for a thousand years, we lost it for ten.  So it’s not losing those formulas, not losing those Best Practices, not losing those processes that are already in place that UFR formalizes makes possible for the long term.  And that’s what I think is really why we are here today what we’re here to talk about.  
To sum up for today’s last session, I have Dan Saunders from New Jersey’s State Historic Preservation Office, who didn’t have a chance to embed people initially but did later on with the disaster and we did do a lot of work with them communally where we would send out a group from FEMA and a group from SHPO to do evaluations or to test new processes or standards.  Dan.
Dan Saunders, New Jersey Historic Preservation Office:  Thank you Mike, I am the Deputy Historic Preservation Officer in New Jersey.  We do the Section 106 working with FEMA.  Pretty small office, about 14 people before the storm, not nearly big enough to handle all the storm-related stuff that would come at us, but we got bigger.  But that small size you know affects how we interact with large Agency like FEMA.  We didn’t get embedded staff right away, as Mike said we interacted pretty early on.  For the SHPO staff, you’re not that involved in the immediate response, you deal with the debris stuff a little bit, there’s some stuff you deal with, but the real workload comes in the recovery phase.  So we had kind of a period of quiet in the office there and we started interacting with FEMA and getting out, and doing the opposite of what we usually do.  What we usually do is go out and look for historic buildings, do the history, try to understand the community or place, and you look for the specific buildings or historic properties that represent those that was part of the history that are important.  So we did more or less the opposite, this sort of involved, certain serendipitously in the field with FEMA staff and that FEMA staff working with our staff really generated the kind of a bond between our staff.  So what we did was go out and survey for those properties that are not historic.  And you do it fast, you do it in a car, you do it with four people, and you’re putting your best people out with their best knowledge in the best they know the communities already and they’re out there working, and you’re making joint decisions about what is historic but maybe what we should watch out for.  So we very quickly did maps, we call them green maps because we had green markers in the cars so green meant don’t worry about it and pink meant there’s something there you’ve got to look at.  We cleared very large number of properties through that mechanism, then we created maps.
So where the FEMA embed becomes important in our office is that that person was able to do all of the legwork for this.  You know, figuring out - so drawing maps, for instance, of a community: what parts of the community developed in what periods of time and then that was used by my staff in the field with FEMA’s historic staff who had kind of the most knowledge, putting that background work is done by the embed and then our staff is doing sort of the high-level work making judgments and then they came back to the office and the FEMA staff then worked on mapping that material.  So we created basically a single layer map of the entire Jersey Shore with a very large portion of the Shore marked in green, which meant your environment historic review was done.  What happened was we didn’t really have PA going into the storm so we developed it through the storm, and we incorporated that mapping and you know, the green zone meaning no historic properties.  So that that turned out to be a pretty efficient way to review large number of projects.
I guess the other thing about having FEMA staff is you can do stuff you wouldn’t ordinarily do.  Normally when somebody calls me and says, “I want to expedite something, I want you to pull it out of the normal chain, the way things are done,” that usually means that’s going to happen slower.  With the embedded FEMA staff, we can say okay, we’re going to have a dedicated separate process for things as simple as getting a letter to FEMA.  But that meant that happened right away, it happened within an hour.  So it enabled us to kind of package things up and run them under a separate track, which definitely speeded up the interactions.  And it also improves just the trust between the Agencies: where is it, what’s happening, you know where it is, you’ve got it, you don’t have to wait for it so that’s very important.
And other thing is that we had a consistent embedded in the office and one of the values of that is that FEMA staff turns over pretty quickly, that’s their process, so you’re always kind of working with new people, and you’re not educated, so you have to work with them so you have a good working relationship.  So this FEMA embed, who we had continuity with, helped us to make sure that we had a strong working relationship with all the FEMA turnover that happens as a matter of course with FEMA, so that was very effective.  
It smoothed disagreements.  It’s not always easy.  You’ve got challenges where you may disagree about what’s historic and what a finding is, and the fact that we had a pretty strong relationship with FEMA meant that and then we could have those disagreements.  They didn’t get out of control, they didn’t lead to pouting in the corner that we sometimes do and that was effective.  
You know, 106, the Section 106 review process is process-based, not necessarily outcome-based, and what can happen, especially when you’re trying to work fast in the State office is that you can say “Oh I just don’t know, I don’t have enough information, yes, more information,” you get into this process mode and I think that the fact that we had a strong working relationship meant that we all understood that you wanted to get to a final decision mode about what was the historic property if there was one and what was the decision.  So I think it expedited things there too.  It was very valuable to us.  We also did have staff out of the JFO early on and it was just really, really valuable for us to be able to move through the process we needed to do to get people back into houses.  Thank you.
Michael Audin, FEMA, Sandy Recovery Office:  And what Dan was kind of alluding to there, in this particular case, instead of them embedding with us, we sent someone to embed with SHPO.  And we’ve had someone in the New Jersey office for two and a half years embedded in there as our liaison, as our representative, tracking things down for us as well as assisting them when preparing for their workload and it’s made a huge difference.  And if things started to simmer I get a quiet phone call, “Hey you want to call Dan and see if something’s getting a little out of control right now?” and get it to calm down real quick.  It made a huge benefit because we knew when things were going the wrong way I could send the letter to Dan through the liaison saying hey, there’s something we need to talk about that we don’t want to put down on the phone in front of everyone else.  And it was a very beneficial and still is very beneficial liaisonship and helps us out immensely.  Now we’ve run through this session pretty quickly so I’d like to give everyone a chance if they have any questions for any of the four here.
Commenter:  I want to acknowledge what Grace has talked about on the World Trade Center front.  So I was, at that time, the General Counsel of the Lower Manhattan Development Corporation, which was the responsible head entity and Federal Lead Agency.  So, I think the trust part and maybe the education part, I’d like to highlight is that with each disaster as what happened with Sandy, the State itself creates offices that are dedicated to that effort.  So the Lower Manhattan Development Corporation was a new entity, the New Jersey Governor’s Office of Rebuilding and Recovery, the mayor’s office of, well I guess more recently but there is a mayor’s office dedicated.  I want to highlight and really ask the question of how we can bake in the education effort to those Agencies, those who are new to it.  Because I think Charlene is here and she might say that part of the trust building and the education happens from Federal Agencies to the grantees, so of speak.
Grace Musumeci, EPA, Chief of NEPA Section:  I guess I’ll answer it.  One of the things is that if you go through the UFR process, even if it’s specifically for disaster, is I think if you can have that cadre of people together on a regular basis and maybe if there isn’t an ongoing recovery, we don’t meet as often.  But I thinks it’s important to stay in touch and you know, just have that familiarity with people, know each other, phone numbers are right there, so then when something does happen you are definitely ready.  So for those who have experience it kind of brings along those who are newer to the process.
Michael Audin, FEMA, Sandy Recovery Office:  To add on to that, that comes back to some of the work that Irene does do with us, which is a larger spectrum interagency coordination which many people in this room from State and Federal Agencies have been participating in.  The concept is to not let something like that be disaster-specific, that there needs to be some level of interagency coordination on an ongoing basis.  And that’s going to take a little bit of buy-in by all of us in order to do that.  I mean, it’s something that will go down to very few people when we call it peace time, when we’re not in the middle of a disaster, that can maintain those same lists that were discussed earlier for the UFR Advisor, for everyone knew who everyone is, have at least a monthly or bi-monthly phone call just to touch base, so we know who each other is and how things change, and maintaining that as it goes on and then being able to expand upon that if and when the disaster does hit.  Any other questions?
Commenter:  Mike, it’s a great presentation, great to hear everybody talk about meetings and embedding and that sort of thing, but for those that don’t know me, I was a Director out in New Jersey for a while and I’m going to put Dan on a spot, because I saw Dan do something when we were doing an elevation project where, I forget the number, we were elevating about 1500 homes or so.  Dan, will you walk us through how you helped us get from 1500 or so homes we’re going to do to basically sorting out the ones we can do upfront more quickly, and the graphs we put together, and charts, that sort of thing?   It’s really the interaction of your office and the embedded person that did it.  I think that would capture the value really of how we were embedded and coordinated.
Dan Saunders, New Jersey Historic Preservation Office:  I’m not sure I remember it all, it was kind of a blur.  We basically kept trying to peel layers off the onion to, that was the process we have been at.  We tried to identify as many buildings as upfront where either the scope wasn’t so big that you had to worry about the effect on historic property, or where it was already a green zone where we could quickly assess if it was going to be historic or not.  It was a matter of, it’s kind of a triage approach of keeping cutting down the number step by step to reduce the number of projects that you actually had to worry about.  That’s the essence of it.  Is there something else you wanted to get at?
Commenter:  The side I was hitting on was the getting daily phone calls from the commissioner if you remember.
Dan Saunders, New Jersey Historic Preservation Office:  Oh yes.
Commenter:  We agreed to hit certain numbers where we would complete elevation grants by certain dates and it really was a result of largely of the work that your folks were doing and our folks, we not only met the number but exceeded it and it surprised everybody.  It’s rather extraordinary.  A lot of it, credit due to you and your folks.
Dan Saunders, New Jersey Historic Preservation Office:  I don’t think it was us, just that we were so strongly coordinated.  We all knew exactly what the properties were, we knew what we had to do, and you know, you are getting your marching orders.  And so you marshal the forces, that’s where you focus all of your efforts.  So it was like, the Commissioner was pushing both of us.  But that was okay, if we could just turn all of our attention to that.  And we just…I think it was just really was knowing exactly what you wanted.  We worked on just this one problem and focused on it, that’s how we made it possible and got it done fast.
Michael Audin, FEMA, Sandy Recovery Office:  We are going to have to move on at this point.  We have two more we have to cover.  I like to thank these four for coming up and taking their time.  If Alice, Donna and Carlo could come up, we are going to talk about unique situation of trying to reduce Fish and Wildlife consultations and when you look at the number of consultations we would have had for a coastal disaster for both New York and New Jersey, you’re looking at very large number.  So with the help of the Region and these individuals as well, we were able to come up with a way to make things work a little bit better.  Starting off today will be Allison Shiffner.
Allison Shiffner, FEMA, New Jersey Sandy Recovery Office:  Good morning, my name is Allison Shiffner, I’m an environmental specialist at the New Jersey Sandy Recovery Office.  I’m very excited to introduce you today our Endangered Species Act Matrix.  I had a hand in creating the Matrix about two and half years ago under the guidance of Donna DeFrancesco at the very beginning of Sandy recovery in New Jersey.  The original concept was developed by Donna and she will speak in a few minutes of the benefits of having a Matrix to EHP staff.  Of course this couldn’t have been done without the help and support of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service New Jersey Field Office represented here today by Mr. Carl Popolizio.  He is our main contact with the Service and has been a tremendous help in this entire process.  He will also speak in a few minutes on the benefits of having a Matrix to the Service.
The ESA Matrix is a spreadsheet via a reference tool used by FEMA environmental reviewers to quickly determine if a Section 7 consultation is needed with a Service for a project.  We use it primarily in the form of a Microsoft Office Excel sheet, but we do have some very large posters printed hanging throughout the office, and I do have a few today if you like see them later.  Each row heading contains one of 57 scopes of work we felt that would be most commonly found in a disaster like Hurricane Sandy.  Some examples include: repair or replacement of a pier; repair to a bridge, culvert, or stormwater outfall; demolition of a structure; and elevation of a residential home.  Each column heading contains one of 16 species categories including the 13 Federally listed species in New Jersey, proposed species, and actually the only one on here right now is the Northern long-eared bat, but that will be Federally listed as threatened starting on May 4th.  It also has the bald eagle and migratory birds.  The cells in the middle show the agreed-upon affected determination for each species’ scope of work relationship.  The three possible effect determinations are N for “No Effect,” NLAA “for Not Likely to Adversely Affect,” and C for “Consultation Required.”  In addition, each NLAA determination contains criteria that must be met for concurrence to be achieved.  Out of the 912 effect determinations on the Matrix, 664 are No Effect.  That’s almost 2/3rd and that’s a significant amount of projects we were able to determine had No Effects to a species.
I’m going to go over very brief and simple example with you to give you an idea of how the Matrix works.  Let’s say our scope of work is addition of riprap adjacent to an approved structure or facility.  The first step in using the Matrix is to identify which species may occur in your action area of your project.  We’re going to pretend our species here are piping plovers, sea beach amaranth, and northern long-eared bat.  We use this Fish and Wildlife Service’s information planning and conservation program also known IPaC that can be found on their website.  Our next step is to go to the Matrix, find your scope or work, and your species and see what the determinations are.  For both piping plover and sea beach amaranth.  In this case, NLAA determination and for northern long-eared bat that is N for No Effect.  So we can quickly see that this scope of work has No Effect on the northern long-eared bat, and our review for that species is complete.  But for the other two, you must go to the criteria at the bottom of the Matrix to determine if concurrence can be achieved.  These are the criteria for these two species at the bottom of the Matrix.  Each criteria corresponds to a species and a number, and in this case both species have a timing and distance related criteria, so in this case we would go back to our scope of work, see if it follows the criteria, and if it does we can say that this project is Not Likely to Adversely Affect these species.  If it doesn’t follow the scope of work, we know to initiate a Section 7 consultation with the Service.	Comment by Sari Atchue: Video cut off?	Comment by Veas, Lindsey [USA]: 36:13
We just have a few statistics here for using it for the past two and a half years.  Out of approximately 5,195 FEMA-funded infrastructure, restoration, and recovery projects, only 68 projects required a Section 7 consultation.  That’s about 1.3 percent of projects.  An additional 21 consultations resulted from private property debris removal and demolition (PPDR projects), and Hazard Mitigation Grant Program projects including elevations and acquisitions.  We feel this number will be much higher without the use of the Matrix and the agreed upon determinations.  In addition to the Matrix, we also have a data share agreement with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, New Jersey Field Office, and the State, which has been a tremendous benefit in working with them.  We were able to obtain many GIS data layers for species and it’s been helpful in our reviews and in writing consultations.  I would call it another best practice.  Right now the ESA Matrix is disaster-specific to Hurricane Sandy in New Jersey and it’s under one-year renewable agreement with the Service.  I know the New York SRO is currently working on developing their own Matrix.  In the future, we look to possibly adapt this design to cover multiple disasters and use in other parts of the country to continue or expedite the recovery process for our environmental reviews.  Thank you.  Up next we have Donna DeFranceso.  She is going to speak about some benefits of having the Matrix.  
Donna Defrancesco, FEMA, Region IX:  Thanks Allison.  I just want to echo what Grace mentioned about the UFR process being the NEPA process, but better.  I think basically what happened with this ESA Matrix here was, this was the Endangered Species Act process but better.  When we began this collaborative process with Fish and Wildlife Service, we were really trying to get our arms around the potential 6,000 projects we could have, 160 different types of projects, 16 different species, and what was going to be an organizational framework that would allow us to kind of quickly sort through those and get to the, quickly pass the 95 percent or so projects that we felt, we could both agree, would have very little to no impact to species or their habitat, and really allow us to focus staff and their energies on those five percent of the projects that could potentially have an impact.  And as I guess as Allison said really sort of boil down to about 1.5 percent of projects from the total of 5,000 or so that were reviewed.
The whole process in developing the Matrix took about three months, pretty focused effort and speed to which that was completed is primarily a result of efforts of folks like Allison and Carlo and his staff who were not only focused on this effort but also were very, very quick in making very sound judgments in where they wanted to focus their effort.  And it became very clear in these discussions, those species and those habitats that were of particular interest to Fish and Wildlife Service, so we were able to really focus the energies of staff to those projects.  With that I guess I’ll just turn over to Carlo because I’m really interested to hear what he envisions the benefits are from the Fish and Wildlife Service perceptive.
Carlo Popolizio, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 5:  Well there really is a four-fold quality to consultation with FEMA that we are doing to date.  One was the Matrix, it’s still a living document that can be modified at any time by activity, by species, designation.  The second one was the data share agreements with the New Jersey DEP that allowed the GIS layers to be released to FEMA so that not only they could use the Matrix but understand where the habitats and species occurrences where.  The third one was the training that we provided by inviting Glenn Smith from the Regional office to come down to the JFO and provided a day of training to FEMA.  The fourth one was the really the technical expertise and the dedication of the FEMA management and staff.  
I’m just going to just keep it really brief because we’re going to have the opportunity to do this discuss this during the day.  But I want to share what Glenn Smith had to say when he went back home.  He said: “I think you have some great people to work with down there.”  Sure enough, that was the case.  Thank you.
Michael Audin, FEMA, Sandy Recovery Office:  We have a couple of minutes as well if anyone has any questions for any of the panelist on this particular project.
Commenter:  Michael Drummond here with the Council on Environmental Quality, part of the UFR Team, and it’s been great to hear about the Matrix and from everyone else who talked about ongoing Best Practices that we’ve learned from as we developed the UFR process, and certainly appreciate you taking the time to talk.  One question I had here and I think it may draw out additional benefit to the Matrix is the 1.3 percent of the projects that required consultation, because of the criteria that were in the NLAA category, all the footnotes, do you know the number of projects that were moved into NLAA from that could have required consultation if it wasn’t readily accessible information for the project planners to say, “Well we can’t operate during these months,” then if they had just gone ahead and done that, they may have bumped into the consultation category.  
Carlo Popolizio, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 5:  The consultation is requirement of the lead Federal Agency to provide determination on Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.  First choice is really is there No Effect, the second is it may affect species.  So if the determination is to say it’s No Effect, then there’s no need to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and lead Federal Agency, in this case FEMA, and we go ahead and fund the project or the activity.  Second part of it is whether this May Affect determination is unlikely to adversely affect or indeed may affect the species.  In the case of Not Likely to Adversely Affect, that’s what kicks in the consultation requirement with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to receive concurrence or non-concurrence on that determination.  If we have the case that indeed it may affect the species, then it will undergo formal consultation.  Out of these 68 projects, none of them has gone to the level of formal consultation.  They were all resolved at our concurrence level with the conservation measures applied.
Michael Audin, FEMA, Sandy Recovery Office:  We also estimate, to go one step further, that this probably saved us between 200-400 different consultations that could have gone a little further that we were able to take that away a lot quicker.  And I think that number was kind of what you were looking for and I’m with you Mike, I’m a numbers guy, how effective were we?  So we did try and track that but it was a large amount, it was probably 1/5 we had to do compared to what we could have had to do had we not this type of written guidance out there that Fish and Wildlife would accept.
Commenter:  I just had a quick follow up question.  Were the conservation measures identified in advance of the recovery or were they done post-disaster?
Donna Defrancesco, FEMA, Region IX:  The conservation measures were really built into the Matrix.  So like Michael said, I think when you look at the 900 or so potential consultations, the species-habitat interactions, the species-project interactions that could have occurred, and you look at 300-400 of those fall into the Not Likely to Adversely Affect category.  The reason that they fell into the Not Likely to Adversely Affect category was because mitigation type measures were added to the action to get it into a Not Likely to Adversely Affect at the time the Matrix was built.  Does that get at what you’re asking? 
Commenter:  So this was something you guys did post-disaster?  
Michael Audin, FEMA, Sandy Recovery Office:  Correct.  
Commenter:  There was no concept of this before?
Donna Defrancesco, FEMA, Region IX:  Right.  Yeah.
Michael Audin, FEMA, Sandy Recovery Office:  Unfortunately, that’s all the time we have for this group today.  Thank you very much everyone.  Our last group today, I’ll ask Mr. Haggerty to rejoin us and Mr. Greg Pollak.  And they’re going to talk a little bit about the wet debris project that will happened in New Jersey.  And debris was everywhere and the waterways and the rivers and bays in both New York and New Jersey in the Sounds.  You name it, we had debris.  So when you’re talking about few hundred miles of coastline and rivers and bays and things like that, you come to a very large, very complex project where the surge brought much of the debris into other areas that it wouldn’t normally have been that is now dry areas.  So the Army Corps was instrumental in this, with us, with FEMA, we also worked on a historic preservation aspect of it with the SHPO and DEP, it was a very large collaboration, very complicated.  I am going to let Greg explained that to you.  
Greg Pollak, FEMA, Region 2:  Hi name is Greg Pollak.  When I first got involved with this, I was a reservist then became a Corps with FEMA.  The wet debris issue, as Michael said, was enormous, 128 miles of coastline in New Jersey.  When we first brought in everybody, we were realizing we needed to get our arms around it.  The Army Corps of Engineers wasn’t mission assigned to do debris work.  The State of New Jersey chose to bring in contractors to deal with that, so we had to lay out a roadmap for how we were going to deal with this.  So we had vessels in the water.  We had submerged objects.  We’ve got just debris from work whatever, the loaaded gun was the sediment in the channels.  So just to give you a flavor for how large the project was, again we had to think about all those issues, get our head around it, and then figure out how we were going to deal with the NEPA compliance.  And right off the bat we realized we need to be talking with the Army Corps of Engineers because a lot of this work is already covered under possibly existing permits or new permits needed to be generated to achieve the task.  And then the work needed be broken up so we could move the projects along – vessels, getting the vessels dealt with, it was fairly easy so that contract was set aside and a separate project worksheet was written for that and then we worked our way through the rest of the process.
So just to give you a little bit of the flavor of what we’re talking about, you can see on the maps here, the State of New Jersey broke up the work areas into numerous zones.  Each zone has its own challenges.  You get closer to the urban environments, particularly dealing with in-water stuff, there’s certain areas, along Snake River – you don’t want to be pulling things out of the water, there’s some issues with contaminated sediments.  So how things get done is real important, so what are the permitting requirements for realizing Army Corps is typically going to have conditions so we started sitting down with the Army Corps, U.S. Fish and Wildlife – Carlo, Amy Uhrun, from NOAA, to try and see how can we move these projects along.  So you can see zones one and two here are running into the Sandy Hook Bay Area.  Then as we move down the coast and the other nuances, there’s 128 channels that are under the jurisdiction, joint jurisdiction of the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection and the New Jersey Department of Transportation.  So they were trying to figure out how are they going to address what’s in the water.  So as we skip through this you can see the enormity of where all these things are.  
And the other thing is that you can see on the maps are one, you got habitat areas that become problematic, we don’t want to do a lot of disturbance in those areas, and then I’m not sure if Michael is going to speak to it but, then there’s the archaeological resources.  It’s an old environment from going back to colonial days, so what happens if you find something in the water?  And what’s the process that you’re going to deal with that? So we sat down extensively with all the partners to try and hash out how we’re going to go through this.  So the public assistance program, just to what debris is eligible, it says in the slide there, “when all the following circumstances exist”…so it had to be debris that was a direct result of Hurricane Sandy.  In certain areas and urban waterfront area there’s historic debris, so was it from Sandy?  Was it moved by Sandy?  Is it eligible?  Is the debris located in the area of legal responsibility?  So again, in New Jersey, who had jurisdiction over the water areas and the marsh areas where this debris had come to be located, and then figuring out how we were going to break that out.  For the most part  the State of New Jersey took ownership of the waters of the State, it’s their authority, so we were pretty much dealing with the DEP initially to get things done.
The other issue is debris is not within another Federal Agency jurisdiction.  So the Army Corps has jurisdiction over the navigable waters and Federal channels, so the intercostal waterway, but the other 128 channels feeding into that became the responsibility of the State.  And then how do we determine what was damaged from the storm as opposed to what was the pre-disaster conditions.  So take a step back and think about how we’re going to figure out what the condition of all the waters of the State were prior to the storm?  That became a unique challenge for our review process and why it kind of came down to the point where the Army Corps is the specialist when it comes to dealing with debris and navigable waters.  So we started realizing that because the permits had to be generated for the work anyway, it made sense to sort of shift gears, even though we were the funding Agency, to have the Army Corps sort of drive the boat in the process.  So due the to potential increase of the scope of the projects beyond what would be funded by FEMA, we agreed that the Army Corps should become the lead Federal Agency in the review of the dredging projects to ensure that compliance with applicable Federal laws was met.  We tried to use existing Army Corps permits where they were already issued and still valid.  We spoke with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife and NOAA to make sure that if there were any new conditions that need to be addressed that we got this sort of built into those permits.  For the dredging projects that would require an individual permit, again, the process is the permits have to be in place before the work is initiated, so again it made sense to have the Army Corps sort of in the lead role to make sure that the conditions, the right conditions, got built into the permit process.  Do you want to address the archaeological issue?  Okay.  Jim Haggerty.
Jim Hagerty, U.S.  Army Corps of Engineers, North Atlantic Division:  Greg covered of a lot of the Corps aspect of it, and I, you know, don’t have to talk too much to it, was excellent presentation.  What I was going to say was that a lot of the coordination and getting things in place goes back to prior to Sandy, as a result of events before Sandy.  Even unnamed storms, the Corps and FEMA had kind of come to an agreement that FEMA would handle 106, Corps would handle ESA and the other law that hasn’t been brought forward today - the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act reviews for essential fish habitat.  So actually a lot of this stuff was news to me.  I was peripherally involved in the wet debris mission, some meetings early on with the NJDEP.  And actually I didn’t know the scope of what the Districts pulled off on this and it’s really just I guess a testament to us as Federal employees that when we’re faced with challenging circumstances, we learn how to pull together.  And of course it raises the question: well, why don’t we do that all the time?  But I think as humans where we are we react in special ways to special circumstances and it’s kind of like running a car 80,000 rpms, you can do it for a little while, you can’t do it 24/7/365, because you’re going to burn the engine out.  To the extent that we can do this and embellish on this through the UFR process and kind of standardize some of the procedures we put together, I think it’s going to be a good thing for future responses to disaster events.  
Michael Audin, FEMA, Sandy Recovery Office:  As Greg alluded to, there was an archaeological aspect that New Jersey, New York has a 300-400 year rich maritime heritage so with that kind of heritage means we’ve got a lot of remnants that were left: piers, bulkheads, cribbing, also to mention all the ships that have sunk off our coasts over the many years and the life-saving stations that went with them as well that were done at different times.  So what we did with that was again with the State Historic Preservation Office, with the Army Corps, with DEP as well, and ourselves, came up with a No Adverse Effect determination based on specific conditions that if they met these conditions, we could determine as a No Adverse Effect, and anything that didn’t fit that the contractors would have to investigate further like you would with any archaeological investigation to let us know what the potential resource was.  And that was something that worked out really well.  They had a group of maritime archaeologists with contractors which had some sub-archaeologists so I think it was a total of seven or nine working up and down the coast, looking at photographs, looking on the barges as they brought up debris, looking at different aspects of it, and then getting in touch with us very quickly to help us determine whether or not they had found something of historic significance or not.  In several cases they might have, and the protocol is unless they needed to remove it, was really just to place it back on the sea bottom where it was for future efforts if they needed it.  If they need to remove it, then they would need to do the research to justify what it was before we took the resource out so we would know whether we had an Adverse Effect or not to complete the Section 106 process and then how we would deal with that.  And predominantly, they were able to leave everything in place that had that potential and then mapped it.  And the true benefit of it was we have much better sonar mapping of all these areas for debris and potential historic resources that is being turned over to the State as a repository for research in the future, and for us to use in the future for future disasters.  And again we have a couple of minutes if anyone has any questions for either Jim or Greg.  
I know, the 15 minute break slide always gets you.  Could you repeat that in the microphone for everyone please?
Commenter:  I was curious to know if the Hurricane Katrina Gulf Coast debris removal project was looked at for gaining any insight into this or was this a whole new effort?
Michael Audin, FEMA, Sandy Recovery Office:  No, it was reviewed and Katherine Zeringue, who was in charge of the EHP division in the Louisiana Recovery Office, was the person that helped us write the No Adverse Effort for the archaeology.  So we did look at that, and we have tried extensively in both sides of the river here in a SRO to take the lessons learned from Katrina and apply them appropriately and see where we can build on things and not rebuild the same thing over and over and over again.  Any others? 
Dan Saunders, New Jersey Historic Preservation Office:  Not so much as a question, but a lessoned learned.  New Jersey scoped out the debris removal with the sidescan sonar.  They scoped it out over relatively low resolution thinking, “Oh, we will be able to see what we pull out,” and if we scoped out a higher resolution we would have saved a whole lot of investigation of stuff only to discover that it would only later appear.  So some days those decision you make early on are really important, if we had to do it over again a higher level of resolution would save us time and money.
Michael Audin, FEMA, Sandy Recovery Office:  Right, that is true, that’s more on a contractor basis because we didn’t have any part of that decision-making.
Dan Saunders, New Jersey Historic Preservation Office:  That was the State.
Michael Audin, FEMA, Sandy Recovery Office:  That was the State decided on that and it was unfortunate because it would have saved probably a lot of time and a lot of repetitive work but it’s one of those things you make your decisions at the time and it certainly a lessons learned that I think both the State and ourselves will bring forward.  
Angela Gladwell, FEMA, Director of Environmental Planning and Historic Preservation:  Some good things I heard.  I heard a piece about the Regional role that I think it’s worth for us to take back and to have some further dialogue about we talk a lot about the National UFR Coordinator and the UFR Advisor in the field but one thing that we don’t have in any consistent way is what that role is at that regional perspective outside of disaster, and so I think that’s something we want to take back to have further conversation about.  I heard specifically sitting in on the disaster MOU, conversation about the challenge of what gets formalized and the length of time that takes verses more other types of protocols and agreements that can be put in place.  But one of the major themes that I heard from that is the need for proactive scoping, and that commitment to coordination, so you can really understand very early on in the disaster what needs to be formalized and what may not be.  Recognizing that the more things that are written down, the more we can take them and apply them elsewhere and bring that better communication to others throughout the course of the disaster.  I heard the questions of how can we do more of this?  That this type of dialogue is important, how can we do more, and I think that’s something that we want to think about.  We are taking this to, as I mentioned, to Colorado, and some further exercises and conversations this summer but I think the question is how can we do more of this in a way that continues this in inter-organizational dialogue on the Unified Federal Review.  I heard some conversations about exploring, and the need for State counterparts as well and understanding what that need and role might be in the future.  I heard a lot about the need to have the right personnel in place to make this successful and therefore the accompanying education role that goes about this to ensure that folks that are coming into disaster recovery efforts have been educated on the Unified Federal Review effort: they’re equipped and ready to be able to support and provide leadership in this area.
So those are some of the major things that I took away.  Is there any other common themes that you’ve heard throughout your groups that you just want to share either for the facilitators that hasn’t already been mentioned or for folks that are participating today, any other common themes that you just want to share with the group?  No?  
So just a couple things as we wrap up there, again, this tells you a little bit on our next steps, what we’re going be doing from here.  And again, we’ve got a multi-year implementation so we’ve kind of prioritized our kind of critical steps over the next couple years.  I encourage you to continue to look at our website for updates to that process as we go.  As Michael mentioned earlier, this is this is the slide with the webpage for those that asked so you can go right there and get that information.  
[bookmark: _GoBack]Again, I ask that if you haven’t had a chance to fill out the evaluation to do that and to drop that in the back.  This is a day long effort but I can’t tell you the amount of work and preparation that the team put into this.  I would just like for the folks that both at the UFR Team and Region and Sandy Recovery Office, if you had a role in helping to put this together could you stand up please.  And could everybody just give them a hand?  They worked extremely hard and think did an excellent job.  So thank you for that.  Thank you all for your participation and for your time today to take a day out of your busy schedules to be with us.  So with that we will conclude today’s event, and I hope you have a great afternoon and evening.  Stay dry.  
