
Hannah Carrico, MPA – Environmental Review Specialist
Ryan Westwood, MPP – Environmental Review Specialist

NAEP Anchorage 2026

Insights on What Triggers 
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Our Vantage Point – "Technical Assistance"

▪ State CDBG Program
▪ Serves non-entitlement communities

▪ Sub-grantees have <50k municipal population or <200k county population

▪ NEPA regulations are unique to non-entitlement communities
▪ 24 CFR 58 -> non-entitlement communities, 24 CFR 50 -> entitlement communities

▪ Local governments accept Responsible Entity status and serve as the Lead Agency for 
the review’s content
▪ State agency can provide technical assistance and serve as a de facto veto point when 

inconsistencies are recognized, but cannot make interpretive judgement calls
▪ We are neither engineers nor scientists nor attorneys

▪ 200+ CE- and EA-level environmental review records desk-reviewed annually​
▪ EIAs unprecedented, due to small project scopes
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1. Our Process

"Nudging" Responsible Entities toward a complete NEPA review



Overview of MO DED’s State CDBG NEPA 
Desk Review Process
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Desk Review
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Grant Funds

▪ Average Turnover from Receipt to Authorization
▪ CEST- (subject to 24 CFR 58.5) & EA-level: 11 weeks

▪ CENST- (not subject to 24 CFR 58.5) & Emergency-/Exempt-level: 1 week, 6 days



Tools: Submission Packet



Tools: Preparer Checklist



Tools: Policy Handbook



2a. Common Issues: Timing & Sequencing

Optimistic and pessimistic timelines, alike



Timing & Sequencing Case 1: Denialism
Red Flags:
1) Vague project description
2) Phase I Site Assessment 

indicated as complete, but not 
attached to the record

3) Missing description of historic 
site use

Determined Issue through Further 
Comms:
- The Phase I Site Assessment 

indicated as complete was over 
two years old and confined to 
the remediated brownfield site (a 
former hospital)

- The brownfield site is directly 
adjacent to the project site

- The project includes 9 residential 
dwellings, including for children



Timing & Sequencing Case 1: Denialism

First draft received

9/4/24

Initial comments 
delivered, including flag of 
missing Phase I report

9/24

Revisions received, still 
missing elaboration on 
missing Phase I

9/24

2nd-cycle comments 
reiterating need for 
attached Phase I report

9/24

Received public notice for 
review

1/25

Communication reveals 
need for new Phase I site 
assessment; provided 
resources for compliance

1/25

Phase I site assessment 
complete and attached to 
review record; includes 
finding of RECs 
requiring additional 
Phase II site assessment

4/25

Phase II site assessment 
complete; provided 
clearance to proceed to 
public comment period

2/26

Public comment periods 
complete; Authorization 
is issued

4/7/26



Timing and Sequencing Case 2: Misapplied Sequencing

Red Flags:
1) Friable asbestos testing is 

acknowledged as required for 
demolition activities, but no 
inspection report attached

Determined Issue through Further 
Comms:
- The grant administrator mistook 

asbestos inspection and 
associated procurement for 
choice-limiting actions rather 
than activities necessary to 
complete the environmental 
assessment



Timing and Sequencing Case 2: Misapplied Sequencing

First draft received

8/11/25

Flagged missing asbestos 
report

8/25

Call with grant 
administrator; explained 
why asbestos inspection is 
not choice-limiting

9/25

Discussions between grrant 
admin. and DED compliance 
staff about procurement 
requirements

8/25 - 1/26

Inspection report and 
associated 
mitigation/remediation 
plan received; public 
comment clearance granted

3/26

Public notice published

4/1/26



Timing & Sequencing: Takeaways

▪ Understand the Full Range of What is and is not a Choice-Limiting Action

▪ Don’t Confuse Estimated Timelines with Deadlines
▪ NEPA is fundamentally an analysis
▪ Planning for the analysis can never replace the analysis itself

▪ Analysis often betrays the hypothesis that guided the estimated timeline
▪ Grantees who communicate over-optimistic timelines are incentivized to ignore results 

triggering further analysis

▪ Procurement, Procurement, Procurement
▪ Many NEPA activities (contamination screening, surveying, etc.) require service 

procurement
▪ Procurement can dramatically extend timelines if not initiated early, especially for rural, low-

capacity governments



2b. Common Issues: Consultation Breakdowns

The urge to over-simplify intergovernmental relationships



Consultation Breakdown Case: 
Relationships with Native Nations

What Happened:
1) A THPO with published cultural resource survey (CRS) standards requests a CRS for three 

previously undisturbed multifamily housing development sites
2) The procured cultural resource surveys are flagged by the THPO for insufficient shovel 

testing (used a state-standard visibility threshold where THPO rejects the use of any 
threshold, per its own posted standards)



Consultation Breakdown Case: 
Relationships with Native Nations

Grant administrator reports that a THPO 
has requested a new CRS be completed 
according to Nation's published standard

1/8/26

Back-and-forth with THPO clarifies the 
main issue was the visibility standard used 
for shovel-testing

1/26 - 2/26

Administrator consults Responsible 
Entity's elected official, who decides to 
proceed with the existing CRS. Public 
comment clearance is granted with a 
warning that their determination of 
good-faith effort may be appealed.

2/26

Public notice published

3/26

Authorization issued

4/17/26



Consultation Breakdowns: Takeaways

▪ Three Types
▪ Late initiation

▪ Inadequate substantive response

▪ Failure to respect agency-/Nation-specific protocols

▪ Abstracted guidance from detailed requirements can often compress a 
relational obligation into a purely procedural one

▪ A good-faith effort to meet the spirit of the process is of utmost 
importance
▪ -> THPOs and agencies more likely to approach comments collaboratively 

rather than adversarially



2c. Common Issues: Documentation & Legibility

Knowing the project is not the same as communicating it



Documentation & Legibility Case 1: 
Mapping the Project Area(s)

What Happened:
1) Original review used point-based locations for 

new tornado sirens on undisturbed ground to 
consult agencies and THPOs

2) The points for one of the new tornado sirens 
were proposed to change by ~500 feet, just ~40 
days post-Authorization



Documentation & Legibility Case 1: 
Mapping the Project Area(s)

Original review approved

1/23/26

Change order submitted to change location of one 
of the new sirens

3/9/26

New environmental review record with renewed 
consultation received

TBD



Documentation & Legibility Case 2: 
Distance Matters

▪ Often, preparers will use an 
unmarked map as documentation of 
proximity to features like airports 
and protected streams

▪ If they additionally do not indicate 
the estimated quantified distance in 
their narrative, we ask for revision

▪ We ask folks to use NEPAssist to get 
the runway orientation, too, but it's 
usually not necessary



Documentation & Legibility: Takeaways

▪ If Project Plans Are Likely to Shift:
▪ Wait until engineering/architectural plans are finalized and committed to complete 

the review, or
▪ Acknowledge a reasonable ceiling for scope in the review beyond the narrow, 

speculative, initial plans

▪ Mapping Matters
▪ Failing to represent the (potential) project area as accurately as possible can result in 

unnecessary delays when minor amendments are made

▪ SHOW-ME (State)
▪ Avoid making assertions/narratives without clear associated evidence where possible

▪ Assertions/narratives sometimes necessary where only personally observable data exists
▪ Anticipate skepticism; Responsible Entities have something they must prove



2d. Common Issues: Digital Tools & Missing Data

Filling the gap between regulations and the available data



Digital Tools & Missing Data Case 1: The 
500-year Floodplain Mapping Gap

Points along the 
100-year floodplain

Points along the 
nearest edge of the 
project area

▪ Due to the frequency of missing 
data for the 500-year floodplain 
in rural Missouri, we typically 
augment analysis by 
applying the "100-year 
floodplain + 2 feet" 
standard with outside data

▪ This is the only analysis 
we typically conduct on the 
preparer's behalf

This grant administrator determined 
mitigation was necessary, since the 
project site points are all within 2 feet of 
Base Flood Elevation



Digital Tools & Missing Data Case 2: 
Wetlands that Don’t Exist

- The National Wetlands 
Inventory is used for 
initial screening based 
on topography alone, 
so cross-validating the 
actual presence of 
hydrophytic flora or 
aquatic life* is 
important

*HUD has a unique 
wetlands definition



Digital Tools & Missing Data: Takeaways

▪ Site-Specific Knowledge > Digital, Aggregated Knowledge
▪ This goes both ways

▪ Missing data can be supplemented

▪ Inconsistent data can be displaced

▪ Grantees often lack project area-specific mapping data that’s taken for 
granted
▪ Floodplains, wetlands, historic properties, endangered species’ presence, 

unreported brownfields, and noise sources can all vary from what aggregated, 
publicly available data suggests
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Hannah.Carrico@ded.mo.gov
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Questions?

Ryan Westwood, MPP
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573-751-2089

If you think of something later, or just want to connect with us:


