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I ntroduction

Building 22 century infrastructur@ a manner that safeguards our communities and the
environment is an important component of President Obama’s effort to strengthen
America’seconomygcreate new johsand improve U.Sompetitiveness the global
market. Safe, reliable, and resilie@mirastructure, includingoads, bridges, railways,
airports, renewable energy infrastructure, electricity transmigsansit systems, water
resource projects, ports and waterways, broadband internet, and pipdlibesg
immediate and longerm economic benefits to communities across the coantty

further America’sefforts to securenergy independence and mainigrcompetitive

edge in a global economy.

Federal agency perniitg and review responsibilities seek to ensure that as major
infrastructure projects areqposedpotential impacts on safety, security, and
environmental and community resources such as air, water, land, and historical and
cultural resources are considered and minimized. They also see&ui@hat low

income and minority communities do not bear a disproportionate share of theseimpact
These permitting and review responsibilities have been authorized and assigned by
Congress to multiple Federal agencies and are aimed at ensuring that approeésl proje
avoid, minimize, and mitigate, as appropriaey detrimental impacts so that completed
projectscarefully balance the needs and priorifsthe project applicanaffected
communities, and the environment.

These permitting and reviéwesponsibilitiesarea cornerstone dimerica’sefforts to
protect the environment and harmonitaeeconomic and environmental aspiratiols.

such, they require regular reexamination to entheeeviewsare conducted a timely,
efficient, and transparent mannéior the vast majority of projects, tbavironmental
review and permitting requirements are accomplished effectively and efficieatly
particularly for large and complex infrastructure projehtsyever, the diverse and often
divergent sets of agency permit and decision-making responeibiiin leadotfriction
andcreatenefficiencies and extend the timeframe for the Federal permitting and review
process.

In additionto the Federal permitting and revigwocess, there are many other factors that
can affectimeframes for competing major infrastructure projects. Multiple Tribal, state,
and local governments often also have key decision-making responsibilities for proposed
infrastructure projest Affected residential communities, nonprofit organizatians,

other stakeholders participatetire permitting and revieyprocesgshrough statutory and
regulatory public comment opportunitieBrojectapplicantsareultimately responsible

1 “Permitting and review” and similar terms are used throughout this document as general terms to
refer to a broad set of legal and regulatory requirements. No language in this document modifies
specific usage of these terms in law, regulation, or guidance, nor is the term “permitting” intended to
imply approval will be given for a proposed project. The term is meant to connote the Federal
decision making process which may or may not ultimately lead to project approval.



for project development amlay a critical role in establishing and maintaining project
timeframes and changes in applicant priorities or available funding can delay or cancel
projects. The interplayamongthese factorsan impact decisiemaking and extend the
timeframe for the Federal permitting and review procesgecially for large and

complex infrastructure projects.

To ensure his Administration to@lction to modernize these permitting and review
processeson March 22, 2012, the President signed Executive Order 136@4yving
Performance of Federal Permitting and Review of Infrastructure Projects. This order
launcreda governmentwide initiative tomodernizeFederaldecision-makingrocesses
through improved efficiency and transparency, while produmeasurably better
outcomes for communities and the environment. This governwidatnitiative isled

by an interagency Steering Committ@ehich is composedf Deputy Secretaries or their
equivalent from 12 Federal agenc#a= chaired byhe Office of Management and
Budget (OMB in coordination with the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ).

To date, agencies have expedited the review and pernoftoger 50selectednajor
infrastructure project$including bridges, transit projects, railways, waterways, roads,
and renewble enegy generation projectdlore information about these projecs
posted online on thEederal Infrastructure Projects Permitting Dashbhdats of the

date of this Plan, 36f these projects havwmpleted the Federal review procesih

one project denied. dimatedime savings rangiom several months to several yesrs
many casesFederal gencies have also identified a set of best practices for infrastructure
permitting andeview, ranging from expansion of Information Technology (d9gls to
strategies for improving collaboration and synchronizirapesses across Federal
agencies. These practices ggftected in the June 20E2deral Plan for Modernizing

the Federal Permitting and Review Process for Better Projects, Improved Environmental

2 For the purposes of thimplementationPlan, “infrastructure projects” are those that fit into the aract
listed in the Executive Order on Improving Performance of déarmitting and Review of Infrastructure
Projects. These include surface transportatiomtiavi, ports and wateays, water resource projects,
renewable energy generation, electricity transmission, broadbah@jelines.For the purposes of this
Plan, “majof does not refer to any existing statutory, regulatory, or agspegific meaning of the term.
It is used only for the purposes of this implemgataplan, and related implementation activities,efer
to projecsthat:
e Involve multiple Federal agencies and potentialiypdl, state, or local government permit
decision making or review actions associatéth their development;
e Provide regional (rather than localized) econgmidtural, or environmentddenefits, or are
directly linked to other critical infrastructuregpects (e.qg., rail to port);
¢ May have significant impacts on communities or the remvient;
¢ Involve resources and permitting actions that are not routinaetessitate focused attention and
enhanced coordination; and
o Are otherwise classified as major by law or regulation

3 The Permitting Dashboard was established pursuant to a 2011 Presidential Memorandum on
Speeding Infrastructure Development through More Efficient and Effective Permitting and
Environmental Review.


http://www.permits.performance.gov/

and Community Outcomes, and Quicker Decisions and individual agency plans and at
permits.performance.gdv.

To build on these results, theeBidentsigned a Presidential Memorandum on May 17
2013,chargng theinteragency Steering Committeelead the development aplanto

further modernizéhe Federal permitting and review process for major infrastructure
projects to furthereduce uncertainty for project applicants, reduce the time it takes to
conduct reviews and make permitting decisions by half, and produce measurably better
environmental and community outcomes.

This Implementation Plan was developed by the Steering Committee in response to the
President’s directionThefindings and proposegformsare based on Steering

Committee deliberations, meetings with the skl interagency Infrastructure

Working Group (Interagency Working Groupdliscussions with Federal agency experts,
and information provided by industry, environmental groups, and other stakeholders.

When developing thisl&n, the Steering Committee determined there was no “silver
bullet” thatwould lead to achieving the Préent’s goals- no singular change to the
legal or regulatory framework thatould provide the same level of protections for
communities and the environment with dramatically redticeeframes. Iatead the
Steering Committee determin#dthtdue to the great diversity among the types of
infrastructure projects, as well as diversity of environments and communitss doe
nation, a well-coordinated and sustained effort to analyze, modernize, and betige mana
the existing processegas required Furthe, the Steering Committee determined that
implementation of these proposed reforms will regsustained leadership focus,
dedcated implementation capacignd the development of performance indicators
track progress.

As a result of these findisgthis Implementation Pladentifiesfour strategiesnd15

reforms with 96 nearterm and longermmilestoneghe Federal government will
implementto furtherinstitutionalize best practices and lessons learnedcamidbdernize
Federal regulations, policies, procedui@sd guidance for the review and permitting of
major infrastructure projectsTheseinclude a proposal to establish an interagency team
dedicated to implementing these reforms on a governwmieletbasis.In addition to
governmentwide milestones, it also includes individual agency milestones as well as
noting completed agency accomplishments (identified below with a checRitusPlan

will be updated as necessary to incorporate new findings and lessons learned, and regul
progress updates will be provided to the public. To ensure focused attention and follow-
through, the Administration has established this effort@sasAgency Priority Goal
andOMB will review progress angdrovide regular status updates through
Performance.goeach quarter.

4 Available athttp://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/ongports/reporto-the-presidentrebuilding
americasnfrastructure.pdf

5The Interagency Working Group is chadrbyOMB, in coordination with CEQ, and consists of
representatives from all Steering Committee agencies
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The Implementation Plan complements ongoing efforts to conduct retrospective
regulatory review of existing regulations in accordance with Executive Order 13563,
Improving Regulation and Regulatory Review. This order directs agencies to develop
plans to reiew their existing regulations in order to explore “whether any such
regulations should be modified, streamlined, expanded or repealed so as to make the
agency’s regulatory program more effective or less burdensome in achieving the
regulatory objective8. Agencies are directed to reportdmnually on the status of their
ongoing retrospective review effortgind make these reports available to the public.

This bi-annual reporting process on retrospective regulatory review effidrie
coordinated wh agency efforts to implement the objectives of this Implementation Plan.

Thelmplementation Plan aldeverageshe work of related initiatives such as the

Unified Federal Environmental and Historic Preservation Review (UFR). The UFR
established as &sult of the Sandy Recovery Improvement Act of 2013,isnd
developing a number of products that will benefit the interagency review process,
including guidance on coordinating the Federal review process during disasteryecove
and a library of efficiency tools for Federal agencies which will cover a variety of
environmental and historic preservation requiremente UFR will also incorporate the
disaster recovery relevant strategies in this Implementation Plan as they areatkvelop

6 Available at http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2011/01/18/improving-regulation-and-
regulatory-review-executive-order

7 See Memorandum for the Head of Executive Departments and Agencies, Implementation of
Retrospective Regulatory Review Plans (October 26, 2011), available at
http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/omb/assets/inforeg/implementation-of-
retrospective-review-plans.pdf



Goal Statement

Modernize the Federal permittimgnd reviewprocess for major infrastructure projects to
reduce uncertainty for project applicants, redhesaggregatéime it takes to conduct
reviewsand make permitting decisions by half, and produce measurably better
environmental and community outcomes.

Overview of Strategiesand Actions

To advance this goal, the Federal government will implement four strategies sdpporte
by 15specificreforms

Strategy 1: Institutionalize I nteragency Coordination and Transparency

Major infrastructure projectsftenrequiremultiple permitsandreviews from Federal
agencies and bureausth differing levels of control and responsibilitp, order toensure

that projects are built in a safe and responsible manner and that adverse inpacts to
environment and communities are avoided, minimizedyibgated Over time, thee

legal and regulatory requiremenmiare resulted irmore than 3%listinctpermitting and

review responsibilities across more than 18 Federal agencies and bureaus, implemented
by staffat headquarters arftlindreds of regional and field offices.

The interplay among the diverse setpaiticipantsand statutorilydefined
responsibilities is challenging and can sometimes result in uncertailotyger than
anticipated timeframes. However, as efforts to date have successfully demonstrated
early consultation and coordination among agencies witmpak@ermitting or review
responsibilitiesand other stakeholdecan helpdevelop planning milestones which
identify andresolvepotentialissues of concerearly in the processhusavoiding
unnecessargelays Similarly, where statutory authoritieloav, synchronizing separate
Federapermit andreviewprocesseat the outset, rather than conducting them
sequentially, can help result in significant efficiend@scertain complex projects.
Online tools like thé-ederal InfrastructurBermittingDashboard can facilitate
interagencycollaborationand synchronization and can also help create a more
transparent, predictable process for project applicangldition a number of good
models have emerged for effective, early coordination with statsd,governments, and
Tribes such as developing integrated project schedules.



Specific actions supporting this strategy include:

1.1 Develop Policies and Tools for Coordinated Federal Project Reviews that includes designing
coordinated project schedules, identifying a clear Federal coordination lead, and developing
a mechanism for elevating and resolving interagency issues and disputes (p. 12)

1.2 Improve Synchronization of Separate Federal Permits and Reviews, including but not limited
to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) environmental review process and reviews
under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, Endangered Species Act, and the Bridge Acts
under Title 33 U.S.C (p. 16)

1.3 Standardize Use of the Infrastructure Permitting Dashboard and Internal Collaboration Tools
to display coordinated project schedules, improve transparency for project applicants and
the public, and gather key metrics (p. 18)

1.4  Identify Best Practices and Expand Agreements for Early Engagement with Tribal, state, and
local Governments (p. 21)

Strategy 2: Improve Project Planning, Siting, and Application Quality

Carefulproject planning and selection of an approprnmatgect sitebefore a permit
application is fileccanminimize uncertaintyandsignificantly reducethe overall
timeframe for completing necessggrmits andreviews. Time invested earljo identify

a project site that avoidscologically or culturally sensitive areas can lead to a more
efficient process and shorteverall projectimeframes, and can even avoid the need for
Federal reviews, approvals, or licenses pertaining to those resdirngéarly, project
planning and the submitted proposal should refleetresults oéarly consultations with
relevant stakeholders, FederBlibal, state,andlocal representative$p ensure the
proposed project accounts for these perspectives up front. Further, when applicants
provide all appropriate information and analysishe initial applicationt helps to
ensurehe Federal review can proceed without delays caused by missing, incomplete, or
inaccurate informationThe Steering Committee has identified specific actions to
facilitate this upfront planning and support effective and timely decisiomaking by
agency stafbnce the Federal procesdmgin.

Specific actions supporting this strategy include:

2.1  Expand Availability of Scientific, Environmental and Other Relevant Data and GIS Tools by
developing a government-wide data sharing policy, establishing consistent data standards,
and expanding GIS Tools (p. 23)

2.2 Develop User-Friendly IT Tools for Project Applicants and Federal Agencies (p.26)

2.3  Develop a Nationwide Inventory of Historic Properties (p. 28)

2.4 Identify Best Practices Guidance for Project Applicants (p. 30)



Strategy 3: Improve Permitting, Reviews, and Mitigation

To protect our Nation’s environmental, cultural and histe@gourcessrequired under
Federalaws, majorinfrastructure projects muebtain a number gfermits andindergo
reviews, includinghose pursuant tine National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the
Endangered Species Act (ESA), the Clean Watel(@#{A), the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPARndthose required unddiitle 33 of the United States Cdde

in compliance withtheir respective implementing regulations. A number of regulations,
policies and guidance documerdsach as the recentigleasedNEPA and NHPA, A
Handbook for Integrating NEPA and Section 106, prescribehow thesgpermits and
reviewsare to be conducted to ensure quality and robustness of the review and encourage
projectapplicants to collect information early in the proceds)e eliminaing

unnecessary duplication or inefficiencies.

This section includes specific action itemetsure thaagency staffs fully engaged in
utilizing theflexibility of existing regulations, policies, and guidance iaeatifying
additional actions téacilitate high quality, efficient, and targetpdrmittingdecisions
andreviews.This includes updating and developing training materials, IT tools,
regulations oguidanceas necessayyo ensure thaigencies effectively consider
regulatory requirementa the planning and decision-making proesskeveragng
existinganalysesand dataeliminaing unnecessary duplication; and focusar@ly®s on
thereasonable and relevant alternatives.

This setion also includes policies to facilitate advance plantogvoid, minimize, and
otherwisemitigateproject impacts anthke landscaper watershedevel approaches to
mitigation, where appropriateln order to produce the greatest environmergakfits,
mitigation efforts should be focused on activities where environmental needs and the
potential environmental contributions are the greatedtin accordance with statutory
requirements. Through mitigation planning at a landscape, ecosysteateoshed

scale, agencies can locate mitigation activities in the most ecologically intpaneas.

8 Sections 9, 10, and 14 of the Act of March 3, 1899, popularly known as the Rivers and Harbors
Appropriation Act of 1899 (33 U.S.C. 401 et seq.), the Act of March 23, 1906, popularly known as the
Bridge Act of 1906 (33 U.S.C. 491 et seq.), the Act of June 21, 1940, popularly known as the Truman-
Hobbs Act (33 U.S.C. 511 et seq.), or the General Bridge Act of 1946 (33 U.S.C. 525 et seq.)



Specific actions supporting this strategy inéud

3.1 Facilitate High-Quality and Efficient Permitting and Review Processes for Proposed Major
Infrastructure Projects (p. 33)

3.2 Expand Innovative Mitigation Approaches to facilitate landscape-level mitigation planning,
consistent and transparent standards for applying the mitigation hierarchy, and advance
mitigation and use of in-lieu fee program and mitigation banks (p. 37)

3.3 Develop Guidance for Non-Federal Stakeholder Engagement and Public Comment that
leverages agency experience and IT tools to promote meaningful engagement of stakeholders

(p. 42)

3.4 Expand Use of Programmatic Approaches for Routine Activities and Those with Minimal
Impacts (p. 43)

3.5 Regularly Review Agency Implementation Capacity, including authorities for sharing the
costs of permitting and reviews across Federal agencies and among Federal agencies,
industry and states (p. 44)

Strategy 4: Drive Continued | mprovement

Fully achieving thd’resident'gyoalwill require a sustained leadership focus at agencies
and ateam dedicated to impleming the reforms on a cross-governmieasis,
monitoringthe effectiveness of reform&yrther analyzing agency processes, and
identifing additional reforms.This strategyincludes a proposal by the Steering
Committee taestablish a dedicated teaoalled the Interagency Infrastructure Permitting
Improvement Center (IIPICJp support the ongoing improvement of Federal permitting
and reviev responsibilities for mjar infrastructure projectslIPIC, under the direction of
the Steering Committee and reporting directly to OMB, wilstadfedby dedicated

subject matter expertad supported by rotating detailees frpanticipatingagencies.
Administrative support for IIPIQvill be provided by the Department of Transportation
and governed by a Charter approved by the Steering Committee. The establishment of
the firstever team dedicated to implementing governmade process improvements

for permitting and reviews of major infrastructure projects, witaquest to Congress for
funding included in the President’'s FY 2015 Budget, demonstrates the Admiomsgati
commitment to ensuring the reforms in this Implementation Plan produce s#alned,
and noticable improvements for projeqiplicants, Federand nonFederal managers,
communities, and the environment.

Achieving the President’s goaill also require the development of a reliatiiaset on
permittingtimeframes and on the impacts on communities and the environnérg.

data set is not currently available in a consistent, governwidet-accessibleand
transparentormat. This data is necessary to enshatreforms are having the intended
impact, to faciliate thedientification of additional reforms, and to ensure efforts to
improve timeliness do n@ompromise the ability of Federdlibal, state,andlocal
governments to achieve statutorily mandated objectives or otherwise negatigety

10



environmental or community healtiThis sectiorthereforeincludes a proposal by the
Steering Committee to begin collecting datgpemmittingtimeframes and the impacts on
communities and the environment.

Specific actions supporting this strategy include:

4.1 Establish and Track Metrics for Improved Outcomes for Communities and the Environment
and for Permitting Timeframes (p. 46)

4.2  Establish an Interagency Infrastructure Permitting Improvement Center (IIPIC) to support
the ongoing implementation of EO 13604 and the improvement of Federal permitting and
review processes for major infrastructure projects (p. 51)

| mplementation Phases

Implementatiorof the reformsidentified above will occur through a phased approach to
account foresource constraintthe need to pilot and refine some reform proposals, and
reasonablémplementation timgames Thetwo implementation phasese:

1. Initial Implementation. Thefirst phase will run fromMay 2014 through mid-2015
and will includeactivitiesthat arefeasiblewithin existing resource®uring this
phase the Administrationill begin implemeration of some priority reformand
pilot studes.

2. Full Implementation. Thesecond phase will begin in mid-20Esterincorporation
of any changes to thetrategies and actiomsdicated bythe results of initial
implementation and pilot activities a@bngressional consideration of the funding
and legislative proposals included in the FY 2015 President’s Budiget.
completion of some reforms identifiedrffull implementation are dependent on
resource availability for IIPIC and agencies.

Each strategy and action in this plan includes tentative milestones for each phase. The
milestones do not represent a commitment by the government, but are irtolgdete
implementation and provide transparency for stakeholders. These milestones may be
modified based on lessons learned during implementation, feedback from stakeholders
and resource availability.

In the next sectiorthe specific actionandmilestonesn both phaseare described in
further detail, with target completion dates listed in quadgtise calendar year.

11



Specific Actions and Next Steps

1. INSTITUTIONALIZE INTERAGENCY COORDINATION AND TRANSPARENCY OF PERMITS
AND REVIEWS

1.1. Develop Policy for Coordinated Project Reviews

Efforts to date have successfully demonstrated that early consultation and damrdina
among agencies with potential permitting or review responsibilities and with other
stakeholders can help identify planning milestones around which potential issues of
concern can be resolved early in the process, thus avoiding unnecessary delays.
Similarly, where statutory authorities allow, synchronizing separate Federat pad
review processes at the outset, rather than conducting them sequentialgneeate
significant efficiencies for complex projects.

The Steering Committee agencies, under the guidance of OMB and CEQ, will develop
andpilot a policy for coordinating the Federal permits and reviews for major
infrastructure projest(Policy for CoordinatedrBject Review or PCPR)The pilot will

be initiated within one or more sectors with an initial process mapping exertaeto
the policy to the pilot project type and informing the broader policy developittest.
PCPR will institutionalize best pracéis and procedures to enseaagly and substantive
communication with all relevda agenciesfacilitate concurrenpermits andeviews to

the greatest extent practicaldad create a more coordinated, efficient, consistent, and
transparent Federal pernmit and review process. The PCPR will define the
coordination responsibilities of agencies involved in the permitting and revieajof
infrastructure projects and establish or revise procedures for early coordtnatentify
opportunities for collaboratiomstablishment of a coordinated project schedule,
synchronization of reviews, and collecting information more efficiently. Nothingsn thi
implementation plan reduces the timeframes established in existing laws, sueh as t
Endangered Species Afdy public comment, consultations, and other agency actions,
nor does the PCPR supersede existing legal requirements or regul@aherBCPR will
include the following components:

Applicability of the PCPR The PCPR will apply teelectmajor infrastrature

projects Interagency coordination for these projects will begin as early as
practicablesuch as when the project applicant provides sufficient information about
the project to facilitate meaningful coordination at the planning stage thatsoc
before aFederalapplication is submitted and Federal review formally begins.

Procedures for Developing a Coordinated Project.Alaa PCPR will establish
policy by whichthe NEPA Federal Leaagency will develop, in consultation with the
project applicant and all relevant Tribakte, and locafjovernments, a Coordinated
ProjectPlan foreachmajor infrastructure project. Each Coordinated Project Wikhn
include:

e Alist of relevantagencies, their respective responsibilities, apgropriate
points of contact;

12



e An agreedupon complete project plannisghedulahat includes altequired
Federal permits and reviewsey milestonesandto the extent practicable
permits and reviews reqed by relevantribal, state, andocal governments;

e Clearly articulateaneans focoordination amongederal agencies ajto the
extent practicabldor Tribal, state, antbcal governments;

e A list of consultation requirements and consulting parties;
e Any known financing deadlines or other critical milestones for the project;

e Planned opportunities for public comment, including potential opportunities
for joint public notices, hearings, or meetings;

e Information required from the projeapplicantat eat stage of the process;

e A plan for integrated and strategic application of the mitigation hierarchy
(avoidance, minimizatigrandmitigation) for project impactsleveloped, to
the extent practicabl@ coordination with relevant Tribadtate, andocal
governments and other relevant parties; and

e Documentation of reviews conducted and the determination of any decisions
made during the planning phase of the project.

iii.  Coordination Responsibility. The PCPR will clearly define the coordination
responsibilities of all Federal agencies with permitting or review responsgboftitie
major infrastructure projectsCoordinating responsibilities include the following:

e The NEPA Federal Lead agency will be responsible for coordinating with
other Federal agencies awih relevant Tribalstate, andocal governments
and other consulting parties appropriateAs early as practicable, the NEPA
Lead agency will:

i. Work with the project applicat define the scope of project

activities andhe context and intensity pbtential impacts

ii. Notify all Federal agencies with potential permitting or review
responsibilities for the proposed project and form an interagency
project team;

iii. Establish a schedule for regular coordination for the interagency
project team; and

iv. Notify relevantTribal, state, andlocal governments of the proposed
project and agree aamnticipated timeframef®r any required
consultations.

e Other Federal agencies with permitting and review responsibilities for the
project will be responsible for assisting wvthe development of a
Coordinated Project Plan, meeting agreedn milestones, consulting with
the NEPAFederalLead agency, providing information about their respective

13



iv.

permitting or review responsibilities aadsociateihformation needs, and
participating on the interagency project team, as appropriate.

e Inthe event a NEPA Federal Lead agency hayetditeen identified (e.g.,
before an application is filed or during early information gathering), the
Federal agenclkely to have the greatest respdiliy for the Federal
decisions necessary for determining whether and how a proposed major
infrastructure project will proceed witle responsible for identifying and
notifying other relevant Federal agencies and facilitating early coordination
until a NEPA Federal Lead agency is identified. Coordination responsibility
will be transferred to the NEPA Federal Lead agency at the earliest practicabl
opportunity. If it is unclear which agency should fulfill these responsibilities,
a timely decision will be falitated by IIPIC and elevated to CEQ when the
lead agency has not been agreed upon in 45 days or when reduested.

e The additional coordination responsibilities of the NEPA Federal Lead agency
described above will not imply responsibility any individu& permits or
reviews that are not within the NEPA Federal Lead agency’s authority, nor
will the NEPA Federal Lead agency be held accountable for meeting other
agency milestones on the project sched&egulatory agencies will retain
their neutrality withregard to their permand reviewdecisionsas well asn
the development of the Coordinated Project Plan.

e Some agencies may have a very minimal role due to the limited scope of their
permitting or review responsibilities in relation to a particular project. As part
of the development and field-testing of the PCPR, Steering Committee
agencies will consider and delineate the appropriate level of involvement in
such cases to avoid creating unintended procedural delays. Likewise, for
infrastructure projestthat may not meet the definition of “major
infrastructure,” participating agencies may opt into the PCPR by mutual
agreement if there is a desire for increased coordination.

e Tosupport the additional coordination responsibilities outlined in this section,
the Administratiorwill evaluate resourceand different financing options
annually as part of theresident’'s Budget process (see section 3.5).

Conflict Resolution Procedureshe PCPR will establish procedures for identifying
and resolving conflicts among different permitting and review agencies quickly and
effectively prior to and during any environmental and historic preservatig@wev
processes, in cases where such procedures do not already exist and consistent with
statutory requirements. Therdlict resolution procedures will describe specific

steps the involved agencies shake in the event of a conflict, time limits for the
execution of each step, and provisions for elevating the issue within the agencies.
The NEPA Federal Lead agency, in consultation with any NEPA cooperating
agencies, will be responsible for determining which dispute resolution procedures

940 C.F.R. § 1501.5(e).
14



may be applicable during the course of the review process and for enforcing such
procedures.

Field Testing of the PCPR: Agencies wgilot the PCPR by applying it to select
projects with the concurrence of applicants different infrastructure sectors and
geographic regions, as appropridtbe lessons learned and best practices identified
through this fieldtesting wil be used to further refine the PCRIRd the types of

projects that would benefit fromaind develop any necessary training, guidance,

tools (including templates or toolkits for preparing Coordinated Project Plawaisio a
identify any additional sect@pecific process improvements. If the PCPR is deemed
a useful and efficient addition to existing agency practices, it would be fagdali
through an appropriate mechanism, such as an interagency agreement, rulemaking,
guidance document, or some other mechanism.

The PCPR also will build upon activities underway at the Department of Energy. In June
2013, in furtherance of Executive Order 1364, President issued a Presidential
Memorandum on Transforming our Nation's Electric Grid Through Improved Siting,
Permitting, and Reviewirecing theSteering Committeagencies to develop an
Integrated, Interagency RAgplication (IIP) Process. The IIP Process is intended to
allow for early coordination amorgyoject gplicants and Federal agencies for
significant onshar electric transmission projectquiring Federal approvalhis
coordination would lead to stronger applications and faster review, fora@saote early
mitigation planning, and improve environmental outcomes. In August 2013, in
coordination with the Steering Committee agend3E released a Request for
Informationsoliciting public input on a draft IIP, through the Office of Electricity
Delivery and Energy Reliability (OE)DOE will work with thelnfrastructure Working
Groupto finalizethe IIP processconsistent with the principles in the Implementation
Plan.

Concurrent with the development and piloting of the PCPR, the Administration will

begin developing a policy for coordinated project reviews to be piloted on a surface
transportabn project. The policy recommendations will be developed by the end of
September 2014, and be consistent with the Administration proposed GROW AMERICA
Act.

The transportation policy will further define the roles and responsibilitipsogect
partners reated by statute, and promet&ly coordination and facilitatconcurrent
reviews, where allowed by lawl he policy will ensure that the responsibilitieseach
agency are appropriately balanced with the need to complete permitting and review
decisionsfficiently.

15



| mplementation Plan:

I mplementation Activity Team Target
Phase Completion
Date
Initial Developand begin a pilot for Rolicy for Coordinated IIPIC, OMB, Q32014
Implementation- Project Review CEQ and
Cross Government Interagency
Working
Group
Initial Develop recommendations for surface transportatiordOT in Q3 2014
Implementation: projects coordination
SectorSpecific with
Interagency
Working
Group
Work with the other agencies in tRapid Response | DOE Office of | Q4 2015
Team for TransmissiorRRTT) to begin pilotingghe | Electricity
IIP process Delivery &
Energy
Reliability
(OE)
Full Presentpreliminary PCPR pilotesults to the Steering Pilot agencies | Q2 2015
Implementation: Committee
CrossGovernment " - luate the resulfsom field testing; identify IPIC Q4 2015

improvements to the PCPR and formalize through
appropriate policy mechanism

1.2 Improve Synchronization of Separ ate Federal Per mits and Reviews

Building on the findings of the Transportation Rapid Respoesenl-RRT), Steering
Committee agencies will take steps to facilitate the synchronization of separata Feder
permits andeviews, such as NEP#&nalysis!® Endangered Species Act compliance
USACE regulatory reviewsnd the General Bridge Act Section 525 approval presess
This includesestablishing a processitaore effectively coordinate dhe Federal Lead
Agency’s identified purpose and néédnd identifying a reasonable rarafe
alternatives Synchronizing theseviewscouldresult in the creationf a single NEPA
document for the proposed project tisamore likely toachieve the lead agency’s
purpose and need while also meeting the statutory and regulatory requirements of all
agenciesnvolved in the NEPA and permitting procedsis will not, however, change

10 The CEQ NEPA Implementing Regulations - 1500.2 (c) states that “Federal agencies shall, to the

fullest extent possible, integrate the requirements of NEPA with other planning and environmental
review procedures required by law or by agency practice so that all such procedures run
concurrently rather than consecutively.”
11 Substantial deference will be given to the Lead Agency in articulating the purpose and need of a
proposed project consistent with their primary substantive expertise and program responsibility.
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any ageng's independent authority to define policies and processes that ensure the
integrity of the permitting process.

Specific actions include

e Evaluating opportunity for regulatory or policy changes that would facilitate
greater syngronization ofpermits andeviews.

e Updating the 1988 handbook on Applying the Section 404 Permit Process to
FederalAid Highway Projects, also known as the “Red Book”;

e |dentifying additionapermits andeviews that could be synchronized or
performed concurrently;

e Developing and encouraging the adoptiopmafgrammatic merger agreements
that provide for concurrent permits and reviews and satisfy the statutory and
regulatory requirements of all agencwgh permitting or review responsibilities
for a project.

M The U.S. Coast Guard, the Department of Transportation, atd $harmy Corps of
EngineerfUSACE) have embarked on an effort to make synchronizatioavaéws
involving all three agencidsr transportation projectsuch as bridgeshe new normal
practice This initiative will include timely identification of reasonable project
alternatives and the preparation of a coordinated environmental document that avoids
consecutive agency reviemhere allowable within existing laws and regulations to
enhance the efficiency and transparency of the review processes. The goal is a single
process that satisfies the NEPA requirements for all agencies leading to enhparmit
decisions to the grésst extent possible while maintaining the integrity of the permit
process for all projects that potentially require Bridge permits, USACE regulatory
permits and/or 33 USC 408 determinations (Section 14 of the Rivers and Harboif Act)
applicable. @vebping one environmental analysis that satisfies all agencies instead of
threeseparate analysef®r example, w@rojectthis will save months if nomore time

off the permitting and review diiese projects.

M The ACHP and CEQwith the assistance of a muégency working group, have
developed a handbook and online trainimgrromote the coordination of Section 106 and
NEPA reviews and provide further instruction on opportunities to substitute NEPA
compliance for Section 10@view. ACHP and CEQ developed the handbook to address
both Section 106 and NEPA coordination and substitution. This new handiscakses
how coordination and substitution of NEPA and Section 106 can expedite reviews by
avoiding duplication of effort anensuring that the analysis of alternatives fully considers
historic preservation in the early stages of project plannggncies can use the
Handbook to inform the use of NEPA substitution for Section 106 for projects where
substitution can creagdficiencies substitution arehhanceublic involvement.
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| mplementation Plan:

I mplementation Activity Team Target
Phase Completion
Date
Initial Evaluate regulatory or policy changes that | Steering Q32014
Implementation: would facilitate greater synchronization of Committee
CrossGovernment | permits andeviews agencies

Review available information on existing DOT, EPA, Q42014
merger agreements, identify best practices, andSACE, DOI,

develop template agreements DOC, FWS
Initial Complete draft of 1988 Red Book update DOT, USACE | Q42014
Implementation: EPA, USCG,
Sectorspecific FWS NMFS

Develop draft regulations (7 CFR 197@at, if | USDA - Rural | Q3 2014

finalized, will consolidate and harmonize Utilities

NEPA and 106 requirements across three ruréervice (RUS)
development (infrastructure financing)

agencies.
Full Identify opportunities to develop additional | IIPIC Q3 2015
Implementation: synchronized processes
CrossGovernment Finalize policyor guidancelocument(s), lIPIC Q3 2016
templates and necessary policy or regulatory
changes

1.3 Standar dize Use of the I nfrastr uctur e Per mitting Dashboard and I nternal
Collaboration Tools

The Federal Infrastructure Permitting Dashboard was launci@ctaier 2011, anid
used by all Steering Committee agencies lamsted by the Department of
Transportation.lt featuresa public website that displays project schedules with key
milestones foover 50infrastructure projects and an intersde with anlT platform that
supports effective Governmewide collaboratiorand the development of interagency
projectschedules.To date, the Dashboard has been used to higlpirgfgctsof National
and Regional Significanégasidentified bythe Steering Committee. In order to
institutionalize the use of the Dashboard and expand process improvement efforts, the
Dashboard will pivot from highlightingelectpriority projects to displaying key
information on projects that meet specific criteria. To achieve widespdeatian,
further development of both the internal and external sites is required. Therigllow
actionshave beemdentifiedas necessaty institutionalize the Dashboard as a tool to

12 This term is included in Executive Order 13604. When this term is used, “significance” should not
be interpreted as a term of art under the National Environmental Policy Act.
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facilitate interagency coordination and create accountability, transparancy, a
predictability for project schedules.

e Usethe Permitting Dashboard to Collect Timeframe Data. The Dashboaravill be
usedto collect timelinedata. Overtime it will show timelinalata across projects
in addition to project specific information. See 4.1 for additional information on
the collection otimeframedata.

e Track Outcome Indicators on the Dashboard. Agencieswill conduct gilot to test
collecting outcome indicatoffer proposed projects subject to the p{kde
section 4.1)The Steering Committee will evaluate the results of the pilot and will
use them to inform the development of additional Dashboard capability
(depending on availability aesourcesand/or policy changes.

e Establish Criteria for Inclusion on Public Dashboard and Track Project
Schedules. Projects that have begnblicly posted to the Dashboard to date have
been identified aBrojects of National or Regional Significarme member
agencies of thet8ering @mmittee. To transition away from the Steering
CommitteeselectingProjects of National or Regional Significarfoe posting,
the Infrastructure Working Group anidIC will recommend a set of criteria for
Dashboard projects for consideration and approval by the Steering Committee.
These criteria will identify projects whidre large and complex relative to other
projects, and require significant interagency coordination.

Upon approval of the criteria and appropriate guidance, the schedule for any
project that meets the criteria wile publicly postd on the Dashboard unless the
lead agency determines that doing so is unlikely to produce beneficial results or
cannot be done withut imposingan unreasonable administrative burden. Further,
agency leadership magentify additional projectsthose schedules should be
posted on the dashboard if doing so will facilitate interagency coordination and
transparency. After this reporting is establishkd,3teering Committee will
evaluate the resulend use them to inform the development of additional
Dashboard capability (depending on availabilityedourcesand/or policy
changes.The criteria willonly apply to projects posted publicly on the

Dashboard Agencies will be encouraged to uke internal dashboard capability
as a collaborativeol for any major infrastructure projeshere it will add value.

e Dashboard Guidance and Training. IIPIC and OMB in coordination with CEQ
and the Interagency Working Group, will develop detailed guidance for posting
project review schedules and milestsron the Dashboard. The guidance
document will convey the purpose of the Dashboard and will include specific
definitions, policies, and procedures for any projects listed on the Dashboard.
Following the pilot efforts discussed abgw¥ke document will b evaluated and
revised as appropriate. To support the expanded use and updated policy guidance,
[IPIC, in coordination with the Interagency Working Group, will develop and
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deploy training for use of the Dashboard to agency personnel tasked with posting
and maintaining the project schedules.

e Dashboard build-out. To achieve the full potential of the Dashboard and make it
more user friendly for both internal and external customers, additional design and
development is necessary. Subject to availabilingsburceslIPIC, in
coordination with the Infrastructure Working Group will develop specifications
and requirements for a comprehensive update and expansion of the Dashboard
functionality.

To implement this policy the President’s R¥15 Budget proposes funding for the

Permitting Dashboardvhichwill continue to behosted at the Department of

Transportation. This funding will create a more user-friendly data collectibmat

decrease agency burden, make the tool more useful to agencies, and increase data quality.

M USACEhas joint permit applications in eighteen states and the District of Columbia.
These applications are generally 88ACE and the state water quality agency, although
other state and local agencies may also use them. Joint applications reduce the
paperwork and regulatory burdens on the regulated public by providing a single form that
can be used by multiple agencies. In addition, joint applications can faciltate m
concurrent, rather than sequential, reviews by agencies since the applicatioms can b
submitted to the affected agencies at the same time.

I mplementation Plan:

I mplementation Activity Team Target
Phase Completion
Date
Initial Develop guidance for posting additional [IPIC and Q2 2014
Implementation: projects that meet criteria on the Dashboard| OMB
CrossGovernment Permitting
Team
Begin posting project review schedules for | Steering Q32014
projects that meet criteria Committee
agencies
Long-Term Evaluate lessons learned from pilot efforts andnteragency Q1 2015
Implementation: recommend changes to the Dashboard scopeWorking
CrossGovernment | andguidance Group
Refine Dashboard guidance, includisgppe of | 1IPIC Q3 2015
projects to be posted
Build out additional Dashboard capabilities, | IPIC Ongoing
depending on availability of resources
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14 I dentify Best Practices and Expand Agreementsfor Early Engagement with
Tribal, state, and local Governments

Close collaboratiomith Tribal, state, andlocal governmentss essentialbecause major
infrastructure projects often involyermit and review requirements framultiple

agencies In addition,Federalgencies have legal obligations to consult with Tribes and
obtain approvals for actions that may occur onfi@caTribal lands.Federal agencies
have develped several successful modelsdarly coordination and collaboration with
state and local coumtparts or Tribajovernments. Building on these modé¢the

Steering Committee has identified a number of specific actoosgsengthen Federal
collaboration with Trilal, state,and local governmest

e Best Practicesfor Coordination with Tribal, state, and local Governments. To
fosterimproved outcomes for communities and early identification and resolution
of conflicts,the Steering Committe&vith support of IPIC, will identify and
sharebest practices for engaging Tribahte, andlocal governments andgill
use existing regional pilot teafi® help identifybest practices and address
regional infrastructure priorities.

e Additional Agreementswith State and Local Governments. Steering Committee
agencies will identify opportunities to develagditionalagreementsvith stateor
local governments that will formalize a mutual commitment to:

o Participate in early coordination activities including those recommended
in thePCPRprocess described in sectitrl above;

o Share relevargnvironmental, scientific, culturadnd historial data
related to theglanning,siting, and review of proposed major
infrastructure projects;

0 Support the development of mitigation alternatives on a landsoape-
watersheescale.

M In 2012, the Departnmé of Agriculture’sRural Utilities Service (RUSYeissued its
blanket delegation for its borrowers to initiate Section 106 revilvis authorization
clarifies roles and responsibilities, including on consultation betwees it RUS
borrowers, anddentifies when RUS must be involved, including maintaining RUS’s
obligation for governmeri-government consultation with federally-recognized Indian
Tribes, which by law cannot be delegated.

M Four State Departments of Transportation have signed Fund-In Interagency
Agreements with EPA’s Region 4 office. These agreements are intended to help support
the implementation of the streamlining provisions of the Safe, AccountableblElexi
Efficient Transportation Equity Aetegacy for Users (SAFETEAU 6002), which is
intended to protect and enhance environmental quality, while reducing projags.del
These negotiated agreements specify the assignment-tiffalDOT-funded EPA staff

13 The regional pilot teams were established by theiAgstration in2013 to focus on specific regional
infrastructure priorities including strengthening collaboratiarttjreg red tape, and reducing permitting
timeframes.
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to work exclusively on environmental planning, NEPA reviews and Section 404/NEPA
Streamlining improvement initiatives related to transportation projects andspesceTo

date, EPA Region 4 has successfully used the interagency agreements to improve
environmental outcomes in the Southeast and to fund five (5) dedicated NEPA positions
in Florida, North Carolina, Tennessee and Mississippi.

Implementation Plan:

I mplementation Activity Team Target
Phase Completion
Date
Initial Continue advancing regional infrastructure | Regional team | Quarterly
Implementation: priorities through the existing regional teams member

CrossGovernment | and provide regular progrespaoets to the agencies
Steering Committee

Initial Devdop tools and templates to support USDA’'s Rural | Completion

Implementation: RUS’snew environmental regulationshich | Utilities Service | date to be

SectorSpecific will improve its Section 106 review, including (RUS) determined
consultation withTribes

Long-Term Collect lessons learned and best practices | IIPIC, member | Q32015

Implementation: from agencies on early engagement with agencies

CrossGovernment | Tribal, state, and locgovernments as part o
the pilot for the PCPR

Evaluate lessons learned and best practices foPIC, CEQ Q2 2015
early engagement with Tribal, state, or local
governments as part of the pilot for REPR

Complete inventory of agency agreements | IIPIC, member | Q3 2015
with Tribal, state, or locajovernments and | agencies,
identify opportunities for additional
agreements or regional initiatives

Building on existing best practices gathered IIPIC, CEQ Q2 2016
from the regional teams and agencies, develop
draft guidance for early engagement with
Tribal, state, and locglovernments

Finalize and publish guidance and update | IIPIC, CEQ Q3 2016
periodically as necessary
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2. IMPROVING PROJECT PLANNING, SITING, AND APPLICATION QUALITY

2.1 Expand Availability of Scientific, Environmental and Other Relevant Data and

GIS Tools!4

To facilitate amore efficientpermitting process that does not compromise the quality of
decisionmaking, Steering Committee agencies have identified a number of actions and
policies to facilitateadequate collection, integration, and sharing of the best available
data. These policiesre intended tassist projecapplicantan selecting potential sites in
areas where environmental and other impacts may bestdeed, minimized, or
otherwisemitigatedand to support Federal decision-makers in making timely, informed
decisions.

IT and GISTools. The agencies in theteering Committee will expand the

availability and development of relevant environmental, cultural, demographic,
and other scientific data to improve project planning sitwg; assist in early
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of project impaats] support effective
decision-making. They will do so by continuing to develop tools such as the U.S.
Fish andwildlife Service’sIinformation, Planning and Conservation (IPaC) tool;
EPA’s NEPAssist togIHUD’s Tribal Directory Assessment To®@OE'’s

NEPAnNode tool; FHWA’s eNEPA document review tool, INVEST tool, and the
ESA web tool; and the Western Governor’s Cauelabitat Assessment Tool,

while ensuring adequate protections for sensitive location informafigancies

will consider exploring the use of in-field digitized recording devices, training for
use of such devices, and investments in digitization of backlogged cultural
resource and environment data.

e Data Sharing Policy. OMB and IPIC, in coordination with CEQhe Steering

Committeethe Federal Geographic Data Committee (FG2@Y other relevant
entitieswill build off of existing policies to develop a datharing policy that
facilitatessharingof scientific environmental, and othdata relevant for the
planning,permitting and reviewof proposednfrastructure projectsThe new
policy would, however, not allow for such data sharing whemaly cause
violations of privacy laws; protection of proprietary information; environmental
or historical conservation laws or other legal protections; or pose a threat to
national securityThe policy will develop protocols for sharisgnsitive

locational information in a way thatcan be used for planning purposése
policy will leverage current Administration efforts and viaé formalized through

14 Geographic Information System (GIS) is a computer system that allows you to map, model, query,
and analyze large quantities of data within a single database according to their location GIS stores
information about the world as a collection of layers that can be linked together by a common
locational component such as latitude and longitude, a postal zip code, census tract name, or road
name. These geographic references allow you to locate features on the earth's surface for analysis of
patterns and trends. Dozens of map layers can be arrayed to display information about
transportation networks, hydrography, population characteristics, economic activity, and political
jurisdictions (See http://www.fgdc.gov/initiatives).
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a national or regional Memorandum of Agreem&mD@) or other policy
mechanism as deemed appriate.

e Consistent Data Sandards. OMB and IPIC, in coordination with CEQ, the
Steering Committeed=GDC,and other relevant stakeholdessll develop
consistent data standards and formats across agenbm® appropriate, to
facilitate interoperability, exchange, and layering of agency dathinformation
submitted by project applicantshile leveraging current IT work streams

I mplementation Plan:

Implementation Activity Team Target
Phase Completion
Date
Initial Identify and promote the use of agen¢yIPIC and Q3 2014
Implementation IT tools such as NEPAssist, IPaC, Interagency
NEPAnode, eNEPA and others working group
Enhance the NEPAssist tool to includeEPA Q2 2014
seamless integration with the
Geoplatform, so that users may readily
access and add additional data.
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Implementation
Phase

Activity

Team

Target
Completion
Date

Long-Term
Implementation

Inventory different data standards use
by agency GIS tools-application
systems, or other electronic systems
relata to infrastructure permitting

2dIPIC andOMB

Q2 2015

Identify changeso existing regulations|
or policies to facilitate sharing of
scientific, environmental, historic and
cultural, and otheralevant data, where
appropriate

IIPIC and
Interagency
Working Group

Q2 2015

Depending on available resources,
expand IT and GIS tools that make
relevant scientific, environmental,
cultural, demographjor other relevant
data easily accessible and facilitate
project sitirg

Relevant Steering
Committee
Agencies

Q32015

Coordinate wittOMB E-Gov Open
Data teanon data sharing poliesand
identify appropriate policy vehicle

[IPIC

Q2 2015

Based on inventory of data standards
1) identify barriers to the easy sharing
of relevant scientific, environmental,

cultural, demographic, or other relevant

data among agencies and with projec
applicantsand 2) identify specific

opportunities to facitate information
exchange by creating consistent data
standards

, 1IPIC

t

Q4 2015

Develop consistent data standards,
leveraging existing IT work streams,
including the Federal Geographic Dat
Committee Unified Federal Review
team,and consulting with releva
State Historic Preservation Offices
(SHPO$ andTribal Historic
Preservation Office6THPO9, as
appropriate

[IPIC and
Interagency
aWorking Group

Q12016

Collect information from SHPOs,
THPOs and-ederal agencies to
identify access and information
exchange challenges and opportuniti

lIPIC

S

for data on historic properties.

Q2 2016
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2.2 Develop User-Friendly IT Toolsfor Project Applicants and Federal Agencies

Modernizing the permitting and review procesh require betteleveraging advances in
technology to achieve process efficien@esl enhancenvironmental and community
outcomes.Steering Committee agencies will considests and benefits of various
implementation options for eliminating unnecessary paper requirerassaing a more
efficient and usefriendly application process, and enabling timely review by the relevant
Federal agencies, including:

e Remove Paper-Based Requirements and Facilitate Electronic Submissions and
Publication. Revise relevant regulatios, policies, and procedures and develop
necessary online tools temove paper-basedquirement® so thatproject
applicantsare ableo submit applications and all supporting documentation
electronically in a format thatan be shared easigynong agencies, and to publish
documents and notifications electronically.

e Creating an Online Information Portal. Developing an online permitting and
review information portal that would compile all relevant permitting information
and resources, such lasstpractices, templateMJemorandums of Understanding
(MOUs), GIS layers, relevant field office contact information, etc., to provide a
“one-stop” portal for information for prog applicants, agencies, and other
stakeholders. nitial work, already underway at many agenciesuld form the
basis for such a portal. For instance, Department of Ener@gsthermal
Regulatory Roadmap” sitafersan online set of documents (flowcharts,
narratives, and links to supporting documents, websit@segulations) that
outline the geothermal regulatory process atage and~ederal levels The
Department of Energy longterm visionis to providebest management
practices, success storiasd GIS tools. This effort is being expanded to include
Solar, Wind and Water regulations.

M This year EPA built on the successful launch in October 201t eNEPA electronic
filing system,which creates a central repository of EIS documents filed by Federal
Agenciesand isaccessible to the public to search and revitlew enhancemente
eNEPAIn 2013 allowed EISs to be filed more efficiently, avoiding size restrictions,
thereby making it easier for the public to search for information in these EIS dasume

M The ForesService recently released the wadsed publically accessible Land Status
Viewer. This wekbased GIS tool will facilitate project planning and more accurate
applicationdor major infrastructure projecthat potentially affect National Forest
System Lands.

M Operators can now electronically fildaw Erosivity Waiver (LEW) from the
requirement to obtain coverage under the EPA Construction General Permit (CGP) if

15 Paper-based application materials will still be accepted when online submission is not available to
the applicant.
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they meet the appropriate requirements. This integrates the two parts of th& IIEPE
program into the eNOI system and also reduces the paper requirements for operators
This information is now electronically available to the public.

M USACE rolled out the ORM Permit Decisions website in FY 2013. This website
displays data on pending and issued Individual Permit reviews by USACE. Additional
tabs include emergency actions, Deepwater Horizon settlement actions, and final action
reviewedunder a SAFETEA_U Section 6002(j) or WRDA Section 214 funding
agreement. This allows anyone with internet access to view current actions inaadiew
permits issued by USACE including file number, project name, and basic location
information, improving transparency of the Regulatory program.

M FHWA is in a pilotphase for its ENEPA document review tool, a reifre electronic
collaboration tool developed to expedite project delivery. Since its roll-out ierSkeet
2013, the tools allows State DOTsstware documents, track comments, schedule tasks
with participating agencies, and perform concurrent review for EISs and EAs. The
current pilot states include Washington, Utah, Arizona, North Dakota, and Wisconsi
Approximately 12 additional states have expressed interest in also becomingaeat st
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| mplementation Plan:

I mplementation Activity Team Target
Phase Completion
Date

Initial Release EnviroTracker, interr@tline tool USDA Rural | Q1 2014
Implementation: under development for tracking, reviewjragnd | Utilities
CrossGovernment | documenting environmental review of Service

infrastructure projects (RUS)

Identify regulations that require paper Each Steering Q3 2014

submissions of documents or publication of | Committee

agencynotifications and determine most Agency

appropriate policy tool to revise them to allow

electronic submissions and publications
Initial Promot Electronic Section 106 CommunicatignACHP Q32014
Implementation: (e-106) by publishing Q & A to promote a
SectorSpecific common understanding ofl®6 and discuss

general parameters for its use, clarify the role|of

the ACHP in advancing-£06, and highlight

best practices and case studies that demonstfate

how e106 is being used effectively.

Draft revised rules to implement presidential | DOE Q42014

permits andexport authorizationdf finalized,

rules would allow for online submission of

applications. DOE will also post new

descriptions of its review and approval

processes for presidential permits, export

authorizations, and select transmisgioojects

on its website. DOE is also reviewing méibx

associated with the international electricity

regulatory program and working with staff

throughout the agency to develop clear guidance

for Presidential permits and export

authorizations on its website.
Long-Term Depending on availability of resources, develogIPIC, CEQ, | 2016
Implementation: online tracking tools and/or an online OMB
CrossGovernment | information portal
Long-Term Release Common Application System;|ore USDA Rural | Q1 2015
Implementation: application submission der development for | Utilities
SectorSpecific RUS programs (expansion to all RD funding | Service

dependent).

2.3 Develop a Nationwide I nventory of Historic Properties

Project applicants and Federal agencies must take into accopatéinéial impact of
infrastructure projecten environmentalesources anldistorical properties, including

approximately 5 milliorhistorical propertieshat are eligible for the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP)Through the Section 106 prass thousands of properties are
determined eligible for the NRHP through a consensus eligibility processdretiae
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Federal agency and the SHPO and THPO; however, most of these propertiegmare nev
accounted for in the NRHP itself through nomination and listing. Insteadnajority of
listingsaremaintained by State Historic Preservation Offices (SHPOSs), Tribal Historic
Preservation Office6THPOS), or local governments. Moreovesd than halbf these
listings are available digitallto facilitate this reviewThose that are digital are available
in different formats and include a rangeddferent information for each listing

As a result, project proponents have difficulty considering this information when
choosing where to site projects. Similarly, because of a lack of digital informati
Federal reviews can necessitate sending inquiries to local offibésh can lengthen the
permitting and review process. A nationwide inventory would make existing records
more accessibl® facilitate project planningsave time fopermit applicats and~ederal
agenciesand deliver a better user experience by having informatoassible in a
common format. In addition, information on properties determined eligible through the
Section 16 process would be readily available to project applicants.

The Advisory Council on Historic PreservatighQHP) andthe National Park Service
(NPS will work with SHPOs THPOsand other partners to develop a nationwide
inventory of historic properties dl provides readily accessible information on known
historic properties The inventory will includehe NRHP, which is now available in a
digital format,as well as digitized reecds from SHPOs and THPOs on NRHP listed and
eligible properties The President’'s FY 201Budget Opportunity, Growth, and Security
Initiative includes $6 rflion to provide grantto SHPOs and THPO® digitizelegacy
data into an onlineGIS formats as well as funds for the National Park Service (NPS) to
provide technickassistancelhedata formats will include special protections for
sensitive areas, such as archaeological and burial sites, to protect configemtchli
adhere to all applicable laws, regulations and pasic

M The NPS through an interagency waidigroup has developéditial data standards
that could serve as a bagis the nationwide inventory.

M The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Prototype Programmatic
Agreement (PPA) which establishes a national model for FEMA to neg8taten 106

of the National Historic Preservation Act Stafeecific programmatic agreements with
State Historic Preservation Officers, State Emergency Management Agency’s, and/or
Tribe(s) as appropriate, without further involvement from the Advisory Council on
Historic PreservationThe PPA will be implemented in states that are currently
negotiating programmatic agreements with FEMA and/or in states that wishze tind
programmatic agreement as replacement to an existing agreement with FEMA.
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| mplementation Plan:

Implementation Activity Team Target
Phase Completion
Date

Initial Develop system requirements and plan for | ACHP, NPS, | Q42014
Implementation developing a nationwide inventory of historic/ SHPOs,

properties THPOs,
Long-Term Depending on availability of resources, ACHP, Through2015
Implementation implement plan fodevelopng a nationwide SHPOs,

inventory of historic properties THPOs, NPS

and

2.4 | dentify Best Practices or Guidancefor Project Applicants (High Performance
Attributes)

Submission of a higlyuality and complete application, which reflects the results of
consultations with key stakeholders and anticipates issues likely to be raisegthauri
Federal reviewganfacilitate amore timelyFederal review To encourage the use of best
practices by projeapplicants]IPIC will work in coordination with CEQ and the
InteragencyWorking Group to identify specific attributes of propos#dastructure
project and/or applicatiathat support a more efficient Federal review @ecision
processreferred to asHMigh Performance Attributésn the Presidential Memorandym
andwill identify incentives that result from meeting those attrsut This includes
reviewing existing templates, guidance, and best management practicetefentif
regions. As an initial step, the Interagency Working Group will identify high
performance attributes farpilotsector and use ¢hpilotas a model to develop criteria in
additional sectors.

Attributes will build on and supplement existing guidance and may include procedures
for:
e Early coordination with relevant Federal, Tribahts, andlocal governments,
and public stakeholders (including encouraging project applitauwtstailthe
results ofsuch early coordination in their project applicatiosch adbetter
alternatives analysis amyoidanceminimization, or mitigatiorof impacts to
specific resourcgs
e Use of innovativeechnologies to avojdninimize, or mitigateimpacts to
regulated resources;
e Addressing local and regional ecological, recreational, and other goals through
innovative mitigation and enhancements;

In addition, lilding upon the Administration’s proposal “Section 1002. Environmental
Review and Alignment Reform” in the GROW AMERICA Act, the Department of
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Transportation in coordination with Steering Commitigenciewill develop an
environmental checklist to help project sponsors identify potential hatutaural, and

historic resources in the area of a proposed project. The purpose of the cleetklist i
identify agencies of jurisdiction and cooperating agencies, develop the information
needed for the purpose and need and alternatives for analysis; and improve interagency
collaboration to help expedite the permitting process for the lead agency angsgénc
jurisdiction.

M The ACHP has developed an Applicant Toolkit, which provides an overview of the
Section 106 process along with information on topics such as hiring consultants,
consulting with Indian tribes anddive HawaiianOrganizations, involving stakeholders,
and avoiding anticipatory activities that adversahect historic properties. The ACHP

is now developing an e-learning course regarding the role of applicants in Section 106
review. The Applicant Toolkit will supply content for thdearning course, and the two
efforts will complement one another inoprding access to resources to support effective
applicant participation in federal agency NHPA compliance.

M The ACHP is in the process of developing guidance on agreement docdarents

Section 106 reviewsSection 106 agreement documents aggtecal tool in

documenting the agreed upon actions necessary to complete the Section 106 process in
instances where an agency has determined that historic properties may be adversely
affected by their undertakings or where it is to their advantage to tailor the Sdion 1
process for a particular program or series of complex undertakings. In 1989 the ACHP
issued guidance on developing and implementing agreement documents called
“Preparing Agreement Documeritiowever, this guidance became outdated ¢inee

Section 106 regulations were amended in 1999. Recognizing the strong interest and need
for current guidance on this topic, the ACHP is developing new guidance on preparing
and implementing agreement documents.

M In October 2012, EPA issued a guidance memorandum applying to Prevention of
Significant Deterioratiompermits issued by EPA and by state and local agencies with
delegated authority from EPA. The purpose of this memo is to clarify expectation and
responsibilities regarding the processes ofpieapplications by an EPA Regional Office
or delegated agency. A goal of the memo is to have Regional Offices make a final permit
decision within 10 months after the date that the Regional Office has dettim¢he
application is complete. This will be accomplished through the application of best
practices and other recommended tools that are identified in the memo toirfioster t

and consistent permit processes and promote administrative efficiency anceoagsist
The memo includes examples of boilerplate language to use when corresponding with
applicant and other agencies, the establishment and use of an efficient permig tracki
database, a checklist for application completeness, and application of othes statut
EO’s (ESA, NHPA, EJ and Toal Consultation). This memo has been shared with
permit applicants so that they can better understand how to successfully navigate the
permitting process.
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| mplementation Plan:

I mplementation Activity Team Target
Phase Completion
Date
Initial Publishnew guidance on preparing and ACHP Q2 2014
Implementation implementing agreement documents for
Section 106 reviews
Publish an environmental checklist for projecDOT and Q4 2014
applicants for transportation projects Interagency
Working
Group
LongTerm Gather information from agencies and projectiPIC and Q1 2015
Implementation applicanton best practices for projectsan | Interagency
pilot sector Working
Group
Develop initial draft list of high performance| IIPIC and Q1 2015
attributesfor the pilot sector Interagency
Working
Group
Collect field staff input on draft list of high | IIPIC and Q1 2015
performance attributes Interagency
Working
Group
Collect input from stakeholders IIPIC and Q2 2015
Interagency
Working
Group
Finalize best practices for projectsarpilot IIPIC and Q2 2015
sectorand outreach to potential stakeholders Interagency
Working
Group
Determine any necessary regulatangd IIPIC and 20152016
policy changes to implement incentives Interagency
Working
Group
Building on the lessons learned during initial 1IPIC and 20152016
implementation, develop high performance | Interagency
attributes for additional sectors Working
Group
Evaluate and revise application of high IIPIC and 20152016
performance attributes as necessary Interagency
Working
Group
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3. IMPROVING PERMITTING, REVIEWS, AND MITIGATION

3.1. Facilitate High-Quality and Efficient Permitting and Review Pr ocesses

The permitting and review processes conducted by agencies have been established by law
and regulation over the course of decadesgufar assessment is neetle@nsure that
agencies areffectively implementing existing regulations, policies, and guidaaroe,

that they aredentifying actionswhich will improve the quality and efficiency of the
reviews.On an agencgpecific level, the biannual retrospective reporting process
establishd by Executive Order 13568nproving Regulation and Regulatory Review,

directs agencie® develop plans to review specific regulations, policies, or guidance that
can be revised, modified, or streamlined to eliminate unnecessary duplication or
inefficiencies. The Steering Committee will establish an interagencygrsuip(Reviews
SubGroup)that will work withlIPIC, OMB, and CEQ to identify specific opportunities

to facilitate highquality and efficientpermittingandreviews forproposednajor

infrastiucture projects, including the following:

e Ensuring Implementation of Efficient Policies and Best Practices. A number of
existing regulations, policies, and guidance documents already contain provisions
thatoutline howpermittingandreviews undethe National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA), the Endangered Species AESA), the Clean Water AQICWA),
andthe National Historic Preservation AMKIPA) can beundertakenn a
manner that ensures quality, robustness, and timely decisions, in part by
eliminaing unnecessargr duplicative stepsr inefficiencies

The Reviews Suiroup will analyzeand assess how agencies are applying
existing regulations, guidance, and agency implementaiitweir analysis will

also be supported by IIPIC process mapping capability once established. In the
interim, 1IPIC will facilitate interagency meetings and help provide
communication support among the interagency group to ensure comprehensive
analysis and recommendations. The analysis will review each fafliihweing:

o Incorporating by reference of pre-existing information, including scientific,
environmental, culturaBnd historical data iplanning,permiting, and
reviews to avoid duplicative studies and encourage more succinct and
readable documents;

o Incorporatingnformation gathered prior to initiating the Federal NER#
otherreview processsto supporithe analysignd focus the range
alternatives considereicluding information developed by or for the
NEPA FederalLead agencyefore an applicatiois submitted or formal
review process initiatedThis could include planning studies initial list
of earlier public comments and outreach from plannimg@acted resources
and alternatives, maps, and any other material or refesehat will
facilitate the scoping and environmental review processes;

o Adopting apjicablereviewsfor the same projegtncluding public
involvementcomment processesnvironmental assessments, environmental
impact statements, biological opinions, conformity determinations and
Section 106eviews determinations, andyeeements) sufficient to meet
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o

o

Federal agenciépermitting andeview responsibilitieso avoid

unnecessary duplication;

Coordinating the development of the Federal Lead Agency’s purpose and
need among the relevant agencies (e.g., NEPA Federal Lead agency and
other cooperating and participating agencies) and identifying a reasonable
range ofalternatives consistent with the Federal Lead Agency’s purpose and
needthat satisfy the tevant statutory and regulatory requirements of all
agencies with permitting or review responsibilities for the prpjedhe

extent practicable under applicable authorjties

Determining aange of reasonable alternatitese analyzed to ensure
straightforward and concise revienand review documentatidimat

effectively conveys relevant considerations to the public and decision-
makers;

Using consistent terminology, templates, and format for each type of
environmental ohistoric preservation reviewsuch agprogrammatic
agreements foBection 106 or consultations for section 7 of ESA;

Setting target timeframes for Federal interageesyerv and comment on
documents agreed upon by cooperating agenanes

Other areas identified by the Reviews Saitoup.

Based on this analysis, the Reviews -&roup will identifybarriers to
implementatioror policy and regulatory gagsdmake recommendans to the
Steering Committee for

a. The development of management strategies, tools, or guidance, including:

o Developing a national training curriculum for field staff responsible
for permittingandreviews including by sharing or building on
agencies’ existing training materials

o Developing IT tools to facilitate efficieqtermits and revies; such
as searchable@atabases of existing environmergahistoric
preservatiomeview documents/hich are compliant with legal
constraints for sharing sensitive locational resource data

o Developing additional guidance or checkligisconsiderationand

o Other managemeiitions thatan be taken to improve
implementation within existinguthorities.

b. Any changes not possible within existing regulatitiva could be

completed through a joint rulemaking or changes to agspeyHic
regulations.

Increasing Consistency in Agency Approaches. To ensure consistenay policies
or implementatiorior permits andeviewsamong agenes or across agency
regional officesthe Reviews Sulsroup will catalogue and compare existing
statutory exemptions, Section 106 program alternatives, and expeditious
environmental review procedures fooposed majoinfrastructure projects to
identify specificopportunities for better alignment and otkéiciencies
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Developing Best Practices for Engaging Contractors and Consultants. Recognizing the
important role that contractoesmd consultants play in the development of environmental
and cultural review documentbe Reviews Sulsroupwill work with 1IPIC, OMB, and
CEQ to eveloptemplates and standard best practicegifgaging contractorscluding
third-party contracting for preparation of environmental documentafitve Reviews
SubGroup will explorethe potential benefits and costsdifferent procurement
mechanisméor the preparation agdnvironmental documents

M In February 2013JSACErevised its Nationwide Permit Program regulations at 33

CFR Part 330 to address changes in regulatory procedures and policy that have occurred
since those regulations were last revige991. USACErevised the regulation to

increase the preonstruction notification review period from 30 days to 45 days, to be
consistent with the language of the current nationwide permits issued ih 2.

This effort improved clarity to the Nationwide Permit Program.

M In February 2013JSACEamended the regulation to allow district engineers to issue
verification letters that can have the same expiration date &atlewide Rrmit.
Nationwide Permits are issued every five years but verification letters haddaibgor

only been valid for two years. By aligning the expiration dai&ACEhas reduced the
regulatory burden on the public by providing them with more time tgtaimtheir work

so they would not have to submit time extension requests which therefore decreased
USACE’sown workload. This increase in efficiency and reduction in regulatory burdens
better serves the public and meets the requirements of EO 13563.
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I mplementation Plan:

I mplementation
Phase

Activity

Team

Target
Completion
Date

Initial
Implementation

Identify specific regulations, policies, or
guidance that can be revised, modified, or
streamlined to eliminate unnecessary
duplicationor inefficiencies in the permitting
process. Specific proposals will be presente
for regulatory changes in the next agency
retrospective review report

Steering
Committee
agencies

Q32014

Analyzeeffectiveness oéxisting regulations,
guidance, and &mcy implementation for the
policy areas identified above, as well as any
areas identified by the Reviews SGiboup
facilitated by IIPIC

Reviews Sub
Group IIPIC

Q32014

Based on initial analysis, identify policy or
regulatory gaps and barriers and pdavi
recommendations to the Steering Committee

Reviews Sub
Group lIPIC

Q4 2014

The Rural Utility Service’slacro Corridor
Study Guidancerovides best practices for
borrowers and their consultants on
infrastructure project$Guidance wi be
pubished wit the new regulation, and
webinars are under development

USDA Rural
Utilities
Service

Q32014

The Forest Service procured the services of
Argonne National Laboratories to look at FS
business processes in permitting. The agen
anticipates the final product by January, 201
Following receipt of the final product, the FS
will convene a team to veew the findings of
the report and develop recommendations to
agency leadership on specific measures to
improve permitting processes in the FS.

USDA US
Forest
cyservice

4

Q32014

DOE established a working group to conduct
an indepth, comprehensive review of its
internal NEPA review processes agemage,
focused on process improvements and
management. The working group conducted
Lean Six Sigma evaluation of NEPA process
whichresulted in several recommendations f
improving the DOE NEPA process. DOE
assembled Implementation Teams which are
currently in the process of implementing the
recommendations.

DOE

Q32014

Long-Term
Implementation

Determine changes, if anyot posdile within
existing regulations that could be completed
through a joint rulemaking or changes

Reviews Sub
Group lIPIC

agencyspecific regulations

2015
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3.2 Expand Innovative Mitigation Approaches

Given their size and complexity, many majafrastructure projects hawmpacts on the
Nation's landscapes and natural and cultural resolC&&€3NEPA regulations
encouragegencies tinclude appropriate mitigation measures that awiidthe impact
altogether by not taking a certain actiomnimize, rectify, reduce, and compensate for

the adverse environmental impacts associated with their a¢diorGFR 1502.14(40

CFR 1508.20; 40 CFR 1500.2(e) & (f)). When adverse impacts cannot be avoided or
minimizedany furtherFederal agencies showdek innovative approaches to

compensate for adverse project impacts commensurate with the scope and scale of the
project and effects to resources.

In order to produce the greatest environmental benefits, mitigation eftfanidd be

focused on activities where environmental needs and the potential environmental
contributions are the greatestd in accordance with statutory requirements. Through
mitigation planning at a landscape, ecosystem, or watershed scale, agencies can locate
mitigation activitiesn the most ecologically important areas.

In order to continue progress toward implementation of comprehensiveffeative
and high-quality mitigation solutions, the Steering Committee has developed the
following principles to guide actions in thasea:

e Plan for Mitigation on a Landscapand Watershe&cale. Agencies involved in
the permitting and review of major infrastructure projstisuldconsider
resource conflicts and conservation objectives across large landscapes and
watersheds in order to lies/oid and minimize conflicts early in the project
planning and permitting processes and appropriately proohpensatry
mitigationfor any unavoidalel impacts, focusing to the extent permissible under
laws and regulationsin areas that will have the greatest conservation value.
Agencies should:

o0 Integrate Appropriate Mitigation Planning into Existing Land
Management and Regional Plannikgderaland managememtgencies
should incorporate principles of the mitigatioerarchyinto existing
land management and regional planning initiatives to improve
transparency around resource concerns and potential mitigation
requirements. Agencies should cblbaate with State, locaand non-
governmental partners to incorporate existing conservation planning,
including State Wildlife Action Planso inform this integration.

0 Support Emerging Landscaped Watershe&cale Planning Efforts in
Areas of High Deelopment Potential and/or Potential for Resource
Conflict. Regional efforts currently under development include:

= The Bureau of Land Managemen®slar Regional Mitigation
Strategy for the Dry Lake Solar Energy Zone, the first such plan
developed under ghbureau’s Western Solar Energy Plan;
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= Efforts focused on mitigation options for Greater Sage Grouse,
jointly led by the Bureau of Land Management and the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, in close coordinatianth the Forest Service,
NRCS,States, Tribgsand other partners and stakeholders;

= Regional mitigation planning for energy corridors as directed by
the Presidential Memorandum on Transforming our Nation’s
Electric Grid Through Improved Siting, Permitting, and Review.

= SusquehannRiver Basin Restorain: This is a joint Federal and
state effort that includes ti&squehanna River Basin Commission
along with other efforts such as the fish restoration effort among
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and Pennsylvania and New
York.

0 Support Existing Landscapand Watershe®&cale Planning Efforts,

including DOT'’s Ecotogical approachBuild upon theEco-Logical
ecosystenbased approach which brings together transportation, resource,
and regulatory agencies to develop an integrated ecosystem framework
thatidentifies ecologically significant areas, potentially impacted
resources, areas to avoid, and mitigation opportunities in advance of
infrastructure project initiation.

Apply the Mitigation Hierarchy Consistently and Predictably Across Program

Areas Agenciesshouldcollaborate to better aligmow each step of the
mitigation hierarchys applied across agency methodologies to provide greater
consistency, transparency, and predictability, consistent with agency statutory
requirements Agenciesand project applicanthould:

o Fully Document Actions to Avoid and Minimize Adverse Impacts:

Project planning documents should include information demonstrating
how impacts to important resources were avoided or minimized, and how
compensatory mitigatiowill be provided for unavoidable losses of those
resources.A pilot potentially codifying this process is described in section
4.1.

SupportConsistency iMAssessing Impacts and MitigatiorGather

information on accepted methodologies for assessing impacts and
mitigation including functional assessments, standard operating
procedures, or conditional assessments. Determine if there is potential for
more widespread use of these assessment methodologies for certain types
of impacts and support agencies working to update and align their
standards.

Support Efforts to Developletrics for Assessing Impacts and Mitigation
Support the development of consistent metrics for measuring impacts and
compensatory benefits for appropriate resource concerns.

Support Efforts to Improve Tracking of Compensatditigation:

Regulatory agencies requiring compensatory mitigation should improve
tracking of monitoring efforts that ensure successful completion of the
required compensatory mitigation.
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e Support Cost Effective and Ecologically Effective Compensation Options.
Agenciesshould ensure compensation options are available to project proponents
that are cost effective and impactful to conservation and community priorities.
Agencies should:

o Ensure Effective Congnsation by Requiring Key Program Elements.
Require standards that provide for the long-term management and
protection of the mitigation site or for the letgyrm provision of
mitigation actions, including monitoringurability, adaptive
management, and transparency. When appropriate, agencies should, in a
uniform and comprehensive manner, make information public on the
location, goals and success of mitigation commitments.

o0 Support MarkeBasedMitigation Approaches, Such &s-Lieu Fee
Programs anditigation Banks. Ensure clear and consistent standards for
mitigation banks, including standardization, to the extent appropriate, of
federal requirements for compensatory mitigation of adverse
environmental impacts. Expand the consideration and application of
mitigation banks to provide compensation for other types of resource
impacts, which may include impacts on candidate species and injured
resources within the Natural Resource Damage Assessment
context. Partner with the conservation and private investment community
to determine opportunities to expand investment in conservation and
restoration, including supporting development of emerging markets for
ecosystem services such as wildlife habitat, water quality, and carbon
sequestration.

Implementing lhese principles within available resources will require both aation
individual agencies and a governmantle effort to develop and implement a more
consistent framework for mitigation efforts. In addition to the individual astion
identified by agencies for completion over the course of 2014 and 2016frdstructure
Working Group, with the support of IIPIC, OMB, and CEQ, will recommend a
comprehensive framework for condugt mitigation activities to the Steering Committee
by the end of 2015.

M On October 31, 2013, the Secretary of the Interior issued an order to establish a
Departmentwide mitigation strategy that will ensure consistency and efficiency in the
review and permitting of infrastructure development projects and in conserving our
Nation's valuable natural and cultural resources. The Department of the Intenients/

and Climate Change Task Force (Task Force) which includes all Assistant Secretaries
and Heads of Bureaus and will now be chaired by the Deputy Secretary, will develop a
coordinated Departmentide, science based strategy to strengthen mitigation practices
so as to effectively offset impacts of large development projects of all typeglthica

use of landscape-level planning, bankingljeuo-fee arrangements, or other possible
measures.

M In FY2013, USACE completed enhancements to its Regulatory In-lieu Fee and Bank
Tracking System (RIBITS) under interagency agreements with both FHWA an@&NMF
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Notably the ability to query bank ledgers by keyword was added and all approved banks
were made visible to the public. This will better allow FHWA to track State D@Dls
commercial mitigation and conservation bank credits as well as establishniedT of
singleclient banks. These enhancements also benefit the public as the enhanced search
capabilities may also be used by the general public when looking for potential mitigation
options for a project.

| mplementation Plan:

Implementation Activity Team Target
Phase Completion
Date
Plan for Mitigation on a L andscape Scale
Initial Identify barriers to widespread adoption of lIPIC,
Implementation innovative mitigatiormpproaches and provide Interagency 04 2014
recommendations to the Steeringn@mittee on Working
how to resolve them Group
FinalizeSolar Regional Mitigation Strategy for the DOI
Dry Lake Solar Energy Zon&EZ) andBLM Q22014
i (BLM)
Procedural Guidance documents
Convene policy forum of federal scientists and
policy experts, working with state authorities and DOI
other keystakeholders, to share methods for (BLM) and
identifying conflicts that merit landscajbevel USDA Q2 2014
mitigation attention and to discuss methods to SFS)
integrate such planning into USFS Forest Plans augH
BLM Resource Management Plans
Evaluate lessons learned from previous regional
pilots utilizing landscapeor watersheecale
mitigation approaches, such as Maryland’s
Watershed Resources Registry, the Sunrise River
Special Area Management Plan, and the Wisconsi
Duck-Pensaukee Watersth Approach Pilot Project iic Q22015
and theSusguehanna River Basin Restoration
determine opportunities and hurdles to
implementing these types of approaches more
broadly.
Convene stakeholder regional workshop to diSCUSBOI
lessons learned from tiizry Lake SEZ Solar (BLM) Q4 2014
Regional MitigationStrategy Pilot Project.
Share FHWA'’s Implementing Etogical training
and technical assistance tools with other DOT Q42014
transportation modes
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Provide the Steering Committee with Western
regional corridor assessments prioritized based ¢
resource availability, which shall take mitigation

N

planning into consideration pursuant to the B(S?IIDA Q3 2014
Presidential Memorandum on Transforming our
Nation’s Electric Grid Through Improved Siting,
Permitting, and Reaew.
Develop mitigation options for Greater Sage GrougOI
in collaboration withthe Forest Service, NRCS | (BLM,
States, Tribes, and local governments, as well as USFWS); | Q3 204
industry and other stakeholders. USDA
(USFS)
Long-Term Complete inventory of existing agency mitigation
. . e . . lIPIC Q2 2015
implementation authorities, policy and guidance.
As appropriate, integrate interagency mitigation
plans for designated Western energy corridors inthOI
relevant land use and resournanagement plans @ rUS[SA 2016
equivalent plans prioritized based on resource
availability.
As part of recommendations for a comprehensive
framework, identify lessons learned and develop ApIC
plan to update agency policy and guidance to Q4 2015

promote the usef landscaper watershedevel

mitigation planning on a wider scale.

Apply the Mitigation Hierarchy Consistently and Predictably Across Program Areas

Initial Propose revisions to U.S. Fish and Wildlife DOl
Implementation Service MitigationPolic
p g y (USFWS) Q42014
Longterm Catalog existing federal policy or processes
implementation requiring documentation of actions taken to avo qIPIC Q2 2015
or minimize adverse environmental impacts.
Catalog existingnethodologie$or assessing
impacts and identifying subsequent compensatorfPIC Q2 2015
actions.
As part of recommendations for a comprehensiye
framework, develop a plan to apply the mi'[igaticnIIPIC
hierarchy consistently and predictably across
program areas.
Q4 2015
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Support Cost Effective and Ecologically Effective Compensation Options

Initial Finalize Bureau of Land Management Regional

Implementation Mitigation Policy. DOl

(BLM) Q32014

Ol

i fothe E lish
Guidance fothe Establishment, Use, and Operatio UsFws)

of Mitigation Banks.

Propose revisions to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Servic
F Q42014

Long-Term Hold workshop with stakeholders, including private
implementation mitigation banking community, interested states,
tribal officials, and NGOs, around key issues such
as methods for determining credits, regional SCOP§I51c and
permitting authority, durability, finality, liabiy, Steering
credit stacking, idieu mitigation, monitoring, Committee
adaptive management, and transparency and to Agencies
determine opportunities to expand investment in
consevation and restoration, including supporting
development of emerging markets for ecosystem
services.

Q2 2015

Catalog existing standards that provide for the {ong
term management and protection of the mitigatio
siteor for the longterm provision of mitigation
actions, including monitoringjurability, adaptive | IIPIC Q2 2015
management, and transparency, identify gaps, and
evaluate policy mechanisms to require such
standards.

=]

Complete inventory of agency mitigatibanking
authorities and practices, building on information
gathered to date and identify any specific policy
process changes to improve consistency and
facilitate the use of mitigation banks.

o 1PIC Q2 2015

As part of recommendations for a comprehensive
framework, develop a plan saipport cost effective HPIC Q4 2015
and ecologically effective compensation options

3.3 Develop Guidance for Non-Federal Stakeholder Engagement and Public
Comment

An important component of the preparation and review of an applidati@aamajor
infrastructure projeds engaging key stakeholders, including the public. To facilitate
meaningful and more efficient engageméift|C and CEQ, in coordination with the
Interagency Working Groupcluding the Udall Foundatiomill develop:

42



e Best Practices for non-Federal Stakeholder Outreach. Work with the Udall
Foundation to develop best practices for proggglicantdor identifying and
engaging stakeholders in the plannipgrmitting and review process.

e Guidance for Public Comment. Develop guidance for employing modern
technology for public input into federal review and permitting of major
infrastructure projects, including steps for:

o Leveraging new technologies (including social media tools) to facilitate
early and continuousublic engagement;

o Expanding and encouraging the electronic availability of relevant
documents, including by modifying existing regulatory requirements for
hardcqy distribution;

o Identifying the electronic transmittal of interagency comments among
agencies as the standard practice; and

0 Using Regulations.gov dockets or another public website for submission
and real-time display of public comments.

| mplementation Plan:

Implementation Activity Team Target
Phase Completion
Date
Initial Develop guidance for stakeholder engagenieddall Q32014
Implementation for projectapplicants Foundation
Long-Term Update stakeholder engagement guidance asJdall 20152016
Implementation necessary Foundation,
IIPIC, CEQ
Exchange information about innovative IIPIC, CEQ, 20152016
practices and tools for public comment by | Interagency
Federal agencies or other entities Working
Group

3.4 Expand Use of Programmatic Approaches for Routine Activities and Those
with Minimal | mpacts

Expand the use of regionalr nationallevel programmatic approaches fmrmitting

and review of regularly occurring actioas well as thoseith minor impactdor
communities and the environment, including the use of general permits where there is
statutory authoritysimilar to FERC blanket certificate€oing so vill expedite the
permitting and review process afattilitate more efficient use of limited agenc
resourcesThis will allow agencies to dedicate the necessary resources to evaluating
proposed projects with potential for significant environmental impactsoand
opportunities for innovative mitigation approaches.
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| mplementation Plan:

Implementation | Activity Team Target
Phase Completion
Date
Initial Identify an initial set of opportunities to [IPIC, Q3 2014
Implementation establish additional regioradr nationallevel | Interagency
programmatic approaches for certain Working

categories of regularly occurring acticarsd | Group
actionswith minimal impacts, building on
existing efforts including FHWA's Every Day
Counts initiative.

Long-Term Implementinitial set ofadditional Relevant Q2 2015
Implementation programmatic approaches. Steering

Committee

Agencies

Identify any necessary changes to existing | IIPIC, Steering| Q4 2015
statutes, regulations, or policies to encourageCommittee
or require programmatic approaches for Agendes

certain routine projects with minimal impacts.

Evaluate opportunities for additional lIPIC, Ongoing
programmatic approaches. Interagency

Working

Group

3.5 Regularly Review Agency | mplementation Capacity

Implementing these reforms and condugtheFederalpermitting and review process in

an dficient and effective manneequires Federal agencies to have adequate capacity in
field offices, regional offices, and headquarters. Even adesiigned and efficient

process will not meet the needs of project applicants and key stakeholders and achieve
desiredoutcomes for communities and the environmeRederalagencies do not have
enoughwell-qualified and trained staff and appropriate support for travel and other
needs. Inmaeraof Federal budet constrants it is important tdeverage available
resources, includingost recovenauthorities.

As part of the PresidentiSY 2015 Budgetthe Administraibn proposes:

e Targeted increaseéis agency capacity related to the permitting and review of
major infrastructure projects

e Legislative change tallow the Department of Agriculture’s Rural Utilities
Service (RUS) authorities &ssess, retain, and spdees for costs incurredn
connection with its reviewf electric transmission projects

e Legislativechange tallow theUnited State®epartment of Commerce’s
National Oceanic and Atnspheric Administration (NOAAJo receive funds
from, and enter into agreements wiglxfernal entities to further NOAA'’s ability
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to carry out its scientific research aotther obligations related to permitting and
regulatory activities.

The GROW AMERICA Act, proposed by the Administration oorih29, 2014,
proposes legislative changesprovide more flexibility in using Federal funds for
activities that directly contrilte to expediting and improvingermitting and review
processes for projects.

Thesdegislativeproposalsif enactedoy Congress, wilknhance the ability of these
Federalageneesto serve their important role Federalpermitting andeviewof major
infrastructure projects.

M USACE uses two key statutory authorities that allow the agency to accept and expend
funds to expedite the permit review process: Section 6002(j) of SAFETEAs

amended, and Section 214 of WRDA 2000, as amended. Both efah#®rities are
frequently used for infrastructure project reviews including highway, raikitrgort,

public works, and flood control projects. In FY 2013, twentp- USACEdistrict offices

had active funding agreements with féederal public enigs for Regulatory Program
reviews, expending $6.9 million. Ten new agreements were executed in FY2013. These
agreements supported over 57 FTEs that expedited reviews and fostered improved
working relationships and understanding of the regulatory revieaeps.

| mplementation Plan:

Implementation | Activity Team Target

Phase Completion
Date

Initial Presentegislativeproposals in the President|sSteering Q12014

Implementation FY 2015 Budgethat enhancagency capacity Committee

to fulfill their role in Federapermitting and | Agencies
reviewof major infrastructure projects

Long-Term Identify proposals in the President’'s FY 2016Steering Q12015
Implementation Budgetthat enhance Federal agencies’ abilityCommittee
to fulfill their role in Federal permittingnd Agencies

review of major infrastructure projects
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4. DRIVE CONTINUED |MPROVEMENT

41. Establish and Track Metricsfor | mproved Outcomes for Communities and
the Environment and Permitting Timefr ames

In order totrack the progress of the reform efforts included in this fgauards the
Administration’s goaland to provide greater transparency into the permitting process for
Federal managers, project applicants, and other stakeholders, indicators must be
establisled to track project revietimeframesand better capture and describe the
environmental, cultural, and community outcomes of the Federal permitting and review
process. Consistent, governmentie data will provide greater insight into current
practices anihform discussions on ways to improve the review process. This data will
also aid in identifying process trends and common external drivers that inflhence t
review process.

In order to ensure that the permitting process operates effectively anengiffiand that

our reform efforts are having the intended impact, two categories of indicalidog wi
collected: (1) project revietimeframedata, and (2) the avoidance, minimization or other
mitigation to environmental, cultural, and community impacthefFederal review

process Category 1 below includes specific actions which will be takenlteat

information on project review timeframes. Collectinfprmation related to the
environmental, cultural, and community outcomes of the Federalwrgvicess is
challenging, and therefore Category 2 below includes aepteggoroach, and an initial

pilot, to ensure that the measurements are both appropriate and informative, anedcollect
with a reasonable administrative burden.

Category 1: Project Review Timeframes. Data will be collected in a consistent format
across all agencies which identifies the time it takes for a proposed major icftastru
project to complete the Federal permitting and review prod@siew are three actions
that will be used to tradkmeframes

Action 1: Collect completion datesfor key milestones. Agencies with planning,
permitting and review responsibilities for major infrastructure projects will ¢ollec
completiondates foread associated permitting and review actasnapplicable These
milestone actions could potentially include:

NEPA Milestones?®
e Issuance /determination of a Categorical Exclusion (CE)
e Issuance of Final Environmental Assessment (EA) and Finding of No iSagif
Impact
e |Issuance of a Notice of Intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement

16 At least one of these NEPA milestones apply to each Federal agency’s permit and review decision.
Because the relevant agencies determine, based on what is appropriate and most efficient for a
particular proposed project, whether the NEPA processes for the applicable Federal decisions
necessary for the proposed action to proceed will be conducted together (under a lead or joint-leads)
or individually, there may be more than one set of NEPA process milestones.
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(EIS)
e Official Notice of Availability of a Draft EIS published in the Federal Register
e Official Notice of Availability of a Final EIS published in the Federal Regdiste
e Record of Decision or other decision document

Permits and Reviews Milestoné&s:
e Initial Application Received
e Completed Application Received
e Issuance of Permit/Notice to Proceed

Wheneach milestone is completed, the agency completing the action will record the date
and report it to a central database, together with descriptive informsticm as the

project name and project IDf multiple agencies complete a similar milestone under

their own authority, such as additional permitting decisions, each date will ndedco

under the same project name and project ID. Until the Federal Permitting Dasisboard
developed to directly accept this data, reporting will be accomplished thacmggrterly

report fromthe agencies. A template will be developed to facilitate agency reporting.
However, if information is currently captured in another form, such as an agpecific

IT tool, agencies will be allowed to submit an electronic versidhai information,

either in place of or as a supplement to the template.

Action 2: Track Pausesdueto External Factors. In some cases, the Federal permitting
process may experience a “pause” in the reyewh as when an application is
withdrawnby the project applicana state or local government is in sole review of the
application, or when financing is withdrawkVhen this occurs, the elapsed time between
milestone dates may provide a misleading picture of the timeliness of the Fedeval

For this reason, the timelinesalicator will take into account pauses in the Federal
review due to external factor3.he ageneswill record the start and end dates of any
non4rivial “pausé?® in the central database, associated with the projecerand project
ID. Until the Federal Permitting Dashboard is developed to directly accept thithiata,
action will alsobe provided through a regulaport from agencies

17 “Permits and Reviews Milestones” is meant here to take into account the comprehensive list that
could conceivably be used for the appropriate projects. This list includes, but is not limited to: United
States Coast Guard Bridge Permit decision; Special Use Permit decision; Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Permit decision; Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit decision; Consultation to Protect
Essential Fish Habitat Completed; Endangered Species Act Consultation completed; Export
Authorization completed; Notice of Intent to Conduct Geothermal Resource Exploration Operations
completed; Geothermal Drilling Permit decision; Geothermal Lease completed; Geothermal Project
Utilization Plan, Facility Construction Permit, and Site License decision; Geothermal Sundry Notice
completed; Operations Plan/Surface Use Plan completed; Presidential Permit Decision; Right of Way
Authorization completed; Section 10 Permit decision; Section 408 Permit decision; and Service Line
Agreement completed.

18 A “non-trivial pause” is any factor deemed to be outside the control of the responsible agency that
delays their ability to render a decision or complete their necessary review. Ultimate discretion on
what constitutes a “non-trivial pause” is given to the reviewing agency.
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Action 3: Pilot collection of Time Under Active Federal Review. The two actions

above will provide data on thiemeframeof each project, but will not provide a
comprehensive and granulaeanf assessing the time spent on review by individual
agencies and program offices. Given the contributions of multiple agencies arafrprogr
offices to a single project, this information is needed to provide Federal msunagight
into the efficiency of the process and possible bottlenel¢R$C will lead a longterm

pilot, with the involvement of the appropriate Federal agentmesssesthe feasibility of
collecting more granular data regarding the time under active federal reviesvdata
would track thedatesindividual agencies both begin and end working on a review, such
as Administrative Draft reviews of NEPA documeiits,eachsegment of the process.
Analysis of individual segments of the review process will be possible oncditheiac
implemented. This action could involve a significant reporting burden if not
implemented carefullywhich is why it will first be deployed to a pilot group of projects
once the first two actions are completed

Category 2: The environmental, cultural, and community impacts of the Federal
review process (Pilot). It is important to collect consistent data on the environmental,
cultural, anctcommunity outcomes of the Federal permitting and review process in
addition to the timeliness of the review. A pilot will be conducted to test an apdmac
the tracking of environmental, cultural, and community outcomes, aasb&ss reporting
burden and determirtee usefulnes®f the reported data. Following completion of this
pilot, the process will be reviewday theSteering Committeto assess the usefulness of
the data collected, as well as the burden of reporting for agencies, applicantseand oth
stakeholders. To avoid unnecessary reporting burden, agencies will utilize the data
already collected during the review process to complete these indicators. idhg act
below represerthe plannedramework for collecting ata for this pilotand may not
represent the final framework which will be used for broader data collection.

The outcomes measured as part of this effort are those resulting from changes and
modifications to the project proposal as a result of the Federal review procesg and n
those produced by the projects themselvde three actions below will track the
following two types of outcomes$1) impactsavoided or minimized as a result of
comprehensive project planning prior to the submission of afcapph, and (2)
improved outcomes achieved through avoidance, minimization, or other mitigation of
negative impacts identified through the permitting and review prodesfacilitate
analysis, outcomes will ieackedby a number of resource categorid$iese resource
categories wilpotentially includehe following Air, Water,Land Biological, Cultural
Community andOther.

Through additional agency discussion, the interagency working group will finalize a list
of resource categories to reperivironmental, and community outcomes data.

Action 1: Applicant Statement of Impacts Avoided. One of the primary goals of the
Federal permitting and review process is to encourage and support applicants in
proposing projects that avoid or minimize environmental, cultural, and community
impacts As such, it is important to measure the improved outcomes which come from a
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comprehensive, up-front project planning process and early engagement with project
applicants.Often, applicants incorporate these best practices, either on their own or
through informal discussion with Federal agencies that results in changegeti pr
applicationswhich supportsa more efficient Federal review proced3sis information
reflectsthe positive impact of the Federal review system and rewards early, upfront
coordination. During thpilot phase, applicants will be encouraged to submit a statement
of impacts avoided along with their applicatiofhis statementvould describe and

guariify to the extent practicabtbe actions taken by the applicant to avoid

environmental and cultural impacts.

Applicants will be encouraged to use the impact categakiese andraoutcome
classification system analogous to the one described éatien 3 below to structure
their responsellPIC will work with Federal reviewing and permitting agencies as well
as project applicants to develop a minimally burdensome way of reporting thisestate
If successful in the initial pilot, IIPIC could work with other Federal agertoiestablish
mechanisms for requirindpis statement in the future.

Action 2: Report data for key indicatorsand outcomes. During the piloting phase,
agencies will estimate the improvement in environmental and community impauts fro
the initial project as proposed by the applicant to the project as recordheddedision
documentThis will require a comparison of impadtem the applicant proposedgect
under consideration at the initiation of the environmental permitting and revieessro
to the agency decision — this is recorded in the Record of Decision when an EIS is
prepared or in another decision document when a CE or EA is prepared — and an
estimation of the improvements achieved as a result of the review

To the extent such data is availablgemcies will report data ogstimatedmpactsin the
resource categories mentioned above, and they will be encouraged to report both
gualitative and quantitative measures when available. For example watdrémpact
category, agencies couldportacres of wetlands avoid&ad both theapplicantproposed
project and the agency selected alternative, and estimate the net im@ntvstated in
acres of wetlanddn this scenario, the necessary data for both baseline and chosen
alternative are already analyzed and reported to comply with Federal peyraitt
review laws and regulationslPIC will work with agencies talentify an initial set of
priority quantitative measures for this action, with continued consultation arsibrevi
over time. When quantitative data is unavailable or incomplete, agencies can provide
narrative which explains the improved outcomes or provides important context.
Following the piloting phase, IIPIC will consult with Federal agencies and réwdse
above process over time, if appropriate.

Action 3: Outcome Classification System. Theindicators and narrative collected under
action 2 above will provide an overview of the positive and negative impacts to
environmental, cultural, and community outcomes achieved as a result of the Federal
review for each projectind they will provide the informational foundation for
developing a trends analysislowever, they will not provide for a comparison of trends
across projects or analyses of trends over tileeaccomplish this during the piloting
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phaseagenciesvill indicate in which of the seen impact categories the permitting and

review processesulted in an improved outcome compared to the applicant proposed

project through a simple ‘Yes/No/Insufficient Evidence’ determinati®nidance

regarding the minimum threshold for reporting an improved outcome will be provided to

agencies.

Further, toprovide additionatletail about th@utcomef the permitting and review

process, in categories where agencies have identifigebvements they will be asked to

classify thismprovementgs resultag from avoidance, minimization, or mitigation. If

more than one classification applies to an impact category, the agency would select all

that apply. For example, if the final project alternative was able to avoid impact to
specific wetland, while alsproviding compensatory mitigation for a wetland that was
impacted, both of these classifications would apply.

As mentioned above, this represents a planned reporting framework, which may be
modified before the pilot begins. Only projects subject to tlo¢ will be required to
track and report data for Category R full assessment of the pilot will be completed

before beingonsidered for implementatian a larger scale of projects.

I mplementation Plan:

I mplementation Activity Team Target

Phase Completion
Date

Initial Establisha) guidancdor tracking permitting | [IPIC, OMB, Q32014

Implementation

and reviewtiimeframes and common
terminologyand b) pilot methodology for
collecting data oimproved outcomes for
communities and the environment.

and Interagency
Working Group

Begin tracking metrics for permitting and | Each Steering | Q3 204
reviewtimeframes Committee
Agency
Long-Term Pilot agencies to begitmacking metrics for | Each Steering | Q1 2015
Implementation environmental and community outcomes an€Committee
establishing baselines for new metrics. Agency
Evaluate results of initial tracking of review| IIPIC Q4 2015
timeframes and outcomes measurement pjlot.
Determine requirements for the Permitting| [IPIC Q4 2015
Dashboardo meet future reporting
requirements.
Issue final reporting requirements for all OMB, CEQ, Q1 2016
covered projects lIPIC
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4.2 Establish an I nteragency | nfrastructur e Per mitting | mpr ovement Center

The full and continued successtbis initiative will require a sustained capacity to
monitor the effectiveness of reforms, further analyze processes, and identifyreddi
reforms. For the first time, the Administration wils&blish a dedicated team to support
the ongoing improvememf Federal permitting and review responsibilities for major
infrastructure projectsn a crosgovernment basis, dhe Interagency Infrastructure
Permitting Improvement Center (IIPIC or the Centeélp.IC will build on efforts

already underway treeform the permitting and review process and work across agencies
to executehe specific actions prioritized ithis Implementation PlanIPIC will also

act as a clearinghouse to facilitate sharing best practices across agencies

[IPIC will report to theSteering Committee, retaining a governance structure that
includes deputyevel representation from all agencies involved in the proces4B
serves as the Chair of the Steering Committee and will provide regular policy directio
to IIPIC, in consultation with CEQ and other members of the Ste€angmittee.
Administrative support will be provided BYOT’s Office of the Secretary. This
governance structure will maintain focus on government-wide reform (and not solely
specific sectons and create accountability émsure reform efforts produce measurably
better outcomes for the environment and a faster, more predictable pride&Svill

not have direct review or permitting responsibilities and will not direct adowete
agency decisions with respect to any particular permit or project.

Once established, IIPIC will conduct business reviews, such as process mapping, t
determine ways to better achieve efficiencies across the Federal review andrgermitti
process.

[IPIC responsibilitieswill include:

e Supporting the implementation of EO 13604 #md Plan

e Facilitating ongoing improvement of permitting and review regulations, policies,
and procedures to ensure continued improvement in efficiency and outcomes for
communities and the environment;

e Collecting and tracking data on agency progress toward redpemgttingand
reviewtimeframe and improving outcomes for communities and the environment;

¢ Facilitating the work of the regional pilot teams and regional interagency
engagement witfiribal, state,andlocal governments and other stakeholders, where
appropriate;

e Facilitating the identification and sharing of additional lpgattices or process
improvements across infrastructure sectors for the review and permittiragjayf m
infrastructure projects;

e Periodically conveningribal, state,andlocal governments and non-governmental
stakeholders to gather information on best ficas and suggested process
improvements;

e Developing innovative stakeholder engagement practices, including piloting new
technologies and educating external stakeholders to increase the transparesacy of t
regulatory decisiomaking process;
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e Driving process transformation, in close coordination with Steering Committee
agencies, such as identifying and standardigpegificimprovementdor
permittingand reviewprocesses;

¢ Facilitating ongoing coordination and further development of existing IT tools
related to infrastructure permittingghere appropriate;

e Supporting development of interagency guidance related to infrastructure
permitting

e Developing and implementing interactive and experiential training across all
agencies and levels to promote consistency across offices and regions;

¢ Facilitating ongoing communication with leadership of agencies involved in this
effort to insure continued coordination.

Executing these actions will requirestaff of subject matter expeits permitting and
reviews The Pesident’s FY2015 Budget proposesrifion for IIPIC and the updated
Dashboard. This level of fundimgll facilitate hiring experts in permitting and reviews
to implement the reformidentified by thiglan as well as identify additional reforms
needed to modernize Federal permitting and reviews. Fuagalso be used for
fellows from other agencies to gain the needed interagency and regional expertise

The Administration will staneup an interim tam (the Interagency Infrastructure
Permitting Improvement Tearor 1IPIT) staffed bydetailees from Steering Committee
agenciewvith support from existing DOT staffThis small team will focus on the
prioritized set of actions identified in this plan in the initial implementationgphas

| mplementation Plan:

I mplementation Activity Team Target
Phase Completion
Date
Initial Propose establishing IIPIC in the President’s Steering Q1 2014
Implementation FY 2015 Budget. Committee,
OMB, CEQ
Establish an interim team or IIPIT Steering Q22014

Committee in
coordination

with DOT
Long-Term Sandup IIPIC, subject to availability of Steering Q2 2015
Implementation resources. Committee in
coordination
with DOT
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	( The ACHP has developed an Applicant Toolkit, which provides an overview of the Section 106 process along with information on topics such as hiring consultants, consulting with Indian tribes and Native Hawaiian Organizations, involving stakeholders, ...
	( The ACHP is in the process of developing guidance on agreement documents for Section 106 reviews.  Section 106 agreement documents are a critical tool in documenting the agreed upon actions necessary to complete the Section 106 process in instances ...
	( In October 2012, EPA issued a guidance memorandum applying to Prevention of Significant Deterioration permits issued by EPA and by state and local agencies with delegated authority from EPA.  The purpose of this memo is to clarify expectation and re...

