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Abstract 

The Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Installations, Environment, and Logistics (SAF/IE) 

has set a course for getting “back to basics” in improving Air Force compliance with the 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Title 42 United States Code, Sections 4321-4347.  

SAF/IE issued policy memos on 15 Sep 2010 regarding Proponent, Environmental Planning 

Function (EPF), and stakeholder responsibilities in Air Force NEPA compliance.  These policies 

call for establishment of the “Planning Requirements for the Environmental Impact Analysis 

Process” (PREIAP); an interdisciplinary process to “…support early internal scoping and 

statement of work development” for the Environmental Impact Analysis Process (EIAP).  As 

further described and defined in the policy memos, PREIAP is also intended to ensure that 

appropriate requirements are identified, baseline data is collected, and agreement on a Draft 

Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives (DOPAA) among key stakeholders is achieved, 

to the extent possible, in advance of initiation of the formal NEPA analysis process.  The 

objectives of this capstone paper are twofold. First is to examine the Rapid Improvement Event 

(RIE) that led to the development of PREIAP, and highlight areas in which other agencies may 

use this process to improve their methods in NEPA compliance. Secondly, this paper will 

examine and assess the impacts this new PREIAP policy may have on the way the Air Force 

complies with NEPA, and determine how it will assist and/or limit their efforts for improving the 

federally mandated CEQ regulations. 
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Introduction 

Based on a Rapid Improvement Event (RIE) conducted by the U.S. Air Force in the 

Summer of 2010, the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Installations, Environment, and 

Logistics (SAF/IE) has determined that it is time to “get back to basics” in improving Air Force 

compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Title 42 United States Code, 

Sections 4321-4347. NEPA is the law which provides the basic national charter for identifying 

environmental consequences of major federal actions, ensuring these potential impacts are 

analyzed and made available to the public, government agencies, and Air Force leaders before 

decisions are made and implementation of the proposed action. 

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) adopted regulations for implementing the 

procedural provisions of the NEPA, found at Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 

1500-1508. Based on the procedural provisions, set forth by the CEQ, the Air Force promulgated 

its instruction implementing the Environmental Impact Analysis Process (EIAP) at 32 CFR Part 

989. 

SAF/IE issued policy memos on 15 Sep 2010 regarding Proponent, Environmental 

Planning Function (EPF), and stakeholder responsibilities in Air Force NEPA compliance. These 

policies call for the establishment of the “Planning Requirements for the Environmental Impact 

Analysis Process” (PREIAP); an interdisciplinary process to “…support early internal scoping 

and statement of work development” for the EIAP. The PREIAP is also intended to ensure that 

appropriate requirements are identified, baseline data is collected, and agreement on a Draft 

Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives (DOPAA) among key stakeholders is achieved, 

to the extent possible, in advance of initiation of the formal NEPA analysis process. Such 

procedures and responsibilities are not intended to change the requirements of the Air Force 

Instruction (32 CFR 989) and do not provide any authority by which Air Force decisions or 

actions may be challenged. 

The SAF/IE policy memos also establish expedited timeframes and directed use of 

performance-based approaches for completion of Environmental Impact Statements (EISs) and 

Environmental Assessments (EAs). To support Proponents and EPFs in implementing the new 

initiatives, SAF/IE has called for the establishment of an “Air Force Center for NEPA 

Excellence.” HQ USAF/A7C subsequently announced the establishment, effective 22 Nov 2010, 
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of the Air Force Environmental Planning Center of Excellence (EPCE) at the Air Force Center 

for Engineering and the Environment (AFCEE). The EPCE provides centralized NEPA expertise 

to support the Proponents and EPFs in implementing PREIAP as well as supporting a broad 

range of other goals, as a result of the RIE conducted by the Air Force in the summer of 2010. 

 

Rapid Improvement Event 

 

The EIAP Rapid Improvement Event focused on addressing the problem that NEPA 

compliance is currently viewed as being too costly in terms of time and resources. The 

requirements for pre-work, the development of alternatives, and the overall development of 

Environmental Assessments and Environmental Impact Statements are not well understood or 

well-timed within the Air Force. The RIE addressed the following themes: 1. Conciseness, 2. 

Timeliness, 3. Pre-Planning, and 4. Contracting.  

RIE participants brainstormed and identified issues, performed value stream mapping, 

formed break-out groups focused on identifying solutions, and developed implementation plans 

around formal EIAP process improvements (EAs and EISs), organizational construct of 

capabilities around EIAP, and pre-planning for EIAP, which is now called Pre-EIAP. The results 

of the RIE were briefed to senior Air Force leadership and were comprised of thirteen “Quick-

Hit” solutions that can have impact within a very short timeframe, fourteen bridging solutions, 

seven long-term solutions, and projected reduction in EIS and EA cycle times from 540 to 393 

days, and 360 to 147 days respectively. 

Pre-RIE event activities included conducting “stakeholder voice of the customer (VOC) 

interviews.”  Five interview sessions were conducted and highlighted common threads and issues 

that were recognized. Stakeholder analysis was conducted to determine event expectations and 

goals and objectives. Stakeholder positions related to NEPA and EIAP were analyzed as well. A 

thorough review of current process maps was analyzed to create a current state value stream map 

of the major process steps and activities for both EAs and EISs. Lists of EIAP facts and common 

misconceptions were compiled, reviews of previous (2006) RIE were conducted, a charter was 

drafted, and coordination for logistics and support planning was determined. 

 During the stakeholder interview process, particular themes in certain problem areas were 

brought to the surface. Stakeholders were under the impression that the timing of EIAP was 
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slow, there was too much lag time, a tendency to start EIAP from scratch, not enough “pre-

work”, and continuous slippage in delivery times. 

  The stakeholder interviews revealed a perception that the organizational construct of the 

Air Force doesn’t allow direct or timely interaction between the NEPA practitioner and the 

proponent. The interviews also pointed out that there were unclear roles and responsibilities 

when it came to the NEPA process and there were inconsistent proponent roles and involvement.   

 As far as the organizational construct of the Air Force, it was found that there was not 

sufficient allowance for direct and timely interaction with the proponent. Many times the NEPA 

practitioner didn’t even know who the proponent was or how they could be contacted. The 

organizational structure was found to be inadequate, and there were unclear roles and 

responsibilities, and inconsistent roles and involvement from the proponent of the proposed 

actions. 

 The stakeholder interviews revealed that data was not being captured effectively and 

there was an ineffective used of planning, asset management, acquisitions, or geospatial data. 

There was no continuous data capture, and the Air Force had no widely used document 

repository. There was clearly no way of tracking EIAP actions across the Air Force, and minimal 

and fragmented standardization policies across the agency. The bottom line here is that the EIAP 

process lacked consistency due to lack of enterprise-wide standardization, no widespread 

adoption of leading practices, and no “templates” for recurring actions. 

 Delays in the EIAP process was found to be common theme across the agency due to 

sequencing deficiencies, with very little up front work being accomplished. Consultations, data 

gathering, required studies, and consensus building was occurring way too late in the process. 

There was a lack of coordination between internal groups, and this was causing decreases in 

quality of the final product, thus causing massive delays due rewrites and editing. Delays were 

also attributed to limited access of data, poor timing of data requests, unclear data requirements, 

and limited understanding of the NEPA process outside of the Air Force Planning, 

Environmental, and Civil Engineer (CE) functions. 

 After the interview process a status check was conducted, and several goals were 

identified. It was found that the Air Force simply had to change the process for completing EAs 

and EISs, if they wanted to reach the ultimate goal of reducing the cycle time for completing the 

EIAP process.  
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 The high level goals that emerged during the interview process were to identify current 

state process issues and quick improvement opportunities, and follow up to develop additional 

critical process improvements to incorporate into the future state, with the ultimate goal of 

significantly reducing time cycles in the existing EIAP process while increasing simplicity, 

clarifying roles and responsibilities, and reducing resources required (Figure 1).  

Figure 1 

Timeline Reduction Goals for Completing the NEPA Process 

PROCESS CURRENT (Days) TARGET (Days) 

EA Cycle Time 360 180 

EIS Cycle Time 540 360 

 

 

RIE Approach  

 

The goals of the RIE were to identify short-term, quick-hit solutions along with 

implementation plans, and to capture bridging and long term solutions for improving the Air 

Force EIAP process. The themes that addressed the goals (conciseness, timeliness, pre-planning, 

and contracting) were grouped into three categories: 1. Quick-hit solutions, 2. Bridging solutions, 

and 3. Long-term solutions. The categories were then grouped as being high, medium, or low in 

regards their impacts towards meeting the goals of the RIE.  

  The RIE began by building guiding principles through an interview process designed to 

maximize input from the NEPA practitioners that were in attendance. Some of the themes that 

emerged through the interview process are discussed here. If the RIE was to become a success 

then the team needed to focus on creating an Air Force wide standardized and centralized (as 

appropriate) approach to streamline the EIAP process. The team needed to identify 

business/functional requirements to drive development of process improvement solutions, and 

leverage and integrate on-going or recently completed transformation/redesign efforts. The RIE 

effort needed to identify any technology solutions that potentially drive modernized business 

practices, and identify potential workload shifts or impacts resulting from implementation. The 
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Air Force needed to develop a future-state process that would provide the ability to tap into 

databases and complete EAs and EISs through self-service on-line applications, while looking 

for opportunities to revolutionize how processes were to be performed. Minimal redesign was 

not considered to be an acceptable end-state.  

 The other theme that emerged was that the RIE needed to capture the voice of the 

customer in reengineered solutions. Full participation with a “best effort” on all the exercises by 

the RIE team was imperative, seeking consensus not unanimity.  Below is a flow chart showing 

the approach that was taken during the RIE exercises that were conducted by the subject matter 

experts, while using a “break-out” team concept (Figure 1). 

Figure 1 

RIE Approach Flowchart 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Twenty six Air Force subject matter experts (SMEs) were identified and broken up into 

three groups, with one group of floating SMEs. The groups were formed based on the SMEs area 

of expertise and consisted of a Formal EIAP Process Group, Pre-Planning EIAP Group, 

Organizational /Capability Construct Group, and the Floating SME Group.  

 Specific approaches were mapped out for four RIE approach categories identified in the 

above RIE Approach Flowchart. The approach for issue identification was for the group to 

identify and discuss issues currently impacting EIAP to capture key areas of improvement. The 

session resulted in the generation of a comprehensive list of issues covering the areas of roles 

and responsibilities, delegation of authority, process execution, contract management, and 

involvement of stake holders. 
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 The teams reviewed current Air Force EIAP process maps and made real-time 

adjustments for EIAP value stream mapping. The session resulted in determining the cycles 

times for accomplishing EIAP tasks, and identified and added missing steps into the process. 

They also identified and removed non-value-added steps in the process. So called “bottle necks” 

were highlighted, with an emphasis on identifying areas in the process where work could be done 

concurrently. The team also identified ways in which sequencing of activities could be improved 

to increase efficiency, while removing and reducing any redundant document reviews, approval 

processes, and required consultations. 

 The approach the team took to identify potential solutions for improving the efficiency of 

the EIAP process was multifaceted. Break-out discussions were the primary means of acquiring 

information. The team used Army and Navy presentations on leading NEPA practices to 

generate EIAP improvement ideas. They conducted brainstorming sessions, multi-voting and 

other facilitation tools, while working to refine and prioritize solutions that were appropriate and 

actionable within a reasonable time frame (~ 30-60 days). The approach resulted in the 

identification of multiple solutions that will be discussed in the following section of this report. 

The solutions were categorized as being quick-hit solutions, bridging solutions, or long term 

solutions. The team came to a consensus that there needed to be clear problem statements, 

solutions to the problems identified, the expected impacts from implementing the solutions, the 

risks associated with implementing the solutions, and “the owner” of the problems within day 3 

of the RIE. 

 Finally, the team worked towards the development of implementation plans for 

transforming the Air Force EIAP. This involved the development of an implementation plan for 

each problem statement and proposed solution.  Ownership was assigned to specific quick-hit 

solutions, with the identification of the steps necessary to execute the improvements. Potential 

risks for each solution were identified and discussed, bringing barriers to successful 

implementation to light, thus creating actionable quick-hit solutions.  See (Figures 2-5) below 

that show the current state of the EIS and EA processes, compared to what was developed in the 

RIE. 

 Major improvements in the EIS process resulted in the expected cycle time for 

completion from 540 to 393 days. The improvements included shifting ~ 70% of the technical 

work and studies forward to Pre-EIAP. Redundant steps were removed, while increasing 
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concurrent work, reviews, and approvals. The concept of on-board reviews with key personnel 

and leadership present for making “real time” adjustments to the EIAP documents and schedule 

was introduced to streamline the process. Formal and informal consultations with federal 

agencies and Native American Tribes were moved to earlier Pre-EIAP or public scoping phases 

of the EIAP process. Finally, it was determined that the Preliminary Draft EIS step was 

unnecessary and completely removed from the process.   

 Major improvements in the EA process resulted brought expected cycle time for 

completion down to 147 days compared to 180 days. Many of the activities were shifted forward 

to the Pre-EIPA stage, removed the separate AF Form 813 stage, removed redundant steps, 

increased concurrent work, reviews, and approvals, and increased the use of onboard reviews 

(Figures 2-5). 

Figure 2 

(EIS Process & Activities – Current State) 
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Figure 3 

(EIS Process & Activities – After 

RIE)
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Activities 

Major Improvements: 
• Shifted ~70% of technical work/studies forward to Pre-EIAP 
• Removed redundant steps 
• Increased concurrent work, reviews, approvals 
• Increased use of On-board reviews 
• Moved formal and informal consultations to earlier Pre-EIAP 

or Public Scoping phases 
• Removed interim Preliminary Draft EIS review step 
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Figure 4 

Environmental Assessment Process (Current State) 
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Figure 5 

Environmental Assessment Process & Activities (After RIE) 
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Results and Recommendations 

Quick- hit solutions are defined as solutions that can be implemented and have 

demonstrable impact(s) prior to the next fiscal year. Several high impact quick-hit solutions were 

identified as a result of the RIE. It was recommended that the Air Force needed to create a 

protocol for the Pre-EIAP process by adopting a version of the Army’s Institutionalize, Initial 

Scope of Work Planning Package (IISOWP) which would lead to regulation updates, reduce 

timelines, and increase standardization in the NEPA process. Another recommendation was to 

draft and issue a SAF/IE and/or A4/7 directive (memo) to provide guidance and clarification on 

how the Air Force plans to reduce the timeline for completing EAs to 6 months and EISs to 12 

months, and reduces the number of pages in these documents, thus reducing timelines and 

increasing standardization. Other quick-hit/high impact measures would include realigning 
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NEPA planners to directly advise/consult decision makers and proponents (JACE model), and 

appropriate timing of notification of preferred alternatives based on CEQ regulations.  

One quick-hit medium impact identified that would increase standardization and reduce 

size was to investigate standardizing the use of a NEPA-specific acquisition team at AFCEE to 

support existing workload across the Air Force. Another action that would increase 

standardization and reduce size would be to start tracking NEPA actions associated with 

substantive EAs and EISs. Other medium impact actions identified that would impact timelines 

would be to conduct document reviews via an onboard process, implement mandated concurrent 

reviews (need to expand on this), start certain formal consultations (NHPA & Native American) 

earlier in the public scoping process, and to reinforce Major Commands (MAJCOMs) 

responsibility for funding. 

Several low impact quick-hit solutions were also recognized. By improving the 

congressional notification process by having appropriate staff that can adequately describe, brief 

and explain the Notice of Intent (NOI) and Notice of Availability (NOA) would have the 

potential for decreasing the NEPA process timeline. Other low impact solutions that could 

reduce size, increase standardization, and reduce timelines included the investigation of staffing 

resources around focused project teams dedicated to specific EIAP projects or actions, the 

establishment of data repositories such Community of Practices (COPs) that are linked to 

MACOM COPs and enhance their access, and creating a joint data repository using the existing 

Army site.  

 Bridging solutions were defined as solutions that facilitate a long-term solution, generally 

12 months into the future with demonstrable impacts after the start of the next fiscal year. The 

high priority bridging solutions include: 1. the establishment and formalization of the pre-

planning process for EIAP (mapping roles and responsibilities); ISOWPP, “PREIAP”, 2. Setting 

training and expertise standards for EIAP managers, such as not assigning junior staff to handle 

large scale EAs or EISs, 3. Re-educate installation staff on proper use of CATEX and use of 

Findings of No Practicable Alternatives (FONPAs) instead of EAs in appropriate cases, and 4. 

Adopting documentation and formatting procedures that are similar to Army Records of 

Consideration (REC). Medium impact bridging solutions include: 1. the enhancement of a 

standard contract and funding structure to allow for other types of options (phased, performance, 

T&M, blanket purchase agreements, etc.) (AFCEE), 2. The modification of existing A/E 
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contracts at AFCEE to include additional pricing arrangements, 3. The establishment 

MOA/MOUs related to cooperating agencies during pre-planning stages, 4. Working 

concurrently during mandated wait periods; and 5. Consider overarching fence-to-fence NEPA 

documents based on documents included in a comprehensive plan to cover multiple projects at a 

particular installation. Low impact bridging solutions mentioned in the RIE include: the initiation 

of programmatic agreements under NHPA and ESA prior to the public scoping stage of an EA or 

EIS ( MOAs/MOUs to help determine consultations), 2. The elimination of external Interim 

Preliminary Draft EIS from the schedule, 3. Increased usage of current Geobase/ GIS NEPA 

Process Database, streamline data collection and analysis, historical repository of information, 

and 4. Consider and enterprise- wide adoption of automated 813 process (work stream project 

management system).  

 The RIE defined long-term solutions as being solutions to be implemented further than 

12 months into the future (e.g. Next Gen IT). High impact long-term solutions included: 1. Pre-

planning standards need to be inserted into and enforced via AFIs (examples: AFI 10-503, AFI 

13-201, DODI 5000 2R, AFI-7062). 2. The establishment of standardizations and cross-checks 

via Playbooks and the EIAP Desk Reference. This would be a follow on from the quick-hit list 

mentioned previously. 3. The adoption of certain business protocols that would establish a more 

prescriptive direction in policy and guidance, continuously building upon improvements that 

would result in a “To-Be” state. Medium impact long-term solutions that were addressed in the 

RIE were: 1. The increase of base level Subject Matter Expert (SME) expertise to support EA 

execution through the implementation of outreach and education. 2. The establishment of an 

expanded AF-wide document repository (AFCEE). Low impact long-term solutions included: 1. 

The creation and establishment of a center of excellence with manpower and resource allocation 

constructed by AFCEE, and as a follow on to the quick-hit items listed above. 2. Next Gen IT 

enhancements to include NEPA interface, the integration of Geobase/GIS for EIAP, and tracking 

ability for EISs and substantive EAs.  

 Finally, the RIE came up with a recommendation to the Air Force for immediate and near 

term “next step” actions that need to be taken to successfully improve the EIAP process. First of 

all the quick-hit improvement ideas and implementation plans needed to be prioritized, with the 

establishment of a firm timeline implementation. Second, the prioritization of bridging and long-

term improvement ideas needed to be established, with the identification of the owner and/or 
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lead for carrying these actions forward. Most importantly, it was imperative that, in order for the 

RIE to be considered a success, the quick-hit improvement plans would need to be executed 

within their respective 30-day and 60-day windows. 

 Near-term “next steps” recommendations included the update of the EIAP Playbook 

narratives and maps to include changes to process steps, particularly as it relates to Pre-EIAP, 

and the alignment of bridging and long-term solutions with the Air Force Planning Master 

Strategy.   

Conclusion 

 Since September 15, 2010 the Air Force has begun implementing many of the 

recommendations brought forth in the RIE, starting with a memo from Assistant Secretary of the 

Air Force, Terry Yonkers. The memo was a directive to all Major Commands of the Air Force to 

“get back to the basics” in the implementation of the NEPA process. The Air Force has created 

the Air Force NEPA Center for Excellence (NEPA Center) in San Antonio. The NEPA Center 

for Excellence will become the focal point for the implementation NEPA across the Air Force. 

With the exception of one “NEPA Liaison”, all Major Command NEPA personnel will be 

assigned to AFCEE NEPA Center for Excellence.  The NEPA Center will offer expertise in the 

management and oversight of the NEPA process an in the implementation of new and 

streamlined approaches to compliance with NEPA. Among the services the NEPA center will be 

providing are the facilitation of a streamlined approach to NEPA compliance, playbook 

development, PREIAP facilitation, DOPAA development, environmental impact statements, 

mitigation plans/planning, environmental assessments, community involvement plans, 

environmental baseline surveys, technical oversight and consultation, and execution (contract 

procurement) support. 

In order to create a less burdensome process for completing the EIAP the Center for 

Excellence has implemented the “Planning Requirements of the Environmental Impact Analysis 

Process” (PREIAP). The goals as set forward in the RIE are to create more analytical and to the 

point NEPA documents rather than encyclopedic, and accelerate the formal NEPA review 

process to six months or less for environmental assessments (EAs) and 12 months for 

environmental impact statements (EISs). The key to achieving these goals is to get the 

“proponent” actively involved early on in the NEPA process, to ensure early integration in the 

project planning process. The goal of the PREIAP is to facilitate effective and meaningful 
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communication among key stakeholders early in the process with a strong emphasis on 

interdisciplinary planning, promoting coordination in creating a clear picture of the “proposed 

action(s)” before any contracting efforts are begun. 

Finally, the NEPA Center will assist Major Commands and installations with the 

management and execution of NEPA projects through performance based contracting (PBC). 

PBC is a process that will allow the Air Force to acquire NEPA services through contracts that 

focus on specific outcomes rather than the process. Simply put, the Air Force will only agree to 

contracts that only initiate payments to contractors when they are satisfied project’s milestone 

objectives, instead of making payments based on work completed. 

 Simply defined, PBC allows the Air Force to acquire services via contracts that focus on 

specific outcomes rather than the precise manner in which the work is performed. To do so, 

performance based contracts consist of "payment milestones" and/or "performance objectives". 

In other words, contractors receive payment once the Air Force agrees that the contractor has 

satisfied a project's milestone objective instead of simply following a payment by percent 

complete process. 
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