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ENVIRONMENTAL AND HEALTH SAFETY (EHS) COMMi n EE 
Meeting Summary 

Wednesday, November 10, 1993 10:00 am - 12:00 pm 

INTRODUCTION 

On November 10, 1993, the Environmental and Health Safety Committee (EHS) met to 
discuss the recent consolidation of flood recovery committees and provide updates on issues. 
Sylvia Lowrancc, Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Associate Deputy Administrator, and 
Dr. Frank Young, Director of Emergency Prcparcdness/Naiional Disaster Medical Systems for 
Public Health Service (PHS) are the co-chaii-s of the EHS Committee. 

MAJOR OUTCOMES 

• The EHS Committee's role is to address flood issues related to water, waste, vector 
control/disease surveillance, social services/education, environmental restoration, and 
relocation. Accordingly, the EHS Committee is comprised of former committee 
representatives handling these issues. Any additional delegates should be presented to 
Kathy Jones of EPA. 

• The EHS Committee should serve as both an issue identification and problem solving 
group. As issues surface, a first critical step will be pulling together involved agencies and 
validating the facts related to lhe issues. 

• Since EPA is providing meeting support to the EHS Qimmittee, EPA will develop weekly 
reports requested by the Domestic Policy Council (DPC) to be developed by COB each 
Thursday. During weeks when the Committee meets, meeting summaries will serve as the 
report. During weeks when the committee does not meet, a similar summary will be 
prepared. Information from EHS Committee members and personnel in the regional 
offices will be critical. 

• EHS Committee representatives agreed to form a subcommitee for groundwater/drinking 
water issues. The November 15 and 16th meeting in Kansas City, Missouri with state 
environmental and health directors will help determine the path of the subcommittee. 

• EHS Committee representatives agreed to form a subcommittee for social and human 
services occurring now and those that may arise during communily buyouts. 

INFORMA lTON/ACnON ITEMS FOR THE STEERINC; COMMOTEE 

The Groundwaicr/Potablc Water Assessment and Sampling Plan will be presented to the Steerinij 
Committee (after the Kansas City meeting on Nov. I5ih and 16th with states) and then to FEMA for 
funding consideration. 

EHS Committee members agreed that demographic data should be considered in determining areas for 
community buyouts. EP.A will collect this data and share it with other agencies and EHS members. 

Committee members discussed the need to identify secondary impacts lhal may occur next spring as a 
result of freezing of the high waicr table. Although EPA regions cannot fully anticipate impacts, there 
will be flood-related damage that will need to be funded. A subMmmittcc wfjs suggested lo deal with 
these issues (e.g.. damaged pubhc and private property as well as social service complications). .A.11 
members agreed that some interagency mechanism is needed. 
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Agenda Item 1; Introductions/Bacl(ground Information 

Discussion 

Dr. Frank Young and Jim Makris, Director of the EPA Chemical Emergency 
Preparedness and Prevention Office (CEPPO), convened the meeting and welcomed attendees. 
EHS Committee representatives from each agency introduced themselves. 

Jim Makris explained that the ten former committees on the Long Range Flood Recovery 
Task Force have been collapsed into four committees. In addition, a Communication 
Coordination Committee and a Congressional Coordination Committee have been formed to 
expedite information dissemination. The new EHS Committee is represented by members of the 
former Environmental, Health and Medical, Water Supply and Treatment, and the 
Education/Social Services Committees. 

Dr. Young and Jim Makris reported on the November 4th meeting of the Steering 
Committee, which is comprised of committee chairs. Dr. Young announced lhat EHS Committee 
meeting summaries will follow the EPA format used by the former Environmental Committee, but 
will include a box to elevate pertinent issues to the Steering Committee. EPA will also provide 
weekly reports to the White House as requested by Kathi Way, Special Assistant to President 
Clinton for Domestic Policy. Kathy Jones stre.ssed that obtaining information from EHS 
Committee members and regions will be critical to the development of the weekly reports that 
will be submitted to the White House. Activities and new information such as proposed 
legislation, congressional hearings, trips to the Midwest, and other significani meetings will be 
needed. 

Jim Makris noted that the Steering Committee also stressed the importance of submitting 
flood recovery fiscal reports to Office of Management and Budget (OMB). He mentioned that 
FEMA has developed a pubhcaiion called the Recovery Times, which features some of the 
important flood response and recovery efforts on federal, stale, and local levels. 

Follow-Up Actions 

• In compiling information for the weekly reports to the White House (during weeks 
without EHS Committee meetings), EHS Committee representatives and affected regional 
personnel should provide information and activities to Kathy Jones (phone: 202-260-
8353/fax: 202-260-0927) no later lhan COB Wednesday (indefinitely). 

• If appropriate, EHS Committee members should present any additional agency 
representatives and future agenda items to Kathy Jones or Kevin Tonal. Of particular 
note is participation of the former Water Supply and Treatment Committee and 
Education/Social Services Committee. Since there was not a representative from the 
Education/Social Services Committee, Kathy Jones will contact Leslie Thorton to resolve 
membership. James Walke of FEMA noted that there should be communication 
representatives on all comnuttees. 

• Jim Makris encouraged EHS representatives to prepare articles on Federal involvement 
with flood-related activities and submit them to FEMA for publication in their Recovery 
Times. 
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• It was recommended that Maury Goodman (FEMA/Chair of Communications Committee) 
receive EHS Committee meeting summaries. 

Agenda Item 2; Role of the EHS Committee 

Discussion 

Committee representatives updated attendees and provided recommendations for each 
EHS Committee issue: 

• Water -- Water issues will be of significance throughout the duration of the flood recovery 
process. Therefore, Dr. Young suggested thai a subcommittee be created to address 
water issues. One issue includes the groundwater and potable water assessment and 
sampling plan proposal for private wells (see discussion under agenda item #3: 
Groundwater Assessment Proposal). 

• Waste ~ There are no unresolved waste issues from the former Environmental 
Committee, When asked, regional personnel on the teleconference indicated that thcy 
currently have no waste issues. 

• Vector Control/Disease Surveillance - The Department of Health and Human Services 
(HHS) continues their disease surveillance: pasl research has indicated that vector-borne 
encephalitides (St. Louis and western equine) may become a significant human health 
problem in approximately two years (amplification time for the virus); anthrax has 
impacted seven herds in North Dakota and five herds in South Dakota and may be of 
increasing concern in Region 8 as soils dry out. 

• Social Services/Education - HHS has supported efforts to provide services to citizens in 
need. The agency is addressing flood-related social concerns such as inadequate healing 
as they affect vulnerable populations (e.g., children and the elderly) and has recently 
received a request from Iowa for $200,000 in additional funds. Significant concerns 
include effects from the high water table (c.g., private well, scpiic lank, and electrical 
system failures). Restoration activity is ehgible for special funding (waivers) under HHS 
grants. Dr. Young suggested that a subcommitee be formed to work social service issues 
and that accomplishments in implementing programs/outreach for the elderly be shared 
with FEMA for publication in the Recovery Times. 

• Environmental Restoration - Several teams have been formed under the Floodplain 
Management Committee. The Scientific Assessment Strategy Team (SAST) is supporting 
a ten week effort to identify river reaches where alternatives to levee repair or additional 
flood storage capacity yields the most environmental benefit. EPA will be requested to 
nominate a representative to the SAST. EPA will also be asked to nominate 
representatives for a collateral effort to review federal incentives for floodplain 
management. Dr. Young recommended that an HHS representative be included on the 
SAST. Bob Springer of EPA Region V suggested lhat state input is equally imporiani. 

• Relocation/Community Buyouts - Out of 204 interested communities, 53 have been 
selected for buyouts. Over 10,(K)0 dwellings are under consideration for relocation. Dr. 
Young and Jim Makris brought up the issue of environmental equity at the 53 locations 
and mentioned the importance of considering regional demographics before determining 
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the suitability of buyouts. One important issue related to relocation addressed renters 
who lose their homes when dwellings are bought from their owners. Buyout policies 
should be organized to consider such issues. FEMA and the White House arc currently 
considering FEMA as the possible lead on all community relocation and buyout issues. 

Follow-Uo Actions 

• A subcommitee on water issues related to flood-recovery will be cslabhshcd. Kent Gray 
of the Centers for Disease Control (CDC) and representatives from the U.S. Geological 
Survey (USGS) and EPA should participate on this subcommittee. 

• A social services subcommitee will be established to address flood victims needs for human 
services. The subcommittee will include a Department of Education (DoE) representative 
and a Bureau of Indian Alfairs representative and will work with the regions to identify 
significant issues. 

Dr. Young suggested that Howard Wallach (HHS/Association of the Aging) submit an 
article on HHS flood recovery accomplishments related to the elderly populations to 
FEMA for publication in the Recovery Times. 

• Per Dr. Young's request, Shannon Cunniff of the EPA Oftice of Federal Activities will 
communicate to the White House the need for HHS representation on the SAST. 

• Frank Monteferrante of the Department of Commerce (DoC) will work with EPA to 
provide the EHS Committee with demographic data for selected communities to be used 
in the community buyout decision making process. 

• James Walke will share with the EHS Q)mmittee how community buyout decisions are 
made per Jim Makris' suggestion so EPA, HHS, and other EHS Committee members can 
anticipate buyout-related environmental and social service problems. EPA will work with 
FEMA to obtain the list of the 53 communities proposed for buyouts so that demographic 
data can be identified for these communities. EPA's Landview System, which uses U.S. 
Census Bureau tiger line files, will be utilized. 

Agenda Item 3; Gruundwater/Private Well Monitoring Proposal 

Discussion 

The Groundwater and Potable Water Assessment and Sampling Plan proposal was 
distributed along with an announcement of the Midwest Flood Groundwater and Potable Water 
Assessment and Sampling Plan Workshop, being held in Kansas City, Missouri on November 15th 
and 16th. The purpose of the workshop is to receive state review and input on the proposal. Dr. 
Young briefly explained that the purpose of obtaining a scientifically valid statistical analysis 
(detailed in the proposal) is to assess the levels of bacterial and nitrate contamination on a state 
specific county by county basis. James Walke of FEMA reported lhal FEMA is considering using 
the disaster survey report (DSR) process to fund the proposal (90% federal/10% state). 
Committee members suggested that "soft matches" of in kind services should be considered to 
satisfy the state match requirement. 
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EHS Comminee members agreed that state involvement in the Sampling Plan is critical, 
particularly because lhe stales have primary responsibility for groundwater monitoring related to 
private wells and their support is essential prior to obtaining funding. Nonetheless, this should 
not detain HHS and EPA from moving forward on this issue. 

Jim Staves of EPA Region VI reported thai the environmental monitoring database is up 
and running on the EPA Office of Research and Development (ORD) Bulletin Board and is 
being accessed by users. A Database User's Guide was disiribuicd al the meeting. 

Follow-Up Actions 

Jim Staves will provide Ron Ritter of EPA Region VII information on the November 15th 
and 16th meeting in Kansas City, Missouri. 

Agenda Item 4; Upgrades to Water and Wastewater Facilities 

Discussion 

Jim Wheeler of the EPA Office of Water (OW) distributed a preliminary report on the 
siatus of llood-affccied water and wasicwaier facilities and their needs for repair. Currently, a 
total of 455 wastewater treatment and 309 water treatment facilities have been impacted, with 
more expected from Missouri and Kansas. Available information indicates that 70 facilities have 
approved DSRs. The EHS Committee was interested in the DSR consultation process and 
whether it includes input from the stales. 

Follow-Up Actions 

Jim Wheeler will coordinate with James Walke on the status of DSRs. He will also 
prepare an executive summary of the issue and possible solutions. 

Agenda Item 5: Secondary Response and Recovery 

Members discussed the need for all committees to prepare for flood-related "sccondaiy 
response/recovery" issues that occur in winter and spring. Although the regions cannot fully 
identify the effects of the upcoming freeze, there will be flood-related damage that will need to be 
funded. EHS Committee members agreed that they will need to keep on top of the issue. 

Follow-Up Actions 

EPA will continue to pursue a list of secondary response and recovery issues. 
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Septentoer 21, 1993 

NOIE TO: SEE DISTOIBUTIGN LIST 

FROM: T.J. Glauthier and Katie McGinty 

SUBJECT: Environmental Flood Recovery, Interagency Working 
Group 

The next meeting of our interagency working group has been 
scheduled for Wednttsday, Sept«Dber 22nd/ 10:00 a.m., ZOGBI 248 of 
the Old Executive Office Building (17th and Pennsylvania) . 

We intend to discuss three major items of ongoing interest to the 
task force: 

1. OEP will discuss progress since the last meeting in 
developing a strategy paper for long-term recovery policy and 
program development. 

2. There are several issues that have arisen over the past week 
or two that bear discussion by the task force. These 
include: 

• Cost-share waiver policy. 

• SCS Wetland Reserve Policy -- Status of distribution and 
inplementation. 

• Multiple agency review of levees -- Should SCS repair 
levees that the Corps has denied assistance? Are there 
other levee reconstruction issues? 

• Problems/comrents identified during CMB trip to the 
Midwest flood area. 

• Ej^lanation of O^/Interagency 1:00 p.m. meeting (9-22) on 
Floodplain Relocation Issues. 

• Tracking of flood recovery funds - Btaxt up. 

3. The attached menu of programs that can, either separately or 
in combir:ation, provide funding or other assistance for 
inplementation of altematives to levee reconstruction. 
Please be prepared to discuss whether your respective 
programs have been correctly categorized and any issues 
associated with this menu that need to be addressed prior to 
distributing i t to the field. (Program summaries received to 
date will be distributed at the meeting. There are too many 
to fax.) 

The next meeting, scheduled for September 29th in room 248 OEOB, 
will focus exclusively on the long-term strategy. 
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September 20, 1993 

DRAFT 

ALTERKT̂ ZVE FLOOD OCINm?L PROGRAMS 

What follows is a list of activities that could form the basis 
for an integrated, altemative Federal response to the Midwest 
flood, Ihese activities have been selected for priority 
identification in this way because they have the following 
characteristics: available funding, administratively easy to 
access, timely, flexible, and effective. 

Each activity could be selected by a local coqperator. Once 
selected, the activity would be carried out through a combination 
of programs administered by one or more agencies. Inplementation 
of these activities in a coordinated way through a plan developed 
by the local cocperator would reduce flood losses, the mental, 
physical, and economic toll on towns and farms that have suffered 
repeated damage, lon̂ -term costs to society, and help restore 
lost or iirpaired environmental resources. 

Activities 

1. Restore wetlands that previously provided fish and wildlife 
habitat and flood storage. 

2. Buy flood easements for frequently flooded cropland, making 
payment for crop losses when flooded. This will negate the 
need for levees and increase the natural storage capacity of 
the flood plain. 

3. Elevate or relocate all or parts of comnunities. This will 
reduce damages, reduce the need for levee construction and 
maintenance, and also increase natural storage. 

4. In Ag lands, relocate or elevate sparse farm structures and 
continue farming land. This will permit continued use of the 
land with its attendant economic benefits, but eliminate the 
repeated disruption and costs of flood damage to structures. 

The attached matrix illustrates how various Federal programs can 
be combined to support these activities. Following the matrix is 
a sumnnary of the programs that gives infonnation on their 
obiectives, cost-sharing requirenents, available funding, and 
otner inportant characteristics. 
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ALTERNATIVE FLOOD CONTROL PROGRAMS 

Alternative to Levees 
Restore 

Wetlands 
Ag Flood 1 

Easements 1 
Relocate 

Farm Houses 
Urban 

Relocations Soecific Proarams 
Restore 

Wetlands 
Ag Flood 1 

Easements 1 
Relocate 

Farm Houses 
Urban 

Relocations 

Wetland Reserve X 
EmerWtshd Prot X X 

Flood Relief Pro mmmmm 

1135 (Env Restor) 
.,:;:V::......:..4^.:t.......:.:::.. 

•.•s' >;. I; t!i''j''i!S'/'^!;'!'.•!"!'•(•'••••' •'•'/'•f, i'X?''. '.' 

X 

wmimmmmSiSlmli 
state Revolving Fnds 

•' .•' .-J r̂  : 1 i ; ^'*.':^V: :': 

Sec 319 Grants X X X X 
Wtr Pol Cntr (Sec 106) X X X 

(Tech Asst.) 
Wetlands Prot X X X X 

Hazard Mit. Grants 
illiiiSiilil X 

Property Purchase X X 
(Sec 1362) 

i i i i i i i 
CDBG 

X 

Disaster Loans X 
; j;;'4-̂ -̂ :|iiS' ;:;i,v;̂ :!:>!̂  'il>:V:̂  -;J 

X 
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Baptember 28, 1993 

NOTE TOi SEE DISXRIBUIION LIST 

FROMi T.J. Glauthier and Katio MeCinty 

SUBJECT: Environmental Flood Recovery, Interagency Working 
Group 

Tha next masting nf our interagency working group has been 
rescheduled f o i Friday, Qotober l a t , lOiOO &.m.« room 248 of the 
Old Executive Office Building (OEOB). 

We intend to focus this week's dibuuBbion on the draft proposal 
for romprahenaive recovery polioy and program development 
diatributed laet week (EPA draft dated 9/21). 

Bruce contacted many of you about the importance of wrapping up 
the program deocriptionu. Wo hope that you w i l l cooperate by 
aubmitting the requested materials and ensuring that a contact 
patBun ia available to meet with Bruca and his taam after 
Friday's meeting to complete that e f f o r t . 

We intend to hold the nwAt meeting on Wedneeday, UCtOber 6th, i n 
room 24 8 OEOB. 

DX8TKXBUTI0N LIBTi 

Federal Agencies 

Richard Krimm FEMA 
Stanley Genega Army-•CE 
Ed Dickey Army 
Bob Stearns Army 
K o l l i e Beattie DOI-FWS 
Michael Huerta DOT 
Richard Sanderson 
David Davie EFA-OW 
uleta Fitzgerald USDA 
James KcHullen USDA-ASCS 
Karl Qt.ta USDA-
Tom Wehii USDA-SCS 
Cene Korrioon HUD 
Truman coins HUD 
Craig K. Smith DOC 
Al Judd SBA 

Executive Office of the President 

John Gibbons 
Mark Schaefer 
T.J. alauthier 
Ron Cogswell 
Katie McGinty 
Will Btelle 
Brian Burke 
Kathi Way 
Steve Reaburn 

OBTP 
OSTP 
OMB-NRD 
OKB-NRO 
WH.QEP 
WH-OEP 
DPC 
DFC 
OMB-HTF „ 
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TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

EDvironmental Committee (see distribution belof 

Sylvia Lowrance, EPA Dqiuty Associate Adminis 

The next meeting of the EnTironmental Committa will be held on Tuesday, 
September 2S, 1993 from 11:00 a.m. to 12:30 p.m. in the EPA Emergency 
OperaUons Center (401 M Street, Room N.E. Mall LC-310/MaO Stop OS-125). 

To conTirm your attendance, please call Q02) 260-3850. IT you wish to 
teleconference into the meeting, please call (202) 26(̂ 1108. An agenda is attached. 

FAX Distribution: 

Jim Makris. EPA 202-260-0927 

Jim Gilliam, DOE 202-586-7974 

Willie Taylor. DOI 202-208-6970 

Dick Krimm, FEMA 202-646-4060 

Dr. Frank Young, HHS 301-443-5146 

Dr, Andrew Robertson, NOAA/DoC 301-713-4388 

Carl Otte. SCS/USDA 202-690-1462 

Gary Morgan, RDAAJSDA , 202-720-9719 

John Elmore, USACE 202-504-5095 

Brian Burke, White House DPC 202-456-7028 

David Mcllwain, EDA/DoC 202-482-5265 
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I. 

ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITTEE ON 
LONG-TERM RECOVERY TASK FORCE ON THE MIDWEST FLOODS 

MEETING AGENDA 

U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
EMERGENCY OPERATIONS CENTER 

September 28,1993 
11:00 a.m. 

Introductions Sylvia Lx)wrance 

n. Waste Issues 

Pesticides Colkction Steve Johnson 
Infonnation Needs of Fanners . Liz Cotswoith/Gary Moign 
Wastewaier/Water Treatment Upgrades Matos 
Household Ha2aidous Waste in Missouri Makns 

m. Monitoring Issues 

General Progress Repoit Jim Staves/Peter Pieuss 
Superfiind/RCRA Report Jim Staves 
Private Wells (Monitoring and Replacement) Staves 

IV. Environmental Restoration Issues/Actinties 

Floodplain Management Dick Sandenon/John Elmore 

V. Other Issues 

Indian Affairs Willie Taylor/Dick Sanderson 
Committee Reports/Outputs Sylvia Lowiance 



OCT 05 '93 0i:30Pf1 EPfi EOC 202 260 0154 P. 1/7 

TO: EnTironmental Committee (see distribution below) 

FROM: Sylvia Lowrance, EPA Deputy Associate Admmistral 

RE: The next meeting of the Environmental Committee ^ I b e held on Tuesday, 
October 12, 1993 from 2:30 p.m. to 4:00 p.m. in the EPA Emergency Operations 
Center (401 M Street, Room N.E. Mall LC-310/Mail Stop OS-125). 

To conflrm your attendance, please call (202) 260-3850. If you wish to 
teleconference into the meeting, please call (202) 260-1108. An agenda will be 
provided at the meeting. For your information, a summary from the S t̂ember 
28, 1993 Environmental Committee meeting is attached. 

FAX Distribution: 

Jim Makris, EPA 202-260-0927 

Jim Gilliam, DOE 202-586-7974 

WDlie Taylor, DOI 202-208-6970 

Terry Baker, FEMA 202-646-3304 

Dr. Frank Young. HHS 301-443-5146 

Dr. Andrew Robertson, NOAA/DoC 301-713-4388 

Carl One, SCS/USDA 202-690-1462 

Gary Morgan, RDAAJSDA 202-720-9719 

John Elmore, USACE 202-504-5095 

Brian Burke, White House DPC 202-456-7028 

David Mcllwain. EDA/DoC 202-482-5265 
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ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITTEE ON 
THE LONG-TERM RECOVERY TASK FORCE ON TBE MIDWEST FLOODS 

Meeting Summary 
Tuesday, September 28, 1993 - IIKN) a.m. 

Environmental Protection Agency 
Emergency Oporations Center 

INTRODUCTION 

The Environmental Committee under the Espy Long-Term Flood Recovery Task Force held its second 
meeting on Tuesday, September 28. Sylvia Lowrance, EPA Dq>uty Associate Administrator, chaired the meeting. 
She indicated that as the meeting progresses, die Enviromnoital Committee should ideoitiiy follow-up and action items 
in order to bring issues to resolution. Oleta Fitzgerald. Director of the USDA Office of ̂ tergovenmiental Af^s, 
briefed meeting attendees on the cross-cutting issues raised during a meeting of the chairpersons from the Espy Flood 
Recovery Task Force last week. 

MAJOR OUTCOMES 

• Upgrades to Water Treatment Fadlities. Mike Cook of EPA will characterize the most likely repair 
scenarios for bringing water treamient facilities into compliance with new environmental regulations. The 
report will be circulated to Environmental Committee members during the week of October 4 with a 4g-hour 
comment period. FEMA will provide infonnation for the EPA repon from damage survey reports pSRs) on 
affected water treatment facilities. 

• Private Well Contamination. HHS reported that some wells that have been chlorinated continue to test 
positive for contamination. To prq>are for the HHS public health meeting (October 7 and 8) in Des Moines, 
the private water well contamination issue will be characterized through a joint EPA/HHS/USDA/FEMA 
meeting. FEMA indicated that Stafford Aa funding can be used to provide potable water to homeowners and 
they will investigate whether they can provide assistance for private well contamination monitoring and/or 
supply of potable waxet. HHS provided preliminary information on the numbers of contaminated wells. 
Furth^ information is needed. 

• Monitoring. At the next Environmental Committee meeting, Chuck Job will repon findings of the 
Groundwater Workgroup under the Environmental Monitoring Task Force. The repon will characterize 
possible shon- and long-term contamination problems related to the high wata table. Jim Staves and 
Christine Dibble distributed reports on impacted CERCLA (Superfund) and RCRA sites, Oleta Fitzgerald 
indicated that the White House Ofdce of Environmoital Policy could not investigate long-term monitoring 
fiinding options without justification. Thus, Admiral Frank Young, M.D., of PHS offered to provide a report 
and cost estimates to justify monitoring for public healA effiects. 

• Environmental Restoration. Dick Sanderson from EPA reported that the programmatic environmental 
impact statement (PEIS) concept has been approved by the co-chairs of the Levee R^abilitation Committee 
(White House OEP/OMB). The PEIS is currently being circulated for interagency review and will require 
significant interagency suppon. Tbe extent of agency panicipation will be more clearly defined after die 9/30 
meeting of the Levee Rehabilitation and Wedands Committee. 

• Flood Impacts on Indian Reservations. WUlie Taylor gave an oral r^on on impacts to indian reservations 
and offered to send EPA a written repon on how BlA plans to use their supplemental funds to address 
environmental needs. This repon will be sent to EPA or brought to the next Environmental Committee 
meeting as soon as it is made available. He indicated that the floods have caused impacts to roads, housing. 
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and crops, and wastewater treatment on indian reservations, Ms. Oleta Fitzgerald indicated that USDA/ASCS 
contacts may be able to provide crop damage assistance. 

Agenda Item 1: Water and Wastewater Treatment Upgrades 

Discussion 

Wastewater Treatment. The Committee discussed the need to identify die proposed Federal package to 
assist local govemments trying to restore their flood-damaged facilities to meet new mvironmental standards. Mike 
Cook of EPA explained that, because of no recent changes to wastewater regulations, state and local govermnents 
will have little difficulty meeting new Federal standards. Under the Public Assistance program of the Stafford Act. 
90% of wastewater treatment repair costs used to restore systems to local codes is eligible for reimbursement. 

Water Treatment. Local govemments trying to comply with significant changes under the Qean Water Act 
(CWA) and the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) are faced widi a larger problem as they rebuild/repair dieir water 
treatment plants to meet these standards. Some facilities affected by the floods were probably out of compliance with 
these new standards before the flood. While FEMA Public Assistance fUnds are available to repair flood-related 
damages to local standards and codes, these fimds cannot be used for "betterments". Mike Cook discussed three 
likely scenarios that local govemment water treatment operators face: 

1) A water treatment facility was in compliance with local and Federal standards prior to the flood and they need 
to rebuild/repair. 

2) A water treatment faciiivy was out of Federal compliance before floods and they need to rebuild/repair to 
local codes and want to rebuild/repair to new Federal standards (CWA/SDWA). 

3) A facility (water or wastewater facility) was in compliance with local and Federal standards prior to die flood 
and the flood created a public health or environmental hazard diat requires installation of new treatment 
technology. 

Follow-Up Actions 

• EPA will prepare a r^ort by Monday October 4 that describes these three rebuDding/repair scenarios and 
potential funding packages to address each scenario. Oleta Fitzgerald suggested that this may be useful 
information to die Production Agriculture Committee and the Water Supply and Treatment Committee. 

• The above repon wUl be circulated for review by the members of the Environmental Committee on a 48 hour 
turnaround sdiedule. 

• EPA will work whh FEMA and other agencies to develop a Federal funding package to assist state and local 
governments in confronting scenarios oudined above. 

• TTie fmal rqwrt on water treatment will be presented to the next Espy Task Force Chairs meeting which will 
work to prioritize die use of Federal funding programs. 
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Agenda Item 2: Private Well Contamination 

Discussion 

This issue is one of the cross-cutting issues that involves several Espy Committees. HHS reported that some 
wells that have been chlorinated contiime to test positive for contamination. The Environmental Conimittee discussed 
the need to identify the magnitude/sources of well contamination and funding sources for homeowners without potable 
water. FEMA indicated diat Stafford Act fiinding is used to provide potable water to homeowners in counties 
declared eligible under the Individual Assistance program. 

Frank Yo\mg, HHS, Public Health Service, reported data firom several States and noted that out of 
approximately 3,300 wells tested in Soudi Dakota, a 52% nitrate and bacteria contamination rate was found. In 
Nebraska, 185 out of 374 tested wells (32%) were found to be contaminated. Inconsistent sampling and testing 
procedures continue to be a concem. Jim Staves of EPA Region VI reported that the Environmental Monitoring Task 
Force is collecting monitoring data from States and other Federal agencies as it becomes available, as a means to 
identify trends in data and to identify additional monitoring needs. 

Follow-Up Actions 

• FEMA will investigate whether Stafford Act funds can provide funding fbr private well monitoring and long-
term potable water to affected homeowners and will follow up on this issue at the next Environmental 
Committee meeting. 

• HHS will provide additional infonnation on the numbers of contaminated wells, if available, at the next 
Enviromnental Committee meeting. 

• An HHS public healdi meeting is scheduled for October 7 and 8 in Des Moines to deal with enviroiunental 
and public health issues. 

• Jim Solyst of the National Governors' Association (NGA) agreed to coordinate widi affected states and NGA 
to ensure state involvement in Des Moines. 

• There wUl be a meeting October 6, to prepare for the Des Moines meetings on October 7 and 8 to 
characterize the private water well contamination issue, EPA/HHS/USDA/FEMA will participate. 

Agenda Item 3: Monitoring 

Discussion 

Environmental moiutoring data collection is underway st the Federal, state, and local level. Chuck Job of 
EPA indicated that the high water tables may be causing groundwater contamination problems, He distributed a 
hydrogeological investigation oudining anticipated groundwater monitoring and protection needs. He plans to prepare 
a repon that funher characterizes the groundwater problon. Oleta Fitzgerald suggested that these findings may be 
useAil to the Production Agriculture Committee. 

Jim Staves of EPA Region VI, coordinator for the Environmental Monitoring Task Force, reported that EPA 
is aggregating monitoring data after conducting telephone interviews with affected states. Information will be 
accessible through an Office of Research and Development (ORD) Bulletin Board. He is also working with EPA 
Region VII to incoiporate findings into their geographic information system. Once completed, a scientific review 
panel will review existing data to identify further monitoring needs. 
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Jim Staves distributed a rqjort on hnpacted CERCLA (Superfund) sites, Christine Dibble of the EPA Office 
of Solid Waste (OSW) distributed a repon on impacted RCRA sites. Initial reports have been developed mosdy by 
visual inspection and more mtensive monitoring will be conducted. 

Follow-Up Actions 

• Chuck Job will report at the next Environmental Committee meeting findings of die Groundwater Workgroup 
under the Environmental Monitoring Task Force. The report will characterize possible short- and long-term 
contamination problems. 

• Admiral Frank Young, M.D.. of HHS will provide a report (accompanied by cost estimates) of the need for 
public healdi monitoring. This infonnation is needed to suppon justification for the long-term monitoring 
issue. 

Agenda Item #4: Environmental Restoration 

Discussion 

Dick Sanderson of EPA reported that the programmatic environmental impact statement (PEIS) concept was 
Improved by the Levee R âbilitation and Wedands Committee as the strategy for studying floodplain management of 
die greater Mississippi floodplain. He provided a draft of die PEIS format, goals, and objectives. Chuck Job asked 
diat groundwater issues be integrated into the PEIS structure. The PEIS is currendy being circulated for Interagency 
review so that agencies can comment and identify their proposed obligations. Extensive interagency suppon of this 
proposed concept will be necessary during its development. 

John Elmore of USACE r̂ orted that the Mississippi and Missouri Rivers are above flood stage and levee 
rehabilitation e^rts are temporarily stalled in some areas, The disaster field office (DFO) levee review team has 
received 452 levee reconstruction applications. Of those reviewed, 26 have been rejected and 44 have been 
approved. DFO USACE persoimel are frustrated with die limited menu of non-structural alternatives they have to 
offer applicants. 

Follow-Up Actions 

None 

Agenda Item 4S: Flood Impacts on Indian Reserradons 

Discussion 

Willie Taylor of the Department of Interior (DOI) reported that the Bureau of Indian Affairs has obtained 
information from Area Offices on inqtacts to indian reservations. Impacts to wastewater treatment plants, roads, 
housing, and crops have been r̂ orted. Wastewater treatment problems were identified on the Sac and Fox 
Reservation (northern border of Kansas). Kevin Tonat of HHS r̂ orted that wastewater treatment was also a 
problem on the Sioux reservation at Fort Toten. 

Follow-Up Actions 

• Oleta Fitzgerald mentioned that she bad a contact widiin USDA who could be of assisiance to indian tribes 
who have suffered crop loss. 
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• Willie Taylor will provide a report st the next Environmental Committee meeting. 

Other Agenda Items: 

• Farmers Needs. Christine Dibble reported that EPA offices, such as Office of Prevention, Pesticides, and 
Toxic Substances (OPPTS), Office of Solid Waste (OSW), and members of Region VII attended a meeting 
with USDA to discuss infonnation needs of the fanning community. Gary Morgan of USDA added that a 
USDA public information center is planned to open and it is hoped that this can be a forum for information 
sharing. Morgan also rq>orted that a Communication Committee under die Espy Long-Term Recovery Task 
Force is in the process of forming. 

• Town Meetings. Town Meetings in af^ted states are being scheduled in late October and early November 
to inform states of Federal programs and to continue Federal awareness of states needs. Secretary Espy will 
lead three town mê ings, Other secretaries/agency heads will be requested to participate/lead other meetings. 

NEXT MEETING 

The next Environmental Committee meeting will be held on October 12, 1993, from 2:30 p.m. to 4:00 p.m. 
in the EPA Emergency Operations Center. 
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202-260-2300 
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404-488-7107 

301-443-5146 
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TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

Environmental Committee (see distribution below) 

Sylvia Lowrance, EPA Deputy Associate Administrator'̂  

As discussed, attached for your review is a preliminar/ report on the status 
of funding for water facilities damaged by the flood. Please provide 
comments by fax, to Kathy Jones at (202) 260-0927 no later than Friday, 
October 8 at noon. If you wish to discuss the report, please contact Mike 
Quigley at (202) 260-5859. Kathy Jones may be reached by phone at (202) 
260-8353. 

FAX Distribution; 

Jim Makris, EPA 202-260-0927 

Jim Gilliam, DOE 202-586-7974 

Willie Taylor, DOI 202-208-6970 

Terry Baker, FEMA 202-646-3304 

Dr. Frank Young, HHS 301-443-5146 

Dr. Andrew Robertson, NOAA/DoC 301-713-4388 

Carl Otte, SCS/USDA 202-690-1462 

Gary Morgan, RDA/USDA 202-720-9719 

John Elmore, USACE 202-504-5095 

Brian Burke, White House DPC 202-456-7028 

David McDwain, EDA/DoC 202-482-5265 
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PRELIMINARY REPORT TO THE" ENVIRONMENT SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON THE STATUS OF FUNDING FOR WATER AND 

WASTEWATER F A C I L I T I E S DAMAGED BY THE FIOOD 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) agreed at the meeting 
cf the Environment Stib-Committee on September 2B, to provide a 
report on the status of funding for water and wastewater 
fac i l i t i e s damaged by the mid-western flood. One of the areas of 
major concem. i s the magnitude of the costs and availability of 
funds needed to bring water and wastewater treatment f a c i l i t i e s 
back into compliance. We have analyzed this issue by dividing 
fac i l i t i e s into three (3) categories: 

(1) Facilities that were in compliance before the 
flood, but need repairs or replacement to bring 
them back into compliance (i.e. return them to 
pre-flood conditions); 

(2) Facilities that were in compliance before the 
flood, but now need additional treatment due 
to flood related problems; 

(3) Facilities damaged in the flood that were not 
in compliance before the flood. 

Each of these categories presents a different set of problems and 
policy considerations. 

cateoorv Ir Facilities That Were in Compliance. But Need Repairs. 

This category includes water and wastewater fa c i l i t i e s that were 
in compliance before the flood, and now require repair or. 
replacement of existing equipment or structures in order to bring 
the facility back into compliance. Of the 390 wastewater 
fac i l i t i e s damaged by the flood, the States have estimated that 
369 f a c i l i t i e s f a l l into this category. Of the 202 water 
fac i l i t i e s damaged by the flood, the States have estimated that 
158 f a c i l i t i e s f a l l into this category. The Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) has not completed damage assessments for 
these fa c i l i t i e s and has no current estimated costs. FEMA is in 
.the process of collecting cost data. 

cateoorv 2: FaciHtles That Were In Compliance. But Need 
Additions. 

This category includes water and wastewater fa c i l i t i e s that were 
in compliance before the flood, and now, in addition to 
replacement and repairs to existing equipment and structures, 
need additional treatment processes because of a change in 
conditions due to the flooding. The States have indicated that 
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there are no wastewater f a c i l i t i e s in this category at this time. 
While some wastewater f a c i l i t i e s are experiencing flood related 
i n f i l t r a t i o n problems due to high ground water levels, the States 
believe that these problems w i l l in most cases be resolved as 
high ground water tables recede. Where changes to the collection 
system are required to correct lingering i n f i l t r a t i o n problems 
associated with high ground water caused by the flood, the costs 
of any modifications are included in category 1. 

States could not provide accurate information on the number of 
water f a c i l i t i e s that need additional treatment to bring the 
f a c i l i t i e s back into compliance. The States have indicated that 
numerous water supply systems have microbiological and other 
contamination and may require the addition of disinfection, 
f i l t r a t i o n , or other processes before they can be returned to 
f u l l service. In some cases disinfection w i l l be required only 
for a short time, while permanent disinfection f a c i l i t i e s w i l l be 
needed at others. The States indicate that a small number of 
wastewater f a c i l i t i e s may need additional processes due to flood 
related contamination from pesticides, nitrates, metals, 
organics, etc. The States are currently assessing the f a c i l i t i e s 
that may need additional treatment. 

The States are also concerned about contamination of ground water 
wells due to changes in ground water elevation, changes in 
hydraulic gradient, contamination of ground water recharge areas, 
etc. In most of these cases the aquifer becomes contaminated by 
a surface s p i l l or leaking underground pipe or tank. Wells may 
show no contamination at this time, but may become contaminated 
as plumes of contaminates reach the well fields. The States 
indicate that this contamination may take months, even years to 
appear. There i s a serious concern that i f the contamination i s 
not discovered for some time, flood r e l i e f funding w i l l no longer 
be available. 

category 3: F a c i l i t i e s That were Not Tn Compliancgn 

This category includes water and wastewater f a c i l i t i e s that were 
not in compliance before the flood and, in addition to repairs 
and replacement of equipment and structures damaged by the flood, 
are in need of capital improvements to get the f a c i l i t y into 
compliance. Of the 390 wastewater f a c i l i t i e s damaged by the 
flood 21 wastewater f a c i l i t i e s have been identified through the 
Permit Compliance System (PCS) or by the States in this category. 
The Federal Emergency Management Agency has not completed damage 
assessments of these f a c i l i t i e s and has no current estimated 
costs to return these f a c i l i t i e s to pre-flood conditions. FEMA 
i s in the process of collecting cost data. 
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The Office of Water i s currently working with the States to 
generate more accurate cost estimates for wastewater f a c i l i t i e s 
that need capital improvements in order to bring t:hem into 
compliance. The States of Wisconsin, Nebraska, Minnesota, Kansas 
and South Dakota have reported that a l l of their wastewater 
f a c i l i t i e s were in compliance or that necessary additions needed 
to bring them into compliance were under way prior to the flood. 
Estimates of the differential cost for the capital improvements 
needed to bring these f a c i l i t i e s into compliance are currently 
being developed. 

Of the 202 water f a c i l i t i e s damaged by the flood, 40 f a c i l i t i e s 
have been identified through the Federal Reporting Data System 
(FRDS) or by the States as being in this category. The FEMA has 
not completed damage assessment of these f a c i l i t i e s and has no 
estimated costs to return these f a c i l i t i e s to pre-flood 
conditions. FEMA i s in the process of collecting cost data. 

The Office of Water i s currently working with the States to 
identify additional water f a c i l i t i e s that need capital 
improvements to bring them into compliance. In general, these 
f a c i l i t i e s are small commxinity water systems serving fewer than 
1,500 customers. In most cases these f a c i l i t i e s are not meeting 
the surface water f i l t r a t i o n requirements or have reported high 
lead levels. Estimates of the differential cost for the capital 
improvements needed to bring these f a c i l i t i e s into compliance are 
currently being developed. 

Funding: 

Category 1 and 2 costs are eligible for FEMA assistance. While 
none of the category 2 wastewater f a c i l i t i e s w i l l need additional 
treatment, a number of water f a c i l i t i e s may need assistance. EPA 
currently has no estimate of funding needed to restore these 
f a c i l i t i e s to compliance. 

For f a c i l i t i e s that were not in compliance prior to the flood 
(i. e . category 3), only the costs to restore the f a c i l i t y to pre-
flood conditions are eligible for FEMA assistance. Incremental 
costs for capital improvements needed to bring the f a c i l i t y into 
compliance are not eligible for FEMA assistance. Estimates of 
the incremental costs are currently being developed. 

These incremental costs may be eligible for funding from a 
variety of other Federal programs. Funding from the Farmer's 
Home Administration and Community Development Block Grants from 
the Department of Housing and Urban Development can generally be 
used to provide capital improvements to water and wastewater 
f a c i l i t i e s . Funds from the EPA's State Revolving Fund (SRF) can 
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also generally be used to make loans for capital improvements to 
wastewater fa c i l i t i e s . However, SRF funds cannot currently be 
used to make loans for capital improvements to water supply or 
treatment fa c i l i t i e s and cannot be used to make grants. 

The States of Missouri, Iowa and North Dakota, said they were 
working with municipalities in category 3 to help them attain 
f u l l compliance. We have suggested to a l l the States that they 
provide this assistance. We will follow up with more details as 
they become available. 

Attached i s a survey of data for category 1, 2 and 3 fa c i l i t i e s 
for the six states that have reported to us to date. We are 
s t i l l awaiting a survey of damage assessments from FEME. We will 
f i l l out these charts more completely as data becomes available. 
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STATES OF ILLINOIS, KANSAS, MINNESOTA, NEBRASKS, SOUTH DAKOTA, 
ANO WISCONSIN 

SUMMARY WASTEWATER AND WATER TREATMENT PL2ajTNEEDS 
ASSOCIATED WITH THE MID WEST FlOOO RECOVERY 

WASTEWATER PLXNTS WATER PLANTS 

86 
Number of pl»nii In 6omp1lw»« 
tMon the flood *»ore dem«o»d. 

Coat to bring ttieae ptvm bmek 
to pre flood eendittona. 

unuF NONE 
Number of plertB In oomplwnce 
before the flood, but r>o« need 
•eme additional treatment G-e. 
dbinfeelion), beceuM ef atorm 
water eoniAmlnBtion due to tha 
«ood. 

Cost to bring theae pienta back 
inlo compliance with new eonditiona. 

unkiB NONE 
Number of plant* not in compliance rv jnc 
before the flood that need capital 
Improvements (Le. need additional 
capBchy or treatment) te bring them 
into compliance. 

Coat to bring theae plarti beck to pre 

flood conditiona. 

locrementa! coat to provide addWonal 
treatment to bring plantj Into complierKe 
(or, H not •callable, whis new treaitment 
procesaes er capacltr la required). 

Avaj'lable funding aomea. 

N/A **"^ 
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STATE OF ILLINOIS 

SUMMARY WASTEWATER ANO WATER TREATMENT PLANT NEEDS 
ASSOCIATED WITH THE MID WEST FLOOD RECOVERY 

WASTEWATER PLANTS WATER PLANTS 

Number of planta In eompnanc* 
before the flood Thtf were damaged. 

Coat te bring these planta beck 
10 pre flood condWona. 

Number ef planta In compliance 
before the flood, but now need 
aome additional treatrtMnt (\.t. 
disinfection], becauae ef etorm 
water contamination due to the 
flood. 

N/A 
Cost to bring these planta back 

NONE 

into compliance with new eor>ditiena. 

Number of planta not in compTiance fiOUE 
before the flood that need capilsl 
Improvements (I.e, need additional 
capacity or Ueatmen̂  to bring them 
Me compliance. 

N/A N/A Coat to bring theae plann back to pre "WA 
flood cendUona. 

M/A N/A 
Inaemental coat to provWe eddttional 
tvatRMnt to bring planta Into oompliance 
(or. If not available, what new freatment 
prccaases or eapaeiiy la required). 

Available funding eourcae. 
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STATE OF KANSAS 

SUMMARY OF WASTEWATER AND WATER TREATMENT PLANT NEDS 
ASSOCIATED WITH THE MID WEST FLOOD RRECOVERY 

WASTEWATER PLANTS WATER PLANTS 

Number of plantt In oompliance ST 
before the flood that were damaged: 

Coet to bring iheee plank beck tS.I MflOO $3,500,000 
ID pre flood eondMoria. 

Number ef plants in compliance 
before the flood, but rtow need 
•ome addittonal treatment (I.e. 
disinfection), because o> storm 
water contamination due te the 
floed. 

Coat to bring thece ptanta back 
Into compliance "with new conditions. 

NONE **ONE 

N/A N/A 

Number of plants not in compliance NONE NONE 
before the flood that need capital 
improvements (I.e. need additional 
eapaeity or treatntent) to bring them 
into compliance. 

Coat to bring theae plarrls back to pre N/A N/A 
flood coi>dit)On«. 

Incremenul eoet to provide additional N/A N/A 
Veatmecit to bring plants into compliance 
(er. If not available, what new teatment 
proeeoMt or capaeî  ia required). 

Available furtding aoureea. 
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STATE OF MINNESOTA 

SUMMARY OF WASTEWATER AND WATER TREATMENT PLANT NEEDS 
ASSOCIATED WITH THE MID WEST FLOOD RECOVERY 

WASTEWATER PLANTS WATER PLANTS 

Number ef plants In eemplianee 
before the flood that were damaQed. 

Coal le bring theae plania back 
10 pre flood oonditJona* 

Number ef plants In compliance 
b«fore the flood, but now need 
aome additionBl treaimem (l e. 
disinfection], becauae of atorm 
water contamination due to the 
flood. 

NONE NONE 

Coat te bring these plarrta back 
Into compliance «vith rtew condMons. 

N̂A N/A 

Number of plants not In eompriance 
before the flood that need capital 
knprovementi (l,e. need additional 
capacHy er trestmerU) to bring them 
Into compliance. 

NONE NONE 

Coet to bring these planft back te pre 
flood oor>ditior>a. 

N/A N/A 

Incremental eoet to provide additional 
treatment te bring planlB irto oompllarKe 
(or, H not evallable, what new treatment 
processea or capacity ia required). 

N/A N/A 
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STATE OF NEBRASKA 

SUMMARY or WASTEWATER AND WATER TREATMENT PLANT NEEDS 
ASSOCIATED WITH THE MID WEST FLOOD RECOVERY 

WASTEWATER PLANTS WATER PLANTS 

M 2B Number ef plants In eemplianee 
before the flood that were damaged. 

Coat to bring theae planta back 
to pre floed cendffione. 

Number of plana In compliance NONE 
before the flood, but now need 
seme additional treatment (i.e, 
disinfection), because ef slorm 
water contamination due 10 the 
flood. 

N/A 
Coal te bring theae plania back N/A 
into compliance with new oendltlons. 

Number of plants not in compliance NONE NONE 
before the flood that need capita] 
bnprovements (i.e. need addMenal 
capacity or treatment to bring them 
Into compliance. 

Coat to bring theee plartis back to pre N̂A **̂ * 
flood condtttons. 

Incremental coet to prov'tde additional 
treatment to bring plants into compliance 
(or, V not evatleble, what new Ueotment 
proces&ea or eapacHy la required). 

Available funding eoureee. 

N/A N/A 
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STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 

SUMMARY OF WASTEWATER AND WATER TREATMENT PLANT NEEDS 
ASSOCIATED WITH THE MID WEST FLOOD RECOVERY 

WASTEWATER PLANTS WATER PLANTS 

V 11 Number ef plants In oempllanee » 
before the flood that were damaged. 

Coat to bring theee plama back 
to pra flood eendWona. 

Number ef plants In compliance 
before the flood, bul nm* need 
soma additional treatment (I.e. 
disinfection), becauae ef slorm 
water eontamlnatlon due to the 
flood. 

Coat to bring these pienta beck 
into cempllanca with naw conditiona. 

NONE NONE 

N/A N/A 

Number of planta not In compTience NONE NONE 
before the flood that need capital 
Imprevementa (l a, need additional 
capacity or treatment to bring them 
Into eompllanee. 

Coet to bring theee planta back to pre N/A N A 
flood eertditiona. 

Incremental coot tc provide additional N/A N/A 
freatment to bring planta hto oompliance 
(or, H not available, what nv* treatment 
processes or capacity la required). 

Available funding eoureet. 
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STATE OF WISCONSIN 

SUMMARY OF WASTEWATER AND WATER TREATMENT PLJ^T NEEDS 
^^SOCIATED WITH THE MID WEST FLOOD RECOVERY 

WASTEWATER PLANTS WATER PLANTS 

Number of pianta in compllanee 
before the flood that were damaged. 

Cesttc bring theee planta back 
to pre flood eondlUons. 

Number of planta in compliance 
before the flood, bul now need 
same eddhienal treetmerrt C-e. 
dieinfaction), because of etorm 
water contamination due to the 
flood. 

NONE 
NONE 

Coat tt bring theae plants back 
into oompliance with new eondWona. 

N/A N/A 

Number of plants not in compliance 
before the flood that need oapital 
Improvemema G a. need additional 
eapaeity er treatment) to bring them 
inio compliance. 

NONE NONE 

Cost to bring these plants back to pre 
Vood conditions. 

N/A N/A 

Incremental cost to provide additional 
IreBtment to bring plants Into compliance 
(Of. I not available, what new treatment 
procesaes or capacity la required). 

N/A N/A 

Available funding eoureee. 
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TO: 

FROM: 

Eny\rpnm^t^ CoHimittde (see distribudon below) 

Sylvî  L/wfjrfice, EPA I eputy Associate Administrator 

REMINDER: The next fkvnronmental Committee meeting is scheduled for Tuesday, October 
12,1993 at 2:30 to 4:00 p.m. in the EPA Emergency Operations Center. 
Attached b the meeting agenda. 

FAX Distribution; 

Oleta Fitzgerald, USDA 

Jim Makris, EPA 

Jim Gilliam, DOE 

WiUie Taylor, DOI 

Terry Baker, FEMA 

Dr. Frank Young, HHS 

Dr. Andrew Robertson, NOAA 

Carl Otte, USDA 

Gary Morgan, USDA 

John Elmore, USACE 

Brian Burke, White House DPC 

Mark Merritt, FEMA 

202-720-8819 

202-260-0927 

202-586-7974 

202-208-6970 

202-646-3304 

301-443-5146 

301-713-4388 

202-690-1462 

202-720-9719 

202-504-5095 

202-456-7028 

202-646-4060 
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ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITTEE ON 
LONG-TERM RECOVERY TASK FORCE ON THE MIDWEST FLOODS 

^FETING AGENDA 

U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
EMERGENCY OPERATIONS CENTER 

October 12,1993 
2:30-4:00 p.m. 

L Introductions Sylvia Lowrance 

n. Waste Issues 

Report on Water/Wastewater Treatment Upgrades Mike Cook 

m. Monitoring Issues 

Report on Des Moines Meeting Frank Young/Jim Staves 
General Progress Report Jim Staves/Peter Preuss 

rv. Environmental Restoration Issues/Activities 

V. Other issues 

Committee Reports/Outputs Sylvia Lowrance 
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TO: 

FROM: 

En-nromnoital Committee (see distribution below) 

Sylria Lowrance, EPA D^uty Associate Administrator 

For your information, a summary ofthe October 12, 1993 Environmental 
Committee meeting is attached. Please note action items highlighted m the 
"Major Outcomes" section. Announcement of die next committee meetmg is 
forthcoming, 

fXX Distribution; 

Jim Makris, EPA 

Oleu Fitzgerald/Mike Derian, USDA 

Jim GUliam, DOE 

Willie Taylor, DOI 

Terry Baker, FEMA 

Dr. Frank Young, HHS 

Dr. Andrew Robertson, NOAA . . . 

^ Don von Wolffradt, USDA/SCS . . . 

Gary Morgan, USDA/RDA 

John Elmore. USACE 

Brian Burke, White House DPC . , . 

N. Kent Lim, DoC/EDA 

202-260-0927 

202-720-8819 

202-586-7974 

202-208-6970 

202-646-3304 

301-443-5146 

301-713-4388 

. 202-690-1462 

. 202-720-9719 

. 202-504-5095 

. 202-456-7028 

. 202-482-0995 
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list of Attendees 

ENVIRONMENTAL COMMnTEE MEFIING 
Toesday, October 12,1993 - 2:30 p.m. 

p. 5/5 

Shannon Cunniff, EPA/OFA 

David Davis, EPA/OW 

Mike Derian, USDA 

John Elmore, HQ USACE 

Sherry Fielding, EPA/CEPPO 

Jim Gilliam, DOE 

Karen Helbrecht, FEMA 

Diane Hicks, EPA/OCLA 

Chuck Job, EPA/OW 

Kathy Jones, EPA/CEPPO 

Sylvia Lowrance, EPA 

Jim Makris, EPA/CEPPO 

Mark Merritt, FEMA 

Frank Montefenante, DOC/EDA 

a i f f Mauton, USDA/IGA 

Cynthia Puskar, EPA/OW 

Franz Schmidt, EPA/OW 

Kevin Tonat, HHS/PHS 

Jim Wheeler, EPA/OW 

P.J. WUliams, USDA/RDA 

Don Von Wolffradt, USDA/SCS 

Frank Young. HHS/PHS 

Kent Gray, CDC (teleconference) 

TKI.CTHONE 

202-260-5067 

202-260-7166 

202-72(^^3 

202-272^196 

202-260-6174 

202-586-7587 

202-646-3358 

202-260-5664 

202-260-7084 

202-260-8353 

202-260-4724 

202-260-8600 

202-646-3692 

202-482-4208 

202-720-6643 

202-260-8532 

202-260-7104 

301-443-1167 

202-260-5827 

202-690-0110 

202-720-0769 

301-443-1167 

404-488-7100 

gAX 

202-260-0129 

202-260^294 

202-720-8819 

202-504-5095 

202-26(H)927 

202-586-7974 

202-646-3304 

202-260-4372 

202-260-0732 

202-260-0927 

202-2604852 

202-260-0927 

202-646-4060 

202-482-0995 

202-720-8819 

202-260-0587 

202-260-7024 

301-443-5146 

202-260-0116 

202-6904335 

202-6901462 

301-443-5146 

404-488-7107 
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Âii»ff-T,Tp Actions 

T a. t.m, the snanshot wUl require sampling in several counties, perhaps in diose areas where die 
• m : S r ^ 0 ^ eS ion agents will p«fbrm the initial samples for t.e snapshot. 

. A draft groundwater and potable water assessment and "^'""^ 
1993 wiS die goal of finalizing die proposal by die week of October 24, 1993. 

^Midaltem3: Environmental Restoration Issues/ActiTities 

piscussion 

approved, and construction has begun on 20 of the projects, io Qa», uu <u 
been identified. 

Shannon Cumiiff, EPA, reported that the ^ « ^ - - - f ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
the last meeting of the Enviromnental Committee, and it appears tiiat " ^ J ^ ^ ^ ^ l ^ ^ J ^ " ^ 
^og^SSTInvironmemal Impact Statement process and resources needed for die effort. 

Other Ag«;r«fa Items: 

the system works and what problems may occur. 

. Cn^nee Ou,« . . Sylvia Uwranc. mdicted * . t . » ^ o n ' ^ " 

Pftl]nTi;.TTp Actions 

. Chudc lob will co=.»lt Wia appropri«e ,»» «cnd», HHS, .nd USGS „ co,&m to n«d for ai . t,p. 
of informaUon and devdop fce MMSsary docummts. 
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Afendaltem^ Water and Wastewater -Treatment Upgrades 

Discussion 

^ d a totev on ae pan of »me facilities to repon problems have reauM m ae d,scrjpa«y. State 
'Cm ^e i -Sr .^ » S S d i . g ae'acope of ais issue, y« state. urftaili« 
Zironmojtal issues may underestimate ae extent of ae contammanon problem. Informauon regardmg whicn 
Jlcilities are out̂ if-compliance is needed to deteimine final costs. 

ĝllnw.Up Actions 

• Committee members are asked to review die current draft of the report and submit any comments, additions, 
or deletions to Kafliy Jones at die EPA EOC (FAX (202) 26O01S4). 

• Ite repon will be forwarded to tiie states tiirough tiie National Govemors Association for review. 

• Tim Wheeler EPA will obtain water and wastewater treatment facility data from Missouri, He will also 
' c ^ s s ^ l ^t^ettTwi* ^ databases to identify which impacted facUities are also out̂ f-comphance. 

• FEMA will provide cost data to be used in tiie estimation of final costs. 

• Th. final repon will be completed in approximately one week and tiben presented to tiie next meeting of tiie 
Espy Committee Chairs which will work to prioritize tiie use of Federal fimds. 

Agpnrta Item 2; Monitoring: Report on Des Moines Meeting 

Discussion 

Admiral Frank Young (HHS/PflS) indicated tiiat tiie joint EPA/HHS/USDA/FEMA ineeting on October 6 
1993 su^f^Uy c S ^ a S ^ issues prior to tiie meeting on public healtii issues in Des Momes on 0«ober 7 
1^ 8 X r i You^^^^ the key issues discussed at tiie meeting, including die dissemination of public 
J l l ^ ^ l food s i ^ 8̂ ^̂  He indicated tiiat tiie lack of knowledge regardmg tiie mimber of 
S ^ ^ r n l L i t l f ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ p'undwater and surface water continues to be a major impediment to resolvmg 
t ; ^ l ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ l i m ^ ^ ^ r . States are reporting hi^ levels of priv«.e^^^ 

=^giS^^.^^^^^^^^ 

agents will perform tiie initial samples for tiie snapshot. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITTEE ON 
TOE LONG-TERM RECOVERY TASK FORCE ON THE MIDWECT FLOODS 

Meeting Summitry 
Tuesday, October 12,1993 - 2:30 p.m. 

Environmental Protection Agency 
Emergency Op»ations Center 

INTRODUCTION 

Tte Enviromnental Committee under tiie Espy Long-Term Flood Recovery T**^J^^l^^f. "^^^ 
on Tuesday, October 12. Sylvia Lowrance. EPA Deputy Associate Admmistrator, chaired tiie meetmg. 

MAJOR OUTCOMES 

• Enviromnental Committee Status Report. An Enviromnental Committee Status ^ 
^S^Mt̂ Sewetary Espy's Long-Term Flood Recovery Tâ ^ Tlie report highlights the issues 

S s ^ S aSftL^UyleCommitt^ ^^-^^JT^V^'T^olTZ^ 
Environmental Committee Status Report and submit any comments, additions, or deleboos to Kathy 
Jones at the EPA EOC (FAX (202) 260-0154) by October 17. 

. Water and Wastewater Treatment RidUty Upgrades. EPA drafted and distributed a r^ort o^ ^^^xtm}>et 
of wL and wastewater treatment facilities damaged by tiie flood, tiie compliance stams Cwi^ ?^^^) f 
Le facilities, and an identification of funding needs to complete repairs/etrviromnental JPg^»«l«;^JJ« 
T^nt a first step to presenting a report to tiie Espy Task Force characterizmg tiie prob ein. Data from 
Xourhrye^ to b^ LcorpZed iSo tiie report. A crosswalk witii EPA databases wiU also be performed 
to X aSition^ S^or^on about faciliti« (e.g.. compliance stauis). FEMA cost esumates be^;^ 
to Stfover^l fimding needs. State review will be arranged tiirough tiie Nauonal Govemors Association 
SjoH^ort^ member, are requ«ted to review the report and ^^^^»^y 
SmniSS^^Siy Jones at the EPA EOC (FAX (202) 26(M)154). Questions should be directed to Jim 
Wheder (EPA OW) at (202) 260-5827 by October 17. 

• Groundwater Ass«sment and Monitoring Proposal. Following tije ̂ " ^ ^ ^ . ^ ^ j ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
and potable water assessment and monitoring proposal outime was developed to "^J^"^^ 
Muld pool tiieir resources to characterize tiie contamination of private drmkmg water wells. Tht report will 
S d e a sn̂ ĥot of tiie contamination problem, discuss potential public healtii probleim. and present a 
proposVfor fa^^^^ A draft will be completed by October 14, 1993. and a final proposal will be 
forwarded to Secretary Espy prior to tiie town meetings. 

• Public Information on Groundwater and Aquifers. EPA suggested tiiat tiie Committee devdop an 
SonLtional bulletin describing groundwater flow, aquifers, and potential contammanon problei^a result 
Tihe flood to inform tiie public. Chuck Job, EPA, will ask tiie affected states and otiier key parties to 
confirm tiiat tiiere is a need for such a document. 

• Committee Outputs. Each Committee member was asked to be prgjared to report on their Agwicy's 
S ^ T e S e f t o enviromnental recovery at the next meeting of the Environmental Committee m an 
effort to share information and leverage resources. 

• Communicating Information to the Public. Sylvia Uswrance will raise tiie issue of communicating 
Committee findings to tiie public at tiie next meeting of tiie Espy Committee Chairs. 



Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) Addressing 
Long-Term Recovery from the Great Flood of '93 

INTRODUCTION; There e x i s t s a requirement f o r a dual t r a c k 
process t o address both the emergency r e h a b i l i t a t i o n of some 500 
levees along the M i s s i s s i p p i / M i s s o u r i River system t h a t were 
breached or otherwise damaged as a r e s u l t of the 1993 midwest 
floods and a c o l l a t e r a l e f f o r t t o review the s i t u a t i o n a f f e c t i n g 
the remaining 1000 - 1200 levees i n the longer term. The 
Disaster F i e l d O f f i c e (DFO) c o o r d i n a t i o n and approval process, 
e s t a b l i s h e d by the O f f i c e of Environmental P o l i c y / O f f i c e of 
Management and Budget (OEP/OMB), i n s t a l l e d "on-the-ground" 
decision-making a u t h o r i t y and di s p u t e r e s o l u t i o n e l e v a t i o n 
mechanisms f o r the emergency mode which has been agreed upon and 
implemented among the appropriate governmental bodies. This 
paper o u t l i n e s a p a r a l l e l t r a c k based upon the recognized process 
of programmatic environmental impact statements (PEIS). This 
dual process o f f e r s both d i s p u t e r e s o l u t i o n and intergovernmental 
c o o r d i n a t i o n f o r the longer term issues w h i l e a l l o w i n g the 
immediate emergency levee r e h a b i l i t a t i o n work t o proceed at a 
t i m e l y pace. 

PURPOSE: The PEIS would serve as a c a t a l y s t b r i n g i n g the f e d e r a l 
agencies together w i t h l o c a l sponsors and l o c a l , s t a t e , and 
T r i b a l governments t o develop a programmatic-level, comprehensive 
approach t o coordinated long-term recovery and subsequent 
management of the greater M i s s i s s i p p i River System ( i n c l u d i n g the 
Missouri River) f l o o d p l a i n and watershed impacted by or 
c o n t r i b u t i n g t o the f l o o d . The N a t i o n a l Environmental P o l i c y Act 
(NEPA) process, g e n e r a l l y understood by the f e d e r a l agencies, and 
recognized by the p u b l i c as a c o o r d i n a t i o n t o o l , provides a 
mechanism t o assess the broad a l t e r n a t i v e s a v a i l a b l e . 

The PEIS would address working w i t h i n the c u r r e n t system of 
f e d e r a l p o l i c i e s , p r a c t i c e s and programs and i t would look t o 
r e v i s e those p o l i c i e s , p r a c t i c e s and programs through l e g i s l a t i v e 
changes or changes w i t h i n agency purview and, thereby, serve t o 
u n i f y the f e d e r a l and s t a t e s ' f l o o d p l a i n management p o l i c i e s w i t h 
each other and w i t h other n a t i o n a l goals (e.g., address wetlands 
l o s s e s ) . I t would serve as a mechanism t o address avoidance and 
mi n i m i z a t i o n of f l o o d damages from repeat f l o o d d i s a s t e r s w h i l e 
enhancing p o t e n t i a l e c o l o g i c a l values. I t would also serve t o 
address f l o o d impact m i n i m i z a t i o n t o landowners fo r m e r l y 
p r o t e c t e d by levees t h a t are not r e c e i v i n g f e d e r a l r e h a b i l i t a t i o n 
assistance. I t would guide development of s i t e - s p e c i f i c o p t i ons. 
I t s analyses would be a t a programmatic l e v e l . 

The simultaneous goals of the PEIS e f f o r t would be: 
• To reduce repeated f l o o d loss damages and thereby reduce 

the cost of the f l o o d events t o i n d i v i d u a l s and p u b l i c l y 
sponsored works (e.g., roads, sewage treatment p l a n t s , levees) 

• To r e s t o r e the n a t u r a l and b e n e f i c i a l f u n c t i o n s and 
values of the Upper M i s s i s s i p p i and Mis s o u r i River f l o o d p l a i n s 

ii 



and watersheds, and 

• To coordinate f e d e r a l a c t i o n s and r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s and 
coordinate these w i t h s t a t e , t r i b a l and l o c a l r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s 
and a c t i o n s . 

MANAGEMENT OF THE PEIS; We would recommend t h a t the Corps of 
Engineers be the Lead Agency responsible f o r p r e p a r a t i o n of the 
PEIS due t o i t s in-house planning and engineering e x p e r t i s e and 
experience w i t h implementing the N a t i o n a l Environmental P o l i c y 
Act (NEPA). The OEP/OMB would provide o v e r s i g h t . While the Corps 
i s nominally the lead, the nature of the proposal r e q u i r e s 
c o n f e r r i n g upon FEMA, USDA, EPA, HUD, DOI, and DOT f u l l and 
a c t i v e involvement as the Cooperating Agencies. The Cooperating 
Agencies would a s s i s t by i d e n t i f y i n g a l t e r n a t i v e s , performing 
research and a n a l y s i s necessary t o frame the a l t e r n a t i v e s and 
t h e i r impacts, and i n w r i t i n g sections of the PEIS. Other 
agencies may also wish t o become in v o l v e d as Cooperating 
Agencies. 

An Interagency PEIS Planning Team, w i t h the Corps 
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e being the P r o j e c t and Team Manager, i s suggested. 
The Interagency PEIS Planning Team would be composed of 2 
re p r e s e n t a t i v e s (one from headquarters and one from the f i e l d or 
r e g i o n a l o f f i c e ) knowledgeable of t h e i r agencies' issues, 
programs, and c a p a b i l i t i e s . The agency r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s would be 
responsible f o r c o o r d i n a t i n g PEIS support a c t i v i t i e s w i t h the 
remainder of t h e i r agency. 

There may also be a need f o r a non-governmental body, i . e . , 
independent panel, t o review data and models used i n PEIS 
analyses. 

ISSUE RESOLUTION: The unique interagency character of t h i s 
proposal r e q u i r e s t h a t a mechanism be e s t a b l i s h e d a t the outset 
of t h i s e f f o r t t o r a i s e and resolv e interagency disputes. Issues 
unable t o be resolved v i a consensus by the Interagency PEIS 
Planning Team could be r a i s e d by any Team Member t o i t s 
c o u n t e r p a r t member of the O f f i c e of Environmental P o l i c y / O f f i c e 
of Management and Budget Long-Term Recovery Task Force f o r 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n and r e s o l u t i o n . Where r e s o l u t i o n i s not po s s i b l e , 
t h a t issue w i l l be i d e n t i f i e d i n the d r a f t PEIS f o r p u b l i c 
comment. 

PUBLIC COORDINATION: Involvement of n a t i o n a l and l o c a l e l e c t e d 
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s i n c l u d i n g t r i b a l , s t a t e , and l o c a l governments, 
non-governmental o r g a n i z a t i o n s and the general p u b l i c i s c r i t i c a l 
t o the success of the PEIS t o address coordinated and 
comprehensive approach t o long-term recovery of the impacted 
ares. P u b l i c c o o r d i n a t i o n and c o n s u l t a t i o n would occur 
throughout the PEIS planning e f f o r t . Beyond normal NEPA scoping 
procedures, r e g i o n a l workshops are recommended. 



TIME FRAME: I t i s a n t i c i p a t e d t h a t w i t h f u l l interagency support 
the PEIS process could be completed i n ten (10) months. To meet 
t h i s a d m i t t e d l y o p t i m i s t i c timeframe w i l l r e q u i r e expeditious 
handling of issues, a c t i v i t i e s , m o b i l i z a t i o n of f e d e r a l research 
l a b o r a t o r i e s , d e d i c a t i o n of a large number of s t a f f , and 
co n t r a c t o r assistance. A rough breakdown of the act i o n s f o l l o w s : 

• Scoping (Sept 1 - Oct 31) 
• Analysis/Modeling (Sept 1 - Dec 15) 
• D r a f t EIS p r e p a r a t i o n (Sept 1 - Jan 31 (Notice of 

A v a i l a b i l i t y ) 
• Public Review (45 days, ends March 15) 
• F i n a l PEIS p r e p a r a t i o n (March 15 - A p r i l 30) 
• Public Review (30 days, ends June 1) 
• Record of Decision (June 30) 

Public c o o r d i n a t i o n and c o n s u l t a t i o n would occur throughout the 
PEIS planning e f f o r t . 

ATTACHMENTS: A Management Heirarchy Schematic and a d e s c r i p t i v e 
framework f o r the PEIS are attached. 
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Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement on 
the Long-Term Recovery and Management of the 

Upper Mis s i s s i p p i and Missouri Rivers Watersheds 

NOTE: This proposed draft outline provides the basic structure 
for a Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) and 
examples of some of the issues that could be addressed in the 
PEIS. The examples are not intended to be a comprehensive list 
of all the issues, policy questions and environmental values that 
would be addressed in the PEIS. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Summary of key conclusions and f i n d i n g s i n c l u d i n g unavoidable 
impacts, i r r e v e r s i b l e and i r r e t r i e v a b l e commitment of resources, 
r e l a t i o n s h i p between short-term and long-term uses of resources, 
s i t e - s p e c i f i c versus p o l i c y questions, maintenance of long-term 
p r o d u c t i v i t y , and impacts of the no-action a l t e r n a t i v e . I t 
i d e n t i f i e s areas of controversy and unresolved issues. the 
Executive Summary summarizes how environmental laws (e.g., the 
National Environmental P o l i c y Act (NEPA), Clean Water Act, 
Endangered Species Act, Farmland P r o t e c t i o n and P o l i c y Act, 
S t a f f o r d D i s a s t e r Assistance Act, Fish and W i l d l i f e Coordination 
Act, N a t i o n a l H i s t o r i c a l Preservation Act, e t c . ) , executive 
orders (E.O. 11990, P r o t e c t i o n of Wetlands, and E.O. 11988, 
Floo d p l a i n Management), and other p o l i c i e s were considered. 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

LIST OF FIGURES 

LIST OF TABLES 

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 PURPOSE 2^D NEED FOR THE PEIS 
A PEIS would be an app r o p r i a t e v e h i c l e t o serve as a 
c a t a l y s t b r i n g i n g the f e d e r a l agencies together w i t h 
s t a t e resource, planning and r e g u l a t o r y agencies. 
T r i b a l governments and other p o t e n t i a l l o c a l sponsors 
t o develop a comprehensive approach t o long-term 
recovery and subsequent operation and management of the 
gr e a t e r M i s s i s s i p p i River System ( i n c l u d i n g the 
Mis s o u r i R i v e r ) . The process, g e n e r a l l y understood by 
the f e d e r a l agencies and recognized by the p u b l i c as a 
c o o r d i n a t i o n t o o l , provides a mechanism t o assess the 
broad a l t e r n a t i v e s a v a i l a b l e . I t would address working 
w i t h i n t he c u r r e n t system of f e d e r a l p o l i c i e s . 
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p r a c t i c e s and programs and i t could look a t options t o 
r e v i s e those p o l i c i e s , p r a c t i c e s and programs through 
l e g i s l a t i v e changes or changes w i t h i n agency purview 
and, thereby, serve t o u n i f y the f e d e r a l and s t a t e s ' 
f l o o d p l a i n management p o l i c i e s and other n a t i o n a l goals 
(e.g., address wetlands l o s s e s ) . I t could also serve 
t o develop a process f o r developing s i t e - s p e c i f i c 
o p t i o n s . 

The simultaneous goals of t h i s e f f o r t are: 

• To reduce repeat f l o o d loss damages and thereby 
reduce the cost of the f l o o d events t o i n d i v i d u a l s and 
p u b l i c l y sponsored works (e.g., roads, sewage treatment 
p l a n t s , levees) 

• To r e s t o r e the n a t u r a l and b e n e f i c i a l f u n c t i o n s 
and values of the Upper M i s s i s s i p p i and Missouri 
River f l o o d p l a i n s and watersheds, and 

• To coordinate r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s between f e d e r a l 
agencies and w i t h s t a t e . T r i b a l and l o c a l agencies 
or e n t i t i e s . 

1.2 FUNCTION AND SCOPE OF THIS DOCUMENT 
This section describes the Council on Environmental Quality 
(CEQ) regulations for implementing the procedural provisions 
of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) including 
§1501.2 which d i r e c t s agencies to "integrate the NEPA 
process with other planning at the e a r l i e s t possible time to 
ensure that planning and decisions r e f l e c t environmental 
values, to avoid delays l a t e r in the process, and to head 
off potential c o n f l i c t s . " The scope of the proposed PEIS 
w i l l be based on, but not unduly limited by, programmatic 
issues raised by federal, state and l o c a l agencies and the 
public (including landowners, environmental groups and 
businesses) throughout the process of developing the PEIS. 
This PEIS addresses a programmatic coordinated, 
comprehensive approach to long-term recovery with greater 
l e v e l s of coordinated management of the watershed to take 
advantage of i t s natural and be n e f i c i a l values. The l e v e l 
of d e t a i l would be consistent with a programmatic a n a l y s i s . 

1.3 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY 

1.4 ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED 

1.5 REGULATORY, POLICY AND ASSISTANCE FRAMEWORK 

1.6 RELATIONSHIP TO PREVIOUS AND ONGOING NEPA ACTIONS (e.g.. 
Corps' Upper Mis s o u r i River Master Manual, Lock and Dam 2 6 
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a c t i v i t i e s , M i s s i s s i p p i River Fish and W i l d l i f e Restoration 
a c t i v i t i e s ) The r e l a t i o n s h i p of t h i s PEIS t o ongoing 
s t u d i e s and NEPA acti o n s would be explained i n t h i s s e c t i o n . 

2.0 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 
This s e c t i o n describes the c u r r e n t s i t u a t i o n (no a c t i o n 
a l t e r n a t i v e ) and the proposed a l t e r n a t i v e s t o i t . 

2.1 PROPOSED ACTION: TO BE DEVELOPED 
This s e c t i o n describes the establishment of a u n i f i e d 
f e d e r a l p o l i c y regarding the recovery and subsequent 
management of the f l o o d p l a i n s of the Upper M i s s i s s i p p i and 
M i s s o u r i Rivers. 

2.2 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE: PRE-FLOOD POLICIES AND PRE-FLOOD 
AND POST-FLOOD CONDITIONS 
This s e c t i o n e s t a b l i s h e s the basis f o r comparing the impacts 
of proposed a l t e r n a t i v e s . I t discusses the probable events 
and environmental impacts t h a t w i l l occur under e x i s t i n g 
plans and p o l i c i e s . 

2.3 ALTERNATIVES: Any number of a l t e r n a t i v e s t h a t are 
reasonable and serve t o sharply d e f i n e the programmatic 
issues. This s e c t i o n describes the wide v a r i e t y of f e d e r a l 
environmental and f i n a n c i a l p o l i c y and program options t h a t 
should be examined and p o s s i b l y pursued. Issues m e r i t i n g 
d i s c u s s i o n w i t h i n the context of one or more a l t e r n a t i v e s 
i n c l u d e : 

• a c t i o n s t h a t reduce the r a t e of i n f l o w from the 
watershed (e.g., r e s t o r a t i o n of wetlands, improved s o i l 
and water r e t e n t i o n p r a c t i c e s ) 
• s i t i n g and design of f e d e r a l , s t a t e , and l o c a l 
government and other p u b l i c l y owned or sponsored 
f a c i l i t i e s w i t h n a t u r a l f l o o d c o n t r o l and non­
s t r u c t u r a l f l o o d r i s k m i n i m i z a t i o n measures 
• u t i l i z a t i o n of and t a r g e t i n g f e d e r a l programs t h a t 
would a s s i s t f l o o d p l a i n management and f l o o d loss 
r e d u c t i o n (e.g., 

• the Corps' Pick-Sloan a u t h o r i z a t i o n t o secure 
3000 f t . t o 5000 f t of the w i d t h of Missouri 
floodway; 
• the DOI's Partners of W i l d l i f e e f f o r t [ F i s h and 
W i l d l i f e Act of 1956], North American Waterfowl 
Management Plan program [North American Wetlands 
Conservation Act of 1989], and t a r g e t i n g National 
W i l d l i f e Refuge System a c q u i s i t i o n s ; 
• the USDA's Wetlands Reserve Program and Farmers 
Home A d m i n i s t r a t i o n wetland easement and land 
t r a n s f e r s f o r conservation purposes [ A g r i c u l t u r a l 
C r e d i t Act of 1987]; 
• the FEMA's programs of r e l o c a t i o n and buy out of 
p r o p e r t y ; and 

DRAFT 



• sales by the Resolution Trust C o r p o r a t i o n ) . 
• strengthening and r e i n f o r c i n g levees and dikes i n 
urban and i n d u s t r i a l areas 
• a l t e r n a t i v e levee design and c o n s t r u c t i o n methods 
• r e l o c a t i o n of f l o o d p l a i n s t r u c t u r e s through new and 
e x i s t i n g i n c e n t i v e programs 
• p u t t i n g i n c e n t i v e programs on an even keel w i t h 
r e b u i l d t o p r e - f l o o d options 
• f l o o d p r o o f i n g f l o o d p l a i n dependent s t r u c t u r e s (e.g., 
waste water treatment p l a n t s , d r i n k i n g water treatment 
f a c i l i t i e s , e x i s t i n g toxic/hazardous waste s i t e s and 
s o l i d waste l a n d f i l l s ) 
• requirements t h a t r u n o f f and f l o o d storage capacity 
be b u i l t i n t o p r o j e c t s q u a l i f y i n g f o r f e d e r a l 
assistance, permits, or li c e n s e s . 
• using wetlands as n a t u r a l f l o o d r e t e n t i o n basins 
• e x p l o r i n g the t r u e costs of f e d e r a l payments 
associated w i t h c u r r e n t operations along the r i v e r 
(e.g., crop insurance vs. levee r e h a b i l i t a t i o n ; 
improved water q u a l i t y vs. d r i n k i n g water treatment 
costs) 
• f e d e r a l , s t a t e and l o c a l a c q u i s i t i o n of wetlands i n 
higher order streams t o a s s i s t continued f u n c t i o n s 
• o b t a i n i n g commitments on f l o o d p l a i n management from 
l o c a l governments 
• i d e n t i f y i n g areas s u i t a b l e f o r greenways (floodways 
i n urban areas t h a t serve r e c r e a t i o n and other n a t u r a l 
and b e n e f i c i a l uses) 
• coordinated a u t h o r i t y f o r f l o o d p l a i n a c t i v i t i e s 
(e.g., a f l o o d p l a i n management a c t s i m i l a r t o the 
Coastal Zone Management Act) 
• moving businesses and residences t o higher grounds 
( r e l o c a t i o n program of Upton-Jones Act) 
• f l o o d p r o o f i n g residences and businesses 
• p r o v i d i n g a d d i t i o n a l storm water r e t e n t i o n ponds i n 
urbanized and sub-urbanized areas t o a s s i s t addressing 
non-point source water q u a l i t y issues and 
asynchronization of f l o o d peaks 
• coordinated f e d e r a l p o s i t i o n on farming/crop 
insurance i n areas between f e d e r a l levees 
• c o o r d i n a t i o n on r i v e r flows management 
• f l e x i b i l i t y t o manage r i v e r s t o allow f o r p e r i o d i c 
low f l o w f l o o d events (e.g., a l l o w i n g p r e d i c t a b l e 5-
year f l o o d events t o b e n e f i t endangered species 
h a b i t a t ) 
• sewage treatment p l a n t c o n s t r u c t i o n and enhancement 
p r i o r i t i e s and o p p o r t u n i t i e s 
• s o l i d and hazardous waste m o n i t o r i n g , management or 
removal 

2.4 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 
This s e c t i o n compares i n b r i e f the environmental e f f e c t s of 



the a l t e r n a t i v e s . The impacts of long-term recovery e f f o r t s 
would look a t the r e l a t i o n s h i p of r e c o n s t r u c t i o n a c t i v i t i e s 
t o f l o o d peaks, d u r a t i o n , and associated f l o o d damages 
encountered i n areas w i t h high expected economic value, 
areas w i t h s i g n i f i c a n t r i s k t o human h e a l t h and s a f e t y , or 
areas w i t h s i g n i f i c a n t c u l t u r a l or h i s t o r i c s i t e s . I t 
would focus on both the economic and environmental 
f e a s i b i l i t y of i n c o r p o r a t i n g a l t e r n a t i v e approaches t o 
reducing f l o o d r i s k , f l o o d damages, and f e d e r a l payments 
associated w i t h n a t u r a l d i s a s t e r events (such as f l o o d and 
dro u g h t ) . 

2.4.1 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES - OVERVIEW 

2.4.2 COMPARISON OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF THE 
ALTERNATIVES 
A comparative summary of the impact analyses presented 
i n Chapter 5. I t includes impacts t o environmental 
values, f l o o d p l a i n s , wetlands, sediment/soil impacts, 
n a t u r a l systems, r e c o n s t r u c t i o n i n t e g r a t i n g p o l l u t i o n 
p r evention and energy e f f i c i e n t values i n t o i t s 
planning and recovery e f f o r t s , and environmental 
e q u i t y . 

3.0 CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 
This s e c t i o n describes the way i n which the scope of the 
document was developed, the l e v e l and type of interagency 
and intergovernmental c o o r d i n a t i o n d u r i n g p r e p a r a t i o n of the 
document, and f u r t h e r stages of p u b l i c p a r t i c i p a t i o n t h a t 
w i l l occur. 

4.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
This s e c t i o n i d e n t i f i e s the p r e - f l o o d , c u r r e n t and 
reasonably foreseeable f u t u r e c o n d i t i o n s of the environment 
t h a t might be impacted by a l t e r n a t i v e s proposed i n the PEIS. 
I t w i l l focus p r i m a r i l y on the upper M i s s i s s i p p i and 
Missouri Rivers' watersheds, f l o o d p l a i n s , and aquatic 
h a b i t a t (only where s i g n i f i c a n t p o t e n t i a l impacts have and 
may again occur). 

4.1 Geology/Soils/Sediment/Hydrology (e.g., data on 
watersheds' s o i l types, erosion, f l o o d r i s k , f l o o d peaks and 
d u r a t i o n , f l o o d p l a i n storage) 
4.2 Land use (incl u d e s i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of Prime and 
Unique farmlands) 
4.3 Socioeconomics 

4.3.1 Demographic C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s 
4.3.2 Employment and Income 
4.3.3 A g r i c u l t u r a l C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s 
4.3.4 Economic D i v e r s i f i c a t i o n 
4.3.5 Insurance Programs 

4.3.5.1 Flood Insurance 
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4.3.5.2 Crop Insurance 
4.3.6 Commercial Shipping 
4.3.7 Recreational Uses 

4.4 B i o l o g i c a l Resources 
4.4.1 T e r r e s t r i a l Habitats/Ecosystems ( i n c l u d i n g 
Endangered and Special Status Species) 
4.4.2 Aquatic Habitats/Ecosystems ( i n c l u d i n g 
Endangered and Special Status Species) 

4.5 T r a n s p o r t a t i o n 
4.5.1 River ( i . e . , n a v i g a t i o n issues) 
4.5.2 Surface (e.g., road, r a i l , i n c l u d i n g bridges) 
4.5.3 P i p e l i n e 
4.5.4 A i r ( i . e . , commercial and general a v i a t i o n 
a i r p o r t s ) 

4.6 Hazardous/Municipal Waste and Toxic Chemicals 
4.6.1 Control of Hazardous Chemicals 
4.6.2 Municipal S o l i d Waste 
4.6.3 Emergency Response Procedures 

4.7 A i r Q u a l i t y 
4.8 Water Q u a l i t y 

4.8.1 D r i n k i n g Water 
4.8.1.1 P r i v a t e Wells 
4.8.1.2 Treatment f a c i l i t i e s 

4.8.2 Sewage Treatment 
4.8.3 Instream Water Q u a l i t y 
4.8.4 Sediment Q u a l i t y 

4.9 Human Health and Safety 
4.10 C u l t u r a l Resources 
4.11 V i s u a l resources 
4.12 Recreation Resources 
4.13 Others 

5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 
This s e c t i o n discusses the d i r e c t , i n d i r e c t and cumulative 
impacts of each a l t e r n a t i v e . 

5.1 ANALYTICAL METHODS 
This s e c t i o n describes the methodology and procedures f o r 
analyzing p o t e n t i a l environmental impacts f o r elements 
defined i n 4.1 through 4.12, above. 

5.2 ALTERNATIVE 1: PROPOSED ACTION 

5.2.1 Geology/Soils/Sediment/Hydrology 
• Impacts t o s o i l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ( n u t r i e n t , 
erosion, compaction, etc.) 
• Stream erosion and d e p o s i t i o n p a t t e r n s 
• Flood storage impacts 
• Hydrograph impacts 

5.2.2 Land use (incl u d e s i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of Prime 
and Unique farmlands) 

• Impacts of v a r y i n g l e v e l s of f l o o d p r o t e c t i o n 
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on land use 
• Impacts of a l t e r n a t i v e recovery measures on 
land use 
• Floodplain management 

5.2.3 Socioeconomic 
• S h i f t s i n p o p u l a t i o n due t o s h i f t s i n p o l i c y , 
l e v e l s of p r o t e c t i o n 
• Impacts of r e l o c a t i o n 
• S h i f t s i n employment o p p o r t u n i t i e s and income 
• S h i f t s i n a g r i c u l t u r a l production (crops, 
values) 
• S h i f t s i n r e c r e a t i o n o p p o r t u n i t i e s 
• Federal savings from policy/program changes 

5.2.4 B i o l o g i c a l Resources 
• E f f e c t s on s p e c i a l h a b i t a t s and species 
• Watershed planning b e n e f i t s t o h a b i t a t , water 
q u a l i t y , e t c . 
• Flood storage capacity of n a t u r a l areas 
• H y d r o l o g i c a l impacts on b i o l o g i c a l resources 

5.2.5 T r a n s p o r t a t i o n 
• E f f e c t s on a v a i l a b i l i t y , cost, choices, s i t i n g 
• Speed requirements 
• S i t i n g of a i r p o r t f a c i l i t i e s 

5.2.6 Hazardous /Municipal Waste and Toxic 
Chemicals 

• Current p r a c t i c e s / s i t u a t i o n 
• S i t i n g e f f e c t s 
• Changes i n q u a n t i t y / c h a r a c t e r of waste i n f l o o d 
zone 
• Changes i n p r o b a b i l i t y of i n c i d e n t s 

5.2.7 A i r Q u a l i t y 
• A i r q u a l i t y impacts of open burning 
• T r a f f i c flow impacts 
• Indoor a i r q u a l i t y 

5.2.8 Water Q u a l i t y / Q u a n t i t y 
• E f f e c t s of p o l i c i e s on d r i n k i n g and wastewater 
treatment p l a n t l o c a t i o n and technology 
• E f f e c t s on ground water q u a l i t y and q u a n t i t y 
• E f f e c t s on r i v e r water q u a l i t y and q u a n t i t y 
• E f f e c t s on r i v e r sediment q u a l i t y 
• Cost savings from increased water q u a l i t y (lower 
treatment costs) 

5.2.9 Human Health and Safety 
• E f f e c t s of f l o o d s of various l e v e l s on l i f e , 
i n j u r y , p r operty s a f e t y 
• E f f e c t s on disease vectors 

5.2.10 C u l t u r a l Resources 
• E f f e c t s on h i s t o r i c a l , t r i b a l , a r c h i t e c t u r a l 
and other c u l t u r a l resources 

5.2.11 V i s u a l resources 
• Changes i n v i s u a l q u a l i t y 

5.2.12 Recreation Resources DRAFT 



• Changes i n r e c r e a t i o n a l o p p o r t u n i t i e s , access, 
q u a l i t y 

5.2.13 Others 

5.3 ALTERNATIVE 2: NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
E f f e c t s of c o n t i n u i n g the s t a t u s quo regarding p o l i c i e s , 
p r i o r i t i e s , procedures, p r o j e c t s , and r e p o r t s on the st a t u s 
of short-term recovery e f f o r t s . This a n a l y s i s includes the 
same elements as A l t e r n a t i v e 1, above. 

5.4 ALTERNATIVE 3 (and a l l other a l t e r n a t i v e s ) : This 
a n a l y s i s includes the same elements as A l t e r n a t i v e 1, above. 

6.0 ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS 
This s e c t i o n p u l l s together and describes a l l commitments t o 

avoid, minimize or m i t i g a t e adverse e f f e c t s . 

7.0 REFERENCES 

8.0 LIST OF PREPARERS 
This s e c t i o n i d e n t i f i e s the people and agencies t h a t w i l l 
have s u b s t a n t i a l i n p u t i n the p r e p a r a t i o n of the document 
p r i m a r i l y by p r o v i d i n g data, c o o r d i n a t i o n or review. 

9.0 INDEX 

10.0 APPENDIXES (as necessary) 



PUBLIC LAW 99-662—NOV. 17, 1986 

SEC. 1135. PROJECT MODIFICATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT OF ENVIRON­
MENT. * 

(a) The Secretary is authorized to review the operation of water 
resources projects constructed by the Secretary before the date of 
enactment of this Act to detennine the need for modifications in the 
structures and operations of such projects for the purpose of improv­
ing the quality of the environment in the public interest. 

(b) The Secretary is authorized to _ carry out a dcTmanotnation 
liM'iuTTfn- '"I I'liNMi II iirrtTiil înfiTTTThrnnTTTthr Hntr ~m"tm"nt-
nf t b i i Art fnr the purpose of making such modifications in the 
structures and operations of water resources projects constructed by 

Secretary determines (1) are feasible and consistent with the au­
thorized project purposes, and (2) will improve the quality of the 
environment in the public interest. The non-Federal share of the 
cost of any modifications carried out under this section shall be 25 
percent. 

(c) The Secretary shall coordinate any actions taken pursuant to 
this section with appropriate Federal, State, and local agencies. 

(d) Not later than two years after the date of enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary shall transmit to Congress a report on the results 
of the review conducted under subsection (a) and on the demonstra­
tion program conducted under subsection (b). Such report shall 
contain any recommendations of the Secretary concerning modifica-
tion and extension of such program. 

(e) There is authorized to be appropriated not to 
$25,000,000 to carry out this section. exceed 

33 USC 2294 
note. 

program 

Reports. 

As amended. In addition, there is a ?5 millicn cap on the cost of individual 
projects that can be done without further authorization. 
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ITEM FY 93 
APP 

FY 94 
BUD 

FY 94 
HOUSE 

FY 95 
REQ 

SECTION 1135 
KISSIMMEE RIVER, FL 
YOLO BASIN WETLANDS, CA 
ANACOSTIA RIVER, MD 

7,500 
8,000 
1,400 

700 

7,500 
0 

2,063 
0 

7,500 
5,000 
2,063 

700 

7,500 
0 

4.120 
0 

TOTAL 17,600 9,563 15,263 11,620 

CEIUNG 25.000 25,000 25,000 25.000 

BALANCE 7,400 15,437 9,737 13,380 


