
MEMORANDUM. TO: Katie McGinty. 
Kathi Way 
TJ Glauthier 
Bruce Long 
Brian Burke 

FR: W i l l S t e l l e (456-6224) 

RE: Proposal f o r Floodplain Management Review 

DATE: October 15, 1993 

Attached i s a s u b s t a n t i a l l y s i m p l i f i e d v e r s i o n of the 
F l o o d p l a i n Management Review proposal t h a t incorporates your 
comments on the e a r l i e r v e r s ion. 

I b e l i e v e t h i s i s s u i t a b l e f o r sending out t o the l a r g e r 
working group f o r t h e i r review i n p r e p a r a t i o n f o r next 
Wednesday's meeting, but I w i l l not do so u n t i l hearing back from 
you. 

Several p o i n t s deserve mention about t h i s v e r s i o n . 

1. The economy model. This i s s u b s t a n t i a l l y streamlined 
from the e a r l i e r d r a f t s , i n p a r t i c u l a r by reducing the number of 
"teams" or "subcommittees" from four t o two. I b e l i e v e t h a t the 
two subcommittees proposed here are more p r o p e r l y focused on the 
issues t h a t we want them t o wrestle w i t h ; the e a r l i e r version was 
g e t t i n g too f a r a f i e l d . 

2. Duck the Tough Ones. I have omitted several items t h a t 
need more discussion w i t h i n our small group. They include: 

o what agencies should c h a i r the groups; 
o how many s t a f f should each agency c o n t r i b u t e t o 

t h i s e f f o r t ; 
o how t o s t r u c t u r e the f i e l d hearings/workshops — 

an item t h a t I t h i n k i s very important f o r the o p t i c s of t h i s 
e x ercise. 

3. S t a f f i n g . I propose the f o l l o w i n g f o r s t a f f i n g and 
funding t h i s e f f o r t . 

a. The "Committee" should have four f u l l time s t a f f 
d e t a i l e d t o i t , one from EPA, one from COE, one from USDA/SCS and 
one from DOI. One or two support s t a f f w i l l also be necessary. 
Of the f o u r , one should be designated the Executive D i r e c t o r f o r 
purposes of managing the group. 

b. The s t a f f should serve the f u l l Committee and also 
the subcommittees — t o ensure t h a t we r e t a i n an o v e r a l l u n i f i e d 
e f f o r t . 

c. They should be located i n one place — I recommend 
Jackson Place across the s t r e e t because there i s the space. 



d. , . The. question of a. separate budget, needs 
discussion. The primary costs w i l l be the conduct of the 
workshops, t r a v e l to the region, o f f i c e expenses and document 
preparation. I don't know the degree to which many of these 
costs can be borne by the individual agencies — or whether we 
need a formal transfer of funds int o a separate pot. I defer to 
the experts on these issues, but they w i l l require our attention 
soon. 

e. Press and communications r e l a t i n g to t h i s e f f o r t 
should be handled i n t e r n a l l y from the WH. 



A Review of Floodplain Management 
i n the Upper Mississippi River Basin 

(October 14, 1993) 



I . I n t r o d u c t i o n 

The Floods of 1993 have v i v i d l y demonstrated the s i g n i f i c a n t 
need f o r major improvements i n our approach t o f l o o d p l a i n 
management and response. We are spending enormous sums annually on 
f l o o d p l a i n management, r i s k reduction, d i s a s t e r response and 
payments f o r f l o o d losses, and yet people, property, businesses and 
the environment continue t o s u f f e r repeated losses. 

The subject of f l o o d p l a i n management i s enormously complex, 
i n v o l v i n g a broad array of Federal, s t a t e and l o c a l programs and 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s . Any e f f o r t t o fashion an improved long-term 
approach must account f o r and r e f l e c t t h i s complexity: a Federal 
perspective alone i s not adequate. 

We t h e r e f o r e propose t o undertake a review of e x i s t i n g 
programs and p o l i c i e s a f f e c t i n g a c t i v i t i e s i n the f l o o d p l a i n f o r 
the purposes of developing a set of recommendations f o r 
improvements. The review should provide s i g n i f i c a n t and sustained 
o p p o r t u n i t i e s f o r s t a t e , l o c a l and nongovernmental i n t e r e s t s t o 
provide i n f o r m a t i o n and perspectives on the issues under review. 
A g r i c u l t u r e , the t r a n s p o r t a t i o n i n d u s t r y , the environmental 
community and many other groups have s i g n i f i c a n t i n t e r e s t s t h a t 
must be heard i f the review i s t o succeed. The review should also 
b u i l d upon e x i s t i n g studies and r e p o r t . Much work, many studies 
and great e x p e r t i s e already e x i s t on the subject of f l o o d p l a i n 
management, and t h i s past work should serve as the s t a r t i n g p o i n t 
f o r our c u r r e n t e f f o r t . 

I I . Purposes and Goals 

The purpose of the review i s t o develop a set of 
recommendations on changes t o Federal programs and p r a c t i c e s w i t h 
the f o l l o w i n g o b j e c t i v e s : 

• Reduce r i s k s t o l i f e , p roperty and the environment 
from f l o o d i n g ; 
• Reduce the l i k e l i h o o d of f l o o d i n g through improved 
f l o o d c o n t r o l s and watershed management; 
• Restore 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 greater M i s s i s s i p p i River ecosystem; 
• Eliminate or modify e x i s t i n g programs or i n c e n t i v e s 
t h a t work at cross-purposes t o or do not adequately 
support these o b j e c t i v e s ; 
e Enhance intergovernmental c o o r d i n a t i o n ; and 
• Save money and other resources, both p u b l i c and 
p r i v a t e . 

I I I . Geographic Scope 

The geographic scope of the study would be those areas 
a f f e c t e d by or c o n t r i b u t i n g t o f l o o d i n g along the Upper M i s s i s s i p p i 
River basin i n c l u d i n g the lower Missouri River and t r i b u t a r i e s . 



IV. .. Procedure 

The White House and the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) 
w i l l establish and oversee an Interagency Floodplain Management 
Committee that w i l l undertake the review. The Committee w i l l be 
comprised of several "core" Federal agencies with major program 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s i n floodplain management and the environment (COE, 
USDA, FEMA, DOI, EPA) with other agencies p a r t i c i p a t i n g on an as-
needed basis (DOT, HUD, SBA, e t c . ) . 

The Committee w i l l establish two subcommittees to develop the 
necessary information and dr a f t findings and recommendations i n the 
following two areas. The Committee w i l l review the work of the two 
subcommittees and compile i t s f i n a l findings and recommendations i n 
a report to the President. I t may also prescribe whatever longer 
term studies or a c t i v i t i e s that may be required. 

1. FLOOD DAMAGE SUSCEPTIBILITY SUBCOMMITTEE. The Flood 
Damage Sus c e p t i b i l i t y Subcommittee would focus on strategies and 
incentives a f f e c t i n g land use within the floodplain and 
s u s c e p t i b i l i t y to flood damage and disruption. I t would address 
such issues as: 

e Federal programs d i r e c t l y a f f e c t i n g development 
a c t i v i t i e s within the floodplain (building codes, 
infr a s t r u c t u r e financing or construction, etc) ; 
e enhanced i n t e r n a l i z a t i o n of flood control and 
response costs; 
9 Federal incentives a f f e c t i n g development i n the 
floodplain (flood insurance; crop insurance; other); and 
• Federal programs that would minimize r i s k of damage 
from flooding ( f a c i l i t i e s s i t i n g , flood proofing, flood 
insurance, e t c . ) . 

2. RIVER MANAGEMENT SUBCOMMITTEE. The River Management 
Subcommittee w i l l focus on strategies to improve the management of 
the hydrology of the r i v e r basin to improve overall floodplain 
management. I t would address such issues as: 

• the improved use of a mix of flood control and flood 
management options (levees, flood storage, improved 
watershed management, etc.) 
• the restoration of watersheds and important 
ecosystems; and 
e the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of high value areas for inclusion 
into existing conservation programs (wetlands reserve, 
greenways, etc.) 

The Subcommittees should review a l l exi s t i n g reports and 
information on the subject, and i d e n t i f y the s i g n i f i c a n t technical 
information needs. The Scientific. Assessment Team and the Economic 
Team should provide support to each Subcommittee on an as-needed 
basis. The Subcommittees should then prepare d r a f t findings and 
recommendations, together with the necessary supporting 
information, and submit them to the f u l l Committee for i t s 
consideration and review. 



V. . - . state and. Local Roles 

The states, local governmental representatives and various 
int e r e s t groups would be i n v i t e d to provide information and 
recommendations to the Committee. The Upper Mississippi River 
Basin Association would serve as an important conduit f o r 
coordinating state input. Nongovernmental organizations such as 
the National Association of Conservation D i s t r i c t s , the Association 
of State Floodplain Managers and representatives of the 
environmental community would also be i n v i t e d to o f f e r t h e i r 
observations. 

VI. Timing 

The Committee and Subcommittees should be formally constituted 
and st a f f e d promptly. After an i n i t i a l issues i d e n t i f i c a t i o n 
period, workshops could proceed i n the region through the end of 
the year and i n t o early 1994. Draft reports from each Subcommittee 
would be due to the Committee by March 1st, with a f i n a l report to 
the President by A p r i l 1st. 



rrox • PHONE ND. : :jci. 18 1993 11:35*1 P31 
m 

Fax 
Trsnsniission 

Date: 

To: Dr. Schaeffier 
Office of Science and Teclmolog)' 

Fax Number: (202) 395 - 3 J 57 

From: Fred Bradford 

Our Phone: (805) 349-0146 
(805)349-0146 

[No. of pages including cover page; 2 

Message: Dear Dr. Schacffer, 
Your support would be vital to the success of tins proposal 
providing Emergency Erosion and Sediment Control matenai 
to the nine State flood effected areas. 
The window of opportunity is now or we wait until next 
year. 
IVlaterial could be u.<ied by all agencies such as EPA,DOD,DOE, 
and AGRl.) to meutioii a few,but not limited to theiii« 
Would also address present items that the administration is 
advocating with refference to Re-inventing the Government, 
lit can be done,it is creative,it is very COST EFFECTIVE,and 
specific and measureable outcomes can be referenced. 

Thank vow 

Fleo$e call if you experience any transmission problems. 



From : PHONE No. : Oct. 13 1993 l i :37f l i ' l P32 

10/18/03 

PROPOSAL 

To: Offioo of Science and Technology 
Attention: Dr. Schaeffer 

WHEREAS ; it hos been clearly understood by the agencies in touch with 
our office we are acting ae a broker. 

WHEREAS ; we are In a poeftion to furnish all materiale under dlecueelon, 
I.e. ; Calif. Rice Straw now being iiarvested as of the above date. 

UPON ; written contract and further instructions, we are in a position to 
deliver such material FOB, Sacramento, Calif, to any designated area in 
the Flood Zone. 

We have over one million (1,000,000) balee of rice etraw available to 
ship directly to specified locations at an estimated cost - not to exceed -
Five million dollars ($5,000,000.00) . 

The amount of material and approximate cost is an estimate and 
subject to change according to your needs. Any cost over runs will be 
by further agreement and understanding through your office via 
written assignment sueh as a purchase order. 

Time is of the essence, which we are aware that you are fully cognizant 
of, therefore communication and any and all written assignments 
should be forth coming po&t - haate. 

This proposal respectfully submitted, Fred BrjEtdfOTd. 
phone: i_a£l&j^J4a 



Office of Administration 
Organizational Structure 

The Office of Administration was created by Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1977 and formally established by 
Executive Order 12028, on December 12, 1977. The Office of Administration provides a full array of customer 
based administrative services to approximately 1,800 clients in all agencies of the Executive Office of the President 
(EOP) including direct support services to the President. Specifically, the Office of Administration provides 
financial and personnel management services; information management, library and records management services; 
and general services support. 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION 

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR 
AS OF OCTOBER 1993 

CUSTOMER SERVICES 

Andrea Rutledge 
Ashley Raines 

SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT 
FOR MANAGEMENT & ADMINISTRATION 

AND DIRECTOR OF THE OFFICE OF 
ADMINISTRATION 

Patsy Thomasson 

ADMINISTRATIVE 
SUPPORT 
Carol Ehrlich 

ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, 
OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION 

John Cressman 

I 
DEPUTY ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, 

GENERAL SERVICES 

Ada L. Posey 

COUNSEL'S OFFICE 

Bruce Overton 
Stuart Bender 

FOIA 
Willian^ Boorman 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, 
INFORMATION MANAGEMENT 

Gwendolyn N. Weaver 

ADMINISTRATIVE 
OPERATIONS 
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DEPUTY ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, 

RESOURCES MANAGEMENT 

INFORMATION 
SYSTEMS & 
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MANAGEMENT 

PERSONNEL 
MANAGMENT 
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EXECUTIVE OFFIVE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION 

GENERAL SERViCES 
AS OF OCTOBER 1993 

FINANCIAL 
MANAGEMENT 

Chuck Sigman 
DeVere Patton 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, 
GENERAL SERVICES 

Ada L. Posey 

X 
CHIEF 

PUBLISHING 
& PRINTING 

BRANCH 

Steve Jewell 

X 

FACILITIES * 
MANAGEMENT 

Sig Rhea 
Cheryl Renolds 

S U P P L Y M G T 
O F F I C E R 

Neel Patrick 
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X 
CHIEF 

PROCUREMENT 
BRANCH 

Dale Helms 

1 1 
C U S T O M E R 

SUPPORT 

Stephanie Alonzo 

SUPERVISORY 
G E N E R A L 

SUPPLY 
SPECIALIST 

Malachi Brickhouse 

1 

Peggy Peay 
Eugenia Tribett 

Artie Chambers 
Brenda Emanuel 
Thaddeus Hunt 

Lawrence Prince 
Reginald ^oune 

Artie Chambers 
Brenda Emanuel 
Thaddeus Hunt 

Lawrence Prince 
Reginald ^oune 

SUPERVISORY 
DISTRIBUTION 

FACILITIES 
SPECMLIST 

James Catling 

Kathleen Armantrout 
Kathleen Dyer 
Lynnae Roscoe 

Cynthia Tarr 
Thomas Taylor 
Thelma Toler 

Earl Wilkerson 

Darryl Butler 
Michael Morris 
Jesse Painter 

Alfredo Vallarta 
Daniel Velasco 

VISUAL 
INFORMATION 

SPECIALISTS 
William Mcintosh 

Mary Anne C. Fox 
Tina Robertson 
Robert Thomas 

Edward Valentine 
Doris Wilson 

3_ 
PRINTING 

SPECIALIST 

Joyce Ford 

Works with GSA's Architect of the OEOB and 
Preservation Officer, and its Facilities Management Staff 

X 
MANAGER 

MAIL & 
MESSENGER 

OPERATIONS 

Ken Hembree 

SUPERVISOR, 
OEOB MAIL & 
MESSENGER 
OPERATIONS 

Robert Wilbon 

Arturo Bayona 
James Briscoe 

Rolando DeCastro 
Alejandro DeLeyos 

Jackie Lawson 
Arthur Marshall 

John Mclnnis 
Pearlie Myers 
Mateo Naldo 

Dewitt Ramsey 
Bobby Strickland 
Helen Studgeon 
Adrian Swann 

Barbara Swann 
Robert A. Thomas 
Vander Williams 

SUPERVISOR, 
NEOB MAIL & 
MESSENGER 
OPERATIONS 

William Walker 

Jerry Bowers 
Ruby Brown 

Roderic Buenaflor 
Francho Gray 
John Gunter 

Remits McDuffie 
Clifford Preston 
Larry Proctor 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION 

INFORMATION SYSTEMS & TECHNOLOGY 
AS OF NOVEMBER 1993 

DIRECTOR 

Jim Macdonald 

X 

CUSTOMER SUPPORT 

Sheryl Hall 

PC SUPPORT & 
TRAINING 

Sharon Mitchell 
Kimberly Anderson 
Dorothy Crumling 

Chuck Dietzel 
Paula Sherry 

Bernardene Walford 

X 
SYSTEMS INTEGRATION 
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Jerry Carlsen 

Debbie Behr 
Jim Cole 

Jeff George 
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Chip Sparks 

APPLICATIONS 
SUPPORT 
Lois Jacobson 

Mark Bartholomew 
Barbara Doran 

Donna Ferrantello 
Kathryn Jackson 

Louise Planet 
Linda Tolkan 

Martha Williams 

1 
HELP DESK 

Dan Gunia 
Paul Dagenais 
Robert Foster 

Cornelius Johnson 
Brian McKaig 

MANAGEMENT 
SERVICES 
Beth Blackwood 

I 

X 
DATA CENTER 

James Wright 

RECORDS 
MANAGEMENT 

Nell Doering 
Dale Miller 

PROJECT 
MANAGEMENT 

Joyce May 

ADMINISTRATIVE 
SUPPORT 

Sue Powell 
Patt^ Hutt 

DATA BASE 
ADMINISTRATOR 

Karl Heissner 

TELECOM. AND 
SECURITY 
Larry Jurcich 
Ranelle Lopez 

SYSTEMS 
MANAGEMENT 

Daniel Barry 
Jerry Coats 

Patrick Drenning 
Jack Fox 

John McGinnis 
Dorian Pannell 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF ADMINISRATION 

LIBRARY AND RESEARCH SERVICES 
AS OF OCTOBER 1993 

D I R E C T O R 
Mary Hester Anton 

I 
SUPERVISOR, 

E O P L I B R A R Y , 
NEOB & EOP 

PUBLICATIONS 

Susan Hawthorne 

ADMINISTRATIVE 
SUPPORT 

Anita Dames 

LAW L I B R A R Y 
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Sigrid Smith 

SUPERVISOR, 
EOP L I B R A R Y , 

OEOB 

Martha Brown Schiele 

LIBRARIANS 
Karen Kaufmann 

Cindy Lizik 
Lynne Scheib 

PUBLICATIONS 
O F F I C E 

Karen Barbuschak 
Wayne Johnson 
Susan Shepard 

LIBRARIANS 
Melinda Alter 
Jacqui Cragg 
Kathleen Graf 

L I B R A R Y 
T E C H N I C I A N 

Annette Peltzer 

L I B R A R Y 
T E C H N I C U N S 

Shelby Atum 
Ann Bonner 
Lisa Glover 

SUPERVISOR, 
T E C H N I C A L 

S E R V I C E S 

Laurie DuQuette 

A Q U I S m O N 
LIBRARIANS 

Mary Blair 
Tatana Sahanek 



EXECUTIVE OFFIVE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION 

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT 
AS OF OCTOBER 1993 

A C C O U N T I N G 
O F F I C E R 

Andy Kalnins 

SUPERVISORY 
FINANCIAL 

OPERATIONS 
ANALYST 

Carol Morris 

ACCOUNTANTS 

Patricia Clark 
Jennifer Jordan 
Rachel Kinney 

Wanda Lawrence 
Joann Miller 

Deloris Fletcher 
mummmummmmmm 

D I R E C T O R 
Jurg Hochuli 

I 
S U P E R V I S O R Y 

STAFF 
A C C O U N T A N T 

Andy Kalnins 

IMPREST 
C A S H I E R 

Olga H. Kasaskeris 

T R A V E L 
O F F I C E 

Betty Hildebrand 
Marvella Patton 

A D M I N I S T R A T I V E 
O P E R A T I O N S 

Denise Vines 

F I N A N C I A L S Y S T E M S 
S T A F F 

Angela Johnson 
Wayne Jones 
Donna Baker 

B U D G E T 
O F F I C E R 

Michael SpraQue 

BUDGET 
ANALYSTS 

Matthew Beck 
June King 

Joseph Kouba 
Kristin Saver cool 



EXECUTIVE OFFIVE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION 
PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT 

AS OF OCTOBER 1993 

D I R E C T O R 

Mary Beck 

I 

A D M I N I S T R A T I V E 
O P E R A T I O N S 

Kelli McClure 
Janet Peters 

E E O B R A N C H 

Sharon Solomon 
Shirley Woolridge 

P O L I C Y A N D 
P R O G R A M S 

B R A N C H 

Ann Calhoun 
Joe Bradley 

Deborah Gomes 
Michele Joy 

Pat Woodfolk 

O P E R A T I O N S 
B R A N C H 

Mary Beck 

HUMAN 
RESOURCE TEAM 
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Juancara Bennett 

Chris Baron 
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RESOURCE TEAM 
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Others 
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Michelle Johnson 
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Chuck Easley 
Mark Frownfelter 

HUMAN 
RESOURCE TEAM 
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Rochelle Gomes 
Michelle Manley 

HUMAN 
RESOURCE TEAM 

OMB 
Irene McGowan 

Kim Stanley 

SYSTEMS 
MANAGEMENT & 
DATA QUALITY 

Phalia Johnson 
Chris Jones 
Patty Olexa 
Diane Smith 



SBA DISASTER LOAN PROGRAM 

1. Types of Disaster Loans 

o Home Disaster Loans. Loans to homeowners or renters to repair or replace damage to 
real estate or personal property. Renters are eligible for personal property loans only. 

o Business Physical Disaster Loans. Loans to businesses to repair or replace disaster 
damage to property owned by the business, including real estate, machinery and 
equipment, inventory and supplies. Businesses of any size are eligible, as are non-profit 
organizations. 

o Economic Injury Disaster Loans. Loans for working capital to small businesses and 
small agricultural cooperatives. Available only to applicants with no credit avaUable 
elsewhere. 

2. Eligibility Requirements 

o Uninsured Losses. Only uninsured or otherwise uncompensated disaster losses are 
eligible. 

o Creditworthiness. Applicants must demonstrate the fmancial capability to repay all loans. 

o Collateral. Collateral is required for all physical loss loans over $10,000 and all EIDL 
loans over $5,000. This usually includes a lien on the applicant's real estate. Applicants 
do not need to have full collateral; SBA will take what is available to secure each loan. 

o Ineligible Property. Damage to second homes, pleasure boats, airplanes, recreational 
vehicles, etc. is not eligible. 

0 Limited Value. Damage to luxury items, antiques, etc. is eligible only to the extent of 
its functional value. Amounts for landscaping, swimming pools, etc. are limited. 

o Noncompliance. Applicants who have not complied with the terms of previous loans 
(e.g.. maintaining flood insurance) are not eligible. 

3. Loan Features 

o Interest Rates. Interest rates are determined by formulas set by law, and may vary over 
time with market conditions. Currently the applicable interest rates are 4% or 8% for 
home loans, and 4% or 6.5% for business loans, with the higher rate applying if the 
applicant has credit available elsewhere. * 



o Term. The law limits the loan term to a maximum of 30 years, except for businesses 
with credit available elsewhere (3 years). Based on the financial circumstances of each 
borrower, SBA determines an appropriate installment payment amount, which in tum 
determines the actual term. 

0 Amount. Home loans are limited to $100,000 for real estate and $20,000 for penonal 
property. Business loans are limited to $500,000 for real estate, machinery and 
equipment, inventory and all other physical losses. Economic injury loans are limited 
to $500,000. The $500,000 statutory limit for business loans applies to the combination 
of physical and economic injury, and also applies to all disaster loans to a business and 
its affiliates. Within these limits, the loan amount may be increased by up to 20% to 
finance mitigating measures that will prevent future damage to the property. 

0 Refinancing. Under certain conditions, SBA may be required to refinance all or part of 
prior mortgages. 

4. Disaster Declarations 

Presidential 

0 A Presidential disaster declaration triggers the SBA loan program unless FEMA limits 
the assistance to "public assistance" only. Examples of disasters declared by the 
President include the Loma Prieta earthquake. Hurricane Hugo, and the Oakland fire. 
This type of declaration accounts for the great majority of SBA disaster loan volume. 

0 There is usually a joint FEMA-State Preliminary Damage Assessment (PDA) prepared 
as a basis for the Govemor's request to the President. SBA participates in the survey 
of disaster damage conducted for the PDA, and makes a rough estimate of the total dollar 
amount of SBA loans that would result from the disaster. This information may be used 
by SBA even if the disaster does not result in a Presidential declaration. 

<;BA Administrator 

0 When damage is insufficient to warrant a Presidential declaration, a Govemor may seek 
a disaster declaration from the SBA Administrator (e^, January 1992 Ocean City, MD 
coastal storm). Upon receiving a Govemor's request, SBA surveys the affected area to 
determine whether the criteria for a declaration are met. 

(jovemor's Certification of Economic Injury 

0 When a disaster has caused substantial economic injury to at least 5 small business 
concems and small agricultural cooperatives, a Govemor may certify that such businesses 
are in need of financial assistance not otherwise available (e.g.. the Exxon Valdez oil 
spill). Upon receipt of such certification, the SBA Administrator may declare an area 



eligible for Economic Injury Disaster Loans (EIDLs) only. 

Secretary of Agriculture 

0 When the Secretary of Agriculture designates an agricultural disaster, EIDLs are 
available to small businesses and agricultural cooperatives which have suffered substantial 
economic injury as the direct result of the agricultural production losses recognized by 
the Secretary (g^, 1988 drought). 

5. Disaster Loan Process 

Outreach and Application 

0 The disaster declaration is announced through the local media. Telephone numbers to 
contact (both FEMA and SBA use 800 numbers) and places to apply for assistance are 
provided. 

o SBA commences field operations by establishing a temporary office(s) in the declared 
area(s). In a Presidential declaration, FEMA usually establishes Disaster Application 
Centers (DACs), and SBA is present in each one. SBA encourages all victims to visit 
SBA in person. When FEMA does not open DACs, SBA establishes its own outreach 
offices within the disaster area, and encourages all potential loan applicants to come in 
for a personal interview. 

o In a Presidential disaster, the victim comes to a DAC established by FEMA or telephones 
a FEMA registrar. The FEMA registration form contains an income test based on the 
minimum incomes for each household size provided by SBA. FEMA refers victims with 
incomes below these minimums established by SBA directly and immediately to the 
Individual and Family Grant (IFG) program. FEMA refers those victims with incomes 
above the minimum threshholds to SBA for possible loan assistance. All business victims 
and self-employed homeowners or renters are referred to SBA. 

o If the victim registers with FEMA by telephone, the information is forwarded to SBA on 
a daily basis. SBA calls the victim to encourage an interview at the nearest DAC or 
outreach office. Victims who call SBA directly are also encouraged to come in person 
for an interview. 

o SBA conducts an individual (preferably) or group interview to explain the disaster loan 
program and the application process and forms. SBA makes an initial, quick assessment 
of each victim's financial circumstances, based on income and fixed debts. For those 
with obvious inability to assume additional debt, SBA issues a Summary Decline. These 
are typically victims just above the minimum income threshholds with excessive debt 
levels. Summary Declines result in immediate referrals ̂  the IFG program, thus 
avoiding delay in assistance and unnecessary processing actions. An applicant who 



receives a Summary Decline may request reconsideration of the decision within six 
months by completing an SBA loan application. SBA issues a loan application to all 
remaining victims. 

o SBA provides local workshops where disaster victims can get help in completing the loan 
application forms and obtaining the necessary supporting documentation (such as copies 
of tax returns). Photocopying machines are available. Local CPAs and bankers often 
volunteer to man the workshops, and rent-free locations are often provided by local banks 
(e.g.. Bank of America office in Oakland used for loan closings). 

o Loan applications can be submitted by mail or in person. The filing period is usually 
60 days from the DAC opening date for physical loss applications, and 9 months for 
economic injury applications. The speed at which applications are returned varies with 
the type of disaster. For example, in the case of the 1991 Oakland fire many 
homeowners filed applications very late in the application period because they were 
waiting to determine insurance coverage, while renters generally came in immediately 
because they had little or no insurance. 

Screening and Docketing 

o SBA reviews submitted .ipplications for completeness. If any information is missing, or 
if clarification is needed, SBA informs the applicant of the necessary documentation or 
information. 

o SBA prepares a loan case file for each application. If necessary, SBA forwards 
statements of personal history to the Inspector General's Office for FBI checks. 

o Review and processing of applications is done at one of four disaster area offices, in 
Niagara Falls, Atlanta, Fort Worth, and Sacramento, except in certain circumstances like 
an unusually large disaster (e.g.. Hurricane Hugo) where it is done locally. Normally, 
screening and docketing is completed in one to five days. 

Loss Verification 

0 SBA calls the applicant to schedule an appointment for on-site verification of the loss 
cited in the application. 

o An SBA loss verifier visits the property with the applicant, inspects the disaster damage, 
estimates the total cost of repair or replacement (as well as the fair market value for 
collateral purposes), and prepares a detailed report of the loss verification. 

o Under normal circumstances, verification is completed two to three weeks after an 
application is submitted. 



0 Loss verification activity sometimes is required at later stages, after a loan is approved. 
As reconstmction progresses, SBA often checks on progress to assure that SBA funds are 
being used as authorized. If the borrower also has an insurance settlement, SBA may 
confirm that the insurance proceeds have been used to start the rebuilding before 
releasing SBA fimds to complete a project. Adhering to these safeguards results in 
continued loss verification activity for a protracted period after a disaster. 

Credit Analysis and Decision 

o An SBA loan officer conducts a financial review of the £q)plication, loss verification 
report, credit reports, and other materials. These are used to determine eligibility, the 
loan amount, repayment ability and credit risk. Insurance coverage is considered at this 
stage, and used to offset the total verified loss in determining the loan amount (the same 
is tme of other disaster assistance received, such as FEMA aid). A detailed report is 
prepared documenting the loan officer's analysis and conclusions. 

0 If a loan can be approved, the loan officer establishes terms and conditions reflecting 
appropriate repayment, collateral and other restrictions. 

o Loan officers' recommendations must be approved by a supervisor, and proposed terms 
and conditions must satisfy a legal review. 

o Under normal circumstances, the credit analysis and approval/ disapproval process takes 
18 to 24 days. 

Loan Funding and Document Preparation 

0 After all intemal concurrences in a recommendation to approve a loan, the funds for the 
loan are obligated. Obligation of loan funds is performed through a computer system, 
which must have alloted funds available. The time lapse between the disaster event itself 
and the obligation of ftinds can easily exceed 100 days. 

0 SBA prepares approval documents (approval letter, note, authorization and agreement, 
etc.) and mails them together with closing documents (security instruments such as 
mortgages or deeds of tmst, other legal documents, etc.) and detailed closing 
instmctions. This is SBA's official notice to the applicant of the approval of the loan. 
If the loan application was declined, SBA mails a letter describing the reasons for the 
negative decision and advising the applicant of reconsideration rights. 

o Under normal circumstances, the document preparation process takes one to seven days. 
SBA's goal is to send an approval letter with loan documents or a declination letter to 
the borrower within 60 days after receipt of the application. 



Loan Closing 

o SBA provides assistance to the borrower in closing the loan (executing the loan 
documents and satisfying loan conditions in order to qualify for disbursement). This is 
done in person, by mail and by telephone. 

0 Loan documents retumed are reviewed by legal staff for sufficiency. Typically, 
borrowers delay retuming the loan documents to SBA because of concems about 
incurring the indebtedness, indefinite rebuilding plans, questions about building permits 
and similar concems. It is not unusual for local govemments to change building codes 
in the wake of a disaster, causing further delay. 

0 The loan closing typically occurs between one and sixty days after the documents are 
prepared. In some cases of causes beyond the control of the borrower, loan closing may 
be delayed further. 

Loan Disbursement 

o When the necessary documentation is in order, an initial disbursement is ordered. 
Disaster loan fiinds are disbursed in increments as they are needed and used, rather than 
in a lump sum at closing. There can be a sizeable lag between loan approval and 
disbursement of funds (e.g.. requirement for the borrower to inject insurance settlement 
first, delay in obtaining a building permit). 

0 As each borrower's rebuilding project progresses, additional disbursements are ordered. 
This is to ensure that loan fiinds are used only for repairing or replacing property 
damaged by the disaster. 

0 Loan payments are the same regardless of whether all or a portion of the loan has been 
disbursed. The term of the loan is reduced to account for this. 

0 When the fiill loan amount has been disbursed, responsibility for servicing the loan is 
transferred from the disaster loan program to a regional SBA loan servicing office. 

6. Automated Systems 

o Tracking. SBA has a computer system in place at all four of its disaster area offices that 
it uses to track each loan case through every stage of the disaster loan process (including 
the use of a bar code system for transferring files). The area offices can generate 
disaster-by-disaster summaries of data in the system on registrations, interviews, 
summary declinations, issued applications, accepted applications, verified losses, 
processed applications, approved loan amounts, disbursements, etc. at any time. 



Document Preparation. SBA has a computer program that automatically generates and 
underlines special loan terms and conditions, based on a checklist filled out by the loan 
officer. 

7. P( rsonnel 

SBA relies heavily on temporary employees to staff the disaster loan program. There 
is only one permanent SBA employee for each area office — the office manager. There 
may be several hundred other employees in a geographical area, who are either "cadre" 
employees (people with many years' tenure in the program who are guaranteed at least 
six months' employment a year) or temporary employees (typically hired for four 
months, but authorized to retain long term). 



Loan Programs: 

<ftfltg Share Loans 

FEMA may lend or advance to an eUgible applicant or State the portion of assistance for 
which the State is responsible under cost sharing provisions of the Stafford Act. In order to 
be determined eUgible for a loan, the Govemor must demonstrate, where the damage is 
overwhelming and severe, that the State is unable to assume its financial responsibility to 
meet the cost share. 

Community Di5aster Loans 

Loans are avaUable to local govemments which have suffered a substantial loss of tax and 
other revenues as a result of a major disaster, and which have demonstrated a need for 
financial assistance in order to provide essential governmental services. 



4. SMALL BUSINESS (1fi) 
Small business relief due to tlood/raln. 
Need to develop business in rural area - non-ag. 

»• Foresee layoffs do not need number of ag workers to transfer and process 
crops. 
What is being done to help farm related businesses during the crisis - they 
are laying off people because the worl< is not there. 

^ What about retailers that will be Impacted by the loss of income families havo 
to spend? 

^ There is a concem for the future of the small business famiers. What is 
being done to protect them? 

be available for Ihem? 
Main street business in our communities. 

: S r s t e r o ^ o r a r n ? ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ T.ey(.u.nesso..ono. 

, S " S S S i e , s and haulers being lost In me shume. Need 
T a S S y T p m H A before losses known. Do not qualrfy wUh SBA by 

riflfinition. . _ 



MEMORANDUM FOR ROY NEEL 

FROM: KATHI WAY 
KEITH MASON 

RE: UPDATE ON THE FLOOD RESPONSE 

DATE: AUGUST 25, 1993 

Following i s a summary of i n f o r m a t i o n learned regarding the 
s t a t u s of s t a t e waiver a p p l i c a t i o n s and planned events i n the 
Midwest r e l a t e d t o the f l o o d . 

ADJUSTMENT IN STATE MATCH REQUIREMENTS 

SHORT TERM/EMERGENCY RELIEF: State match requirements f o r 
emergency r e l i e f were immediately waived i n response t o the 
magnitude of the f l o o d . 

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS: Attached i s a copy of a l e t t e r from 
Governor Carnahan of Missouri again requesting a t i m e l y answer t o 
the s t a t e s ' request f o r waiver of the requirements f o r s t a t e and 
l o c a l match f o r FEMA's p u b l i c assistance program. We have 
spoken, a t le n g t h , w i t h FEMA about the procedures and past 
p r a c t i c e s used t o determine recommendations f o r waiving s t a t e and 
l o c a l match requirements. For ALL d i s a s t e r s , (Andrew, Hugo, 
C a l i f o r n i a earthquakes, e t c . ) , FEMA has required the damaged 
i n c u r r e d by a p a r t i c u l a r s t a t e be equal t o or greater than $64 
per c a p i t a f o r the t o t a l population w i t h i n t h a t s t a t e before 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n i s given t o waiving the matching requirements f o r 
s t a t e s . States w i t h large populations, l i k e I l l i n o i s , w i l l have 
a d i f f i c u l t time meetings t h i s requirement however, FEMA believes 
two s t a t e s i n the Midwest may u l t i m a t e l y q u a l i f y f o r 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n , Missouri and Iowa. As of 4:30 PM t h i s afternoon, 
FEMA c a l c u l a t e d Missouri i s $2 m i l l i o n short and Iowa i s $60 
m i l l i o n s h o r t of reaching the $64 per c a p i t a l i m i t . Because t h i s 
d i s a s t e r i s u n l i k e others, the estimates are less c e r t a i n and 
more f l e x i b l e . Once the $64 per c a p i t a mark i s met, FEMA has 
broad d i s c r e t i o n i n determining changes i n s t a t e and l o c a l match 
requirements. A f t e r Andrew and Hugo FEMA required the s t a t e s t o 
c o n t r i b u t e an amount equal t o $10 per c a p i t a and waived any 
remaining match requirements f o r p u b l i c assistance programs. 
F l o r i d a ' s c o n t r i b u t i o n was $33 m i l l i o n . Dick Krimm has i n d i c a t e d 
FEMA w i l l l i k e l y recommend a f l a t 10% match requirement f o r 
s t a t e s e l i g i b l e i n the flooded r e g i o n ( M o n e t a r i l y there i s not 
much d i f f e r e n c e i n money and the explanation i s s i m p l e r ) . We 
have asked FEMA t o submit a 



memorandum t o the President e x p l a i n i n g the c r i t e r i a used t o waive 
s t a t e match requirements, d e t a i l i n g options open t o FEMA and 
recommending a course of a c t i o n . I f FEMA believes both Iowa and 
Missouri w i l l reach the $64 requirement i t would be advantageous 
t o announce e l i g i b i l i t y f o r both states simultaneously. 

ARMY CORP: The only match requirements f o r the Army Corp of 
Engineers i s a 20% requirement f o r non-federal levees t h a t are 
sponsored by p u b l i c e n t i t i e s ( g r a n g e s f o r i n s t a n c e ) . I n these 
instances the s t a t e s are most l i k e l y t o provide " i n - k i n d " 
matches. The snag f o r Levee r e c o n s t r u c t i o n i s no p r i v a t e l y held 
levees are e l i g i b l e f o r Corp assistance i n r e c o n s t r u c t i o n . 

SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE (SCS): The s o i l conservation s e r v i c e 
normally r e q u i r e s a 75/25 match from l o c a l s . Unlike most 
programs, they have complete a d m i n i s t r a t i v e a u t h o r i t y t o waive or 
a d j u s t match r a t e s . This program, however, i s not an e n t i t l e m e n t 
and t o make best use of resources a v a i l a b l e p r o j e c t s are 
p r i o r i t i z e d based on l e v e l of importance. P r o j e c t s q u a l i f y i n g 
under t h i s program can cross State borders f o r funding purposes. 
During Andrew and Hugo SCS waived the s t a t e match requirement. 
C u r r e n t l y t h e i r funding a v a i l a b l e i s about 50% of need. A 
readjustment of the match r a t e would simply mean fewer p r o j e c t s 
completed. 

INDIVIDUAL ASSISTANCE: There i s a s t a t u t o r y requirement f o r a 
75/25 match r a t e t h a t can not be waived without Congressional 
approval. 

EVENTS PLANNED IN THE MIDWEST 

HUD: I n Des Moines Thursday and Friday, August 26/27 t o 
discuss access t o housing assistance f o r f l o o d v i c t i m s and 
disperse checks. 

EDUCATION: Secretary R i l e y w i l l be i n St. Louis on August 
27 t o meet w i t h school o f f i c i a l s i n the flooded r e g i o n . 

PUBLIC HEALTH: I n New Orleans on Friday, August 27 t o 
discuss the a p p l i c a t i o n process f o r p u b l i c h e a l t h funding r e l a t e d 
t o the d i s a s t e r i n the midwest. 

ASSOCIATION OF FLOOD PLAIN MANAGERS: I n S t . L o u i s and 
Monday and Tuesday, August 30/31 a meeting t o discuss f u t u r e 
p o l i c i e s r e l a t e d t o f l o o d p l a i n management. 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION: Secretary Pena w i l l be i n the 
Kansas C i t y and Des Moines next Thursday, September 2 t o disburse 
money f o r short l i n e r a i l r e p a i r and r e c o n s t r u c t i o n . 



The most urgent issue i s state requests for waiver 
requirements. We w i l l continue to t a l k with FEMA and urge a 
timely determination of t h i s issue. In addition, we are planning 
to meet with the Washington Office State Directors from the flood 
area next week to address t h e i r remaining concerns. Oleta 
Fitzgerald and Dick Krimm w i l l be included i n that meeting. 

CC: Carol Rasco 
Marcia Hale 
Steve Silverman 



MEMORANDUM FOR ROY NEEL 
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RE: UPDATE ON THE FLOOD RESPONSE 
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Following i s a summary of inf o r m a t i o n learned regarding the 
s t a t u s of s t a t e waiver a p p l i c a t i o n s and planned events i n the 
Midwest r e l a t e d t o the f l o o d . 

ADJUSTMENT IN STATE MATCH REQUIREMENTS 

SHORT TERM/EMERGENCY RELIEF: State match requirements f o r 
emergency r e l i e f were immediately waived i n response t o the 
magnitude of the f l o o d . 

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS: Attached i s a copy of a l e t t e r from 
Governor Carnahan of Missouri again requesting a t i m e l y answer t o 
the s t a t e s ' request f o r waiver of the requirements f o r s t a t e and 
l o c a l match f o r FEMA's p u b l i c assistance program. We have 
spoken, a t leng t h , w i t h FEMA about the procedures and past 
p r a c t i c e s used t o determine recoimnendations f o r waiving s t a t e and 
l o c a l match requirements. For ALL d i s a s t e r s , (Andrew, Hugo, 
C a l i f o r n i a earthquakes, e t c . ) , FEMA has required the damaged 
i n c u r r e d by a p a r t i c u l a r s t a t e be equal t o or greater than $64 
per c a p i t a f o r the t o t a l population w i t h i n t h a t s t a t e before 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n i s given t o waiving the matching requirements f o r 
s t a t e s . States w i t h large populations, l i k e I l l i n o i s , w i l l have 
a d i f f i c u l t time meetings t h i s requirement however, FEMA believes 
two s t a t e s i n the Midwest may u l t i m a t e l y q u a l i f y f o r 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n , Missouri and Iowa. As of 4:30 PM t h i s afternoon, 
FEMA c a l c u l a t e d Missouri i s $2 m i l l i o n short and Iowa i s $60 
m i l l i o n s h o r t of reaching the $64 per c a p i t a l i m i t . Because t h i s 
d i s a s t e r i s u n l i k e others, the estimates are less c e r t a i n and 
more f l e x i b l e . Once the $64 per c a p i t a mark i s met, FEMA has 
broad d i s c r e t i o n i n determining changes i n s t a t e and l o c a l match 
requirements. A f t e r Andrew and Hugo FEMA required the s t a t e s t o 
c o n t r i b u t e an amount equal t o $10 per c a p i t a and waived any 
remaining match requirements f o r p u b l i c assistance programs. 
F l o r i d a ' s c o n t r i b u t i o n was $33 m i l l i o n . Dick Krimm has i n d i c a t e d 
FEMA w i l l l i k e l y recommend a f l a t 10% match requirement f o r 
s t a t e s e l i g i b l e i n the flooded region(Monetarily there i s not 
much d i f f e r e n c e i n money and the explanation i s s i m p l e r ) . We 
have asked FEMA t o submit a 



memorandum t o the President e x p l a i n i n g the c r i t e r i a used t o waive 
s t a t e match requirements, d e t a i l i n g options open t o FEMA and 
recommending a course of a c t i o n . I f FEMA believes both Iowa and 
Missouri w i l l reach the $64 requirement i t would be advantageous 
t o announce e l i g i b i l i t y f o r both states simultaneously. 

AFIMY CORP: The only match requirements f o r the Army Corp of 
Engineers i s a 20% requirement f o r non-federal levees t h a t are 
sponsored by p u b l i c e n t i t i e s ( g r a n g e s f o r i n s t a n c e ) . I n these 
instances the s t a t e s are most l i k e l y t o provide " i n - k i n d " 
matches. The snag f o r Levee r e c o n s t r u c t i o n i s no p r i v a t e l y held 
levees are e l i g i b l e f o r Corp assistance i n r e c o n s t r u c t i o n . 

SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE (SCS): The s o i l conservation s e r v i c e 
normally r e q u i r e s a 75/25 match from l o c a l s . Unlike most 
programs, they have complete a d m i n i s t r a t i v e a u t h o r i t y t o waive or 
a d j u s t match r a t e s . This program, however, i s not an e n t i t l e m e n t 
and t o make best use of resources a v a i l a b l e p r o j e c t s are 
p r i o r i t i z e d based on l e v e l of importance. P r o j e c t s q u a l i f y i n g 
under t h i s program can cross State borders f o r funding purposes. 
During Andrew and Hugo SCS waived the s t a t e match requirement. 
C u r r e n t l y t h e i r funding a v a i l a b l e i s about 50% of need. A 
readjustment of the match r a t e would simply mean fewer p r o j e c t s 
completed. 

INDIVIDUAL ASSISTANCE: There i s a s t a t u t o r y requirement f o r a 
75/25 match r a t e t h a t can not be waived without Congressional 
approval. 

EVENTS PLANNED IN THE MIDWEST 

HUD: I n Des Moines Thursday and Friday, August 26/27 t o 
discuss access t o housing assistance f o r f l o o d v i c t i m s and 
disperse checks. 

EDUCATION: Secretary R i l e y w i l l be i n St. Louis on August 
27 t o meet w i t h school o f f i c i a l s i n the flooded r e g i o n . 

PUBLIC HEALTH: I n New Orleans on Friday, August 27 t o 
discuss the a p p l i c a t i o n process f o r p u b l i c h e a l t h funding r e l a t e d 
t o the d i s a s t e r i n the midwest. 

ASSOCIATION OF FLOOD PLAIN MANAGERS: I n S t . L o u i s and 
Monday and Tuesday, August 30/31 a meeting t o discuss f u t u r e 
p o l i c i e s r e l a t e d t o f l o o d p l a i n management. 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION: Secretary Pena w i l l be i n the 
Kansas C i t y and Des Moines next Thursday, September 2 t o disburse 
money f o r short l i n e r a i l r e p a i r and r e c o n s t r u c t i o n . 



The most urgent issue i s state requests for waiver 
requirements. We w i l l continue to talk with FEMA and urge a 
timely determination of this issue. In addition, we are planning 
to meet with the Washington Office State Directors from the flood 
area next week to address their remaining concerns. Oleta 
Fitzgerald and Dick Krimm w i l l be included in that meeting. 

CC: Carol Rasco 
Marcia Hale 
Steve Silverman 



September 13, 1993 

DRAFT LIST OF UNRESOLVED QUESTIONS REGARDING FLOOD 

Following is a draft l i s t of unresolved questions the states are grappling 
with as they attempt to clean-up and deal with long-term recovery efforts. 

. 1. We have submitted a comprehensive l i s t of waiver requests and to date 
uecd +o l,''̂ cJ jjgyg ĵ Q̂  received formal answers to the items on this l i s t . Individual 

CUT -nmenMG govemors have received some guidance from individual agencies regarding 
g. specific requests. Does this specific guidance apply to a l l states? When 

PC« t^esPOM . expect response to this overall list? And in what form? 

2. I f states use money from current year appropriations for flood 
recovery efforts, can they receive reimbursement from the emergency 
supplemental? Do the waiver provisions of the emergency supplemental 
apply i f current year funds are used? 

3. , We have a number of specific housing issues that are not resolved. 
What is the most efficient way to get answers? These questions include 
proper use of CDBG and HOME funds, as well as use of funds for buyouts 
and relocation purposes. 

4. There are serious discrepancies between state damage estimates and 
FEMA estimates. At what point and in what manner can we resolve these? 

5. We also are unclear about the proper procedure for answers to 
specific agency questions. Is i t first to FEMA, to USDA, where do we 
tum for answers? We have not been able to resolve issues between field 
office knowledge and central office. 

6. What is the process for resolving differences between agencies? 
Missouri is in the middle of a conflict between FEMA and EPA and cannot 
get resolution of the difference. To whom do they tum? 

7. We are confused and concerned by the letter that Secretary Espy just 
sent to Govemors in the past few days. Are there specific issues and 
specific data that USDA has not been able to obtain? How can we expedite 
the process of ensuring that the data that have already been submitted 
get to the proper authority? 
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Sep^mber 15, 2993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE H'€761 

WITHDRAWAL OP THE FEMA-
SUNSET ACT bF 1S93 

The SPE1AKE5R pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-, 
tieman from California (Mr. STARK] IS 
recognized for 6 minutes. 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, on February 4 I 
Introduced the Federal Emergency Manage­
ment Agency Sunset Act of 1993. HJL 667. 
TNs t)iaAvouid transfer FEMA's lesponsWiities 
to the Oepartment of Defense in order lo im­
prove our nattonal disaster response.., 

AWwugti I sfill tjeGeve-that the mnnary 
should have a more coordinated role in Fed-
ersri disaster response, I no longer thinic 
we need to abo6sh FEMA In order to achieve 
tWsgc^. 

I introduced H.R 867 because of F B ^ s 
repeated Keyslo^ Kops petformances during 
the Loma Prieta Earthquake, Hurricane Hugo, 
and other prdvtous natured disastors; During 
the past 12 years. FEMA has been a msknage-
rial morass, a poKtksJ turî ey fann for flurikies 
and ppWfcal supportefs of the Fteagah and 
Bush adrhinistrations: 

After watching FEMA respond to the fkxxfs 
In the Midwest and prepare for Hurricane 
Emily, I ,have concluded that Preskient Clinton 
has successfully "reinvented" this agency. By 

. appoinfinjj de<ftpated disaster response prcrfes-
stonals, espedalty the rww Director. James L 
Witt, the Preskient has enal)led FEMA to cor­
rect the management problems caused by the 
neglect and Incompetence of ttie two prevkMJS 
ad(T̂ nistratk>ns. 

1 sttn hope to isee char\ge5 to increase the 
mintaiys fole In Federal dteaster resjponse. 
and to pamianently relieve FEMA from the re-
sponsibility for jKeparing for nudear war. 
Under the managemant'of Preslder̂  Clii^ 
appointees and with the commitmerit of Jhe 
a^^nb/s dedk:ated civil ̂ rvants. 1 now be­
lieve that these reforms can and will hap̂ pea 

Today I ask lhe committees of iurisdk:tk>n to 
drop consWeratfoh of H.R 867, arid i support 
the management changes kistituted by Direc­
tor Witt 
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REIMBURSEMENT rOLlCY KX)R STATES ATFECTED BY MIDWEST FLOODS 

Experience with the Midwest Floods and other recent disasters makes clear the need 
to rethink the Federal policies conceming when to declare a m ôr disaster and when to 
adjust various requirements for Stale matching funds. The President has directed White 
House and agency staff to work wiUi members of Congress and with Govemors to review 
these issues and propose administrative and legislative reforms within the next few weeks. 
Meanwhile, however, wc must respond as best we can to the serious problems of the Upper 
Mississippi Valley. 

Pniir.v statement: For the time being, the Administration wUl use two alternative standards 
in evLuaUng whether FEMA Public Assistance cost share adjustments should approved 
for States declared major disaster areas: 

(1) States declared separately as a result of a disaster having UtUe or no relation to oUier 
declarations would continue lo be evaluated using the $64 per capita qualifymg 
tiu-eshold upon which FEMA has historically relied. These cases would indicate 
situations where individual Stales are severely impacted, but where the national 
economy would not seem to be significantly affected; or, 

a) States receiving declarations at the same approximate time as a result of the same or 
simUar events (tornadoes, excessive rain, or hurricanes), if unable to meet the $64 per 
capita qualifying threshold, may still receive cost share adjustments if the broader 
range of costs associated with Uie disaster are of significant consequence to tJie 
national economy. This threshold is being established at .05 percent of the country s 
gross domesuc product (GDP). This altemaUve measure of cost is described on the 
attached page. 

Reimbursement of eligible public assistance disaster costs for the nine States affected 
by the flooding in the Midwest will be on a 90 percent Federal/10 percent State cost share 
raUo starUng with the initiation of the incident period for each specific State. 

Rationale: The President has determined that because of Uie unusual scope, duraUon, and 
breadth of the Midwesl flooding, a review of the cost share formula was necessary and 
appropriaie. The result of this review was a recominendation for a straight cost share policy 
of 90 percent Fedcral/lO percent State for all eligible public assistance cosls. Wlule no one 
State - with tlie exception of Missouri - approaches or meets Condition (1) stated above, 
Condition (2) is mel. Total FEMA-eligible damages for the entire affected region (all nme 
Slates) are estimated at $976 million, or .016 percent of the country's GDP. Total Federal 
and non-Federal damages are esUmaled to be $7,6 billion, or .12 percent of GDP. 
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The cost share waiver recommwidatlon is based on the following: 

0 The flooding severely affected the entire Midwest; nine Slates with 500 counties 
having been designated for Individual Assistance, Public Assistance, or both; 

0 The duration of flooding has caused unprecedented, protracted disruption of 
commerce and agriculture which has resulted in significant economic losses to States 
and communities in addition to tlie loss of tax base and revenues; 

o Over 100,000 people have registered for assisiance. Approximately 45,000 liave been 
determined to be eligible for temporary housing assisiance, indicating the extent to 
which many individuals and families have been displaced from their homes, places of 
work, and communities; and, 

0 It is in the best interests of the Nation's economy to expedite a return to economic 
vitality in Uiese States and communities. 

pefmition of Altemative NaUonal Economic Damage Measure: An altemative, broader 
measure of damage and economic impact can be constructed, for this and previous disasters, 
that includes all damages reimbursed by Federal agencies as well as a substantial fraction of 
private losses that are not reimbursed. Specifically, Uiis includes: FEMA damage estimates; 
business and housing losses for which SBA loans are made for reconstruction; crop losses 
(both ihose covered by Agriculture and those not covered); and damage to Federal levees and 
other Federal facilities. 

While this altemative measure is not all inclusive ~ omitting, for inslance, costs of 
charitable and voluntary efforts, most privately insured losses, as well as other privately 
borne personal suffering and disruption - it is bioad enough to capture Uie relative 
magnitude of various disasters. 

By this measure, Uie Andrew/Iniki, Hugo, and Midwest flood disasters are clearly of 
a magnitude sufficient to make an upward adjustment of FEMA-eligible dainage 
reimbursement a national priority. In all of these cases, the costs identified exceed .05 
percent of GDP. OUier disasters fall short of Uiis threshold (see attached Table, right-most 
column). 



Determming Eligibility of FEMA Cost Share A p̂tstiiMxits 
PreOminary Estimate of Ecoaomic Loss as Share of GDP 

($ in raiflioos) 

Ebnicaae 

Loom Ptieta F&irricaxK Aadrew/Iirild/ 
Mt St. HelenB Emthgtiiike fejs TjjiiooaQmu Midwesl Floods 

ErtnnatedLo«« 1,017.2 2,683.6 2,838.5 9,953.0 7,573.4 

1993 GDP 6,260,000 

L o « « a « « c f G D P 0.00016 0.00043 0.00045 0.00159 0.00121 

lDPtec«il»geT<nH 0.02* 0.04% 0.05% 0.16% 0.12« 



September 20, 1993 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: Kathi Way 

SUBJECT: Midwest Flood Response 

ACTION FORCING EVENT: Current analysis of dainage i n the 
midwestem s t a t e s i n d i c a t e s only Missouri w i l l reach the $64 per 
c a p i t a damage l e v e l and, thereby, q u a l i f y f o r the 90/10 matching 
r a t e f o r p u b l i c assistance costs. The unusual nature o f t h i s 
d i s a s t e r , both the widespread impact and long d u r a t i o n , suggests 
t h a t perhaps a d i f f e r e n t standard should be used t o consider 
Federal assistance. 

BACKGROUND/ANALYSIS: The impact of the midwest f l o o d i n g has been 
f e l t i n nine s t a t e s . 500 counties have been designated f o r 
I n d i v i d u a l Assistance, Public Assistance or both. Over 100,000 
people have r e g i s t e r e d f o r assistance and approximately 45,000 
people have been determined e l i g i b l e f o r temporary housing 
assistance. The i n i t i a l feedback t o our response t o the d i s a s t e r 
was very p o s i t i v e . The Department of A g r i c u l t u r e and FEMA have 
worked hard t o ensure the emergency s i t u a t i o n received quick 
response. We need t o c a r r y t h a t strong p o s i t i o n through the 
recovery phase. At your d i r e c t i o n FEMA, OMB, and AG have worked 
t o develop options f o r strengthening our e f f o r t s t o the s t a t e s 
and l o c a l communities as they work towards recovery. 

RECOMMENDATION: OMB, AG, and FEMA have suggested an a l t e r n a t i v e 
c r i t e r i a be added t o cu r r e n t waiver p o l i c y t h a t would enable 
s t a t e s t o p a r t i c i p a t e i n the reduced match r a t e . Under t h i s 
scenario, s t a t e s r e c e i v i n g a d i s a s t e r d e c l a r a t i o n a t 
approximately the same time as a r e s u l t of the same or s i m i l a r 
events (tornadoes, excessive r a i n , or hu r r i c a n e s ) , i f unable t o 
meet the $64 per c a p i t a q u a l i f y i n g t hreshold, may receive cost 
share adjustments i f the broader range of costs associated w i t h 
the d i s a s t e r are of s i g n i f i c a n t consequence t o the n a t i o n a l 
economy. The thr e s h o l d would be reached when the costs 
associated w i t h the d i s a s t e r reach .10 percent of the country's 



gross domestic product. Using t h i s measure, the t o t a l Federal 
and non-Federal damages from t h i s flood are estimated to be $7.6 
b i l l i o n or .12 percent of GDP. Each of the nine states involved 
i n the midwest flooding would be e l i g i b l e to receive a 90/10 
match rate f o r costs associated with public assistance. Attached 
i s a chart prepared by OMB that shows loss as a percent of GDP i n 
percentage terms for other recent disasters. 

This change i s policy w i l l be well received i n the flood 
region. By making t h i s announcement personally, the people i n 
the midwest w i l l be reminded of your continuing concern f o r t h e i r 
d i f f i c u l t circumstance. 



DRAFT 
Determining Eligibility of FEMA Cost Share Adjustments 
Preliminary Estimate of Economic Loss as Share of GDP 

($ in millions) 

Loma Prieta 

Mt. St. Helens Eartbqaake 

Estimaled Losses 

1993 GDP 6,260,000 
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In Percentage Tetms 
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September 20, 1993 

or 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

PROM: K a t h i Way 

SUBJECT: Midwest Flood Response 

'n>c imps 
^ 0 0 C01 

ACTION FORCING EVENT: C u ^ ' ^ V ^ ^ y ^ ^ t t r i ^ S l S « S64 per 
midwestem states ^ " " " ^ ^ ^ J ^ qualify for the 90/10 matching 
capita damage level and. ̂ ^ef*??' unusual nature of thia 
rate for 5^""=^^if*:^|eSS"Spac?»nSs duration, suggests 
t ^ r ^ r h a p f a S l f S e S ? l ? ^ d ^ should be used to consider 
Federal assistance. 

Pi^r impact of the midwest flooding nas been 

felt-in nine states. - - J ^ - , ^ : : ; ^ ' * ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^25,000 
individual Assistance ^^IS^^^^I^/lp^oximately 45,000 
people have registered fo^^^^^'^^TJ^f^.^^^teSoorarY housing 
?eo?le have been f^termined el^^^^^ for t^PO^|^^^ f^,,,^^^ 

assistance. The ^ ' ^ ^ ^ . ^ ^ ^ . j ^ ^ , ul n^^^^^lLuin 'inrl FEMA have 

response. «e " ^ ^ J *° " ' ^ , * S ^ " ^ , ^ ! ' I S d *G hive worKed 

states to participate in ̂ne * declaration at 
scenario, states ^^^^^^^9 ^^J^lult of the same cr similar 
appro«i™̂ t:ely the ̂ ^^^JJ^ee^^l^y^Sr h^?ricanesK i l unable to 
events (tornadoes, ê ^̂ ^̂ "̂"® " ^ " l JJreshold may receive cost 
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gross domestic product, / s i n g t h i s ™ e , th^^^^ 
Snd non-Federal damages from t h i s f lood are involved 
b i l l i o n or .12 percent of GDP. E ^ ? ? ° | , f ^ ^ ^ ^ 2 c e i v r a 90/10 
i n the midwest * ^ - ° ^ ^ 2 s : c ^ a ? e ? w ? t h ' p u i ! i r ^ ^ ^ 
match r a t e f o r costs associated ^'J^" P^^ t i as a oercent o f GDP i n IS a char t prepared by OMB that shows loss as a percern: o 

S I ^ S d « K S ^ i - l e ^ ^ i ^ i S S S - S n : ^ i S i l ' c S l L i r i i l t ^ e l r 
d i f f i c u l t circumstance. 

/ yu use hll^"^<i 



DRAFT 
DctePBining EUs^Uity of FEMA Cost S h ^ ^ l ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
PkvliniiuBry Estknate of Ecomwiic Lo« as Sbare of GDF 

in miAuKis) 

Humcane 
tomaPnota H«ric-oe | Anfre-wflnSki/ 

(HI. Si. Helena Esstbgafite Bags 

19W ODP 6^ ,0«0 

teal u SliMCoraOP 

1.017.2 

O.00O16 
0.92% 

0.C0043 
0.04% 

2,B38.S 

0.00045 
0.0$% 

9,953.0 7,573.4 

0.00121 
0.12% 

0.00(59 
0.16% 

o 
CO 

s 
U) O 

en 
O l 

»» oe in 

tn • 

?3 

I o 
S I 
o 
o 



Suggested Format for Resumes/Biographies 
(For submitting nominations for participants on the 
Interagency Floodplain Management Committee) 

One page maximum. 
Single space. 

NAME 
Current Title 

Current Office 
Current Agency 

First Paragraph: Cunent position and responsibilities. Identification of key/signficiant 
acitivities/accomplishments. 

Second/Thiid/Fourth Paragraphs: PrevioLs responsiblities/experience. Identification of 
key/signficiant acitivities/accomplishments. 

Final Paragraph: Education, other misccllanceous background 



Suggested Format for Resumes/Biographies 
(For submitting nominations for participants on the 
Interagency Floodplain Management Committee) 

One page maximum. 
Single space. 

NAME 
Current Title 

Current Office 
Current Agency 

First Paragraph: Cairrent position and respcnsibilities. Identification of key/signficiant 
acitivities/accomplishments. 

Second/Thiid/Fourth Paragraphs: Previous responsiblities/experience. ldentifica;tion of 
key/signficiant acitivities/accomplishments. 

Final Paragraph: Education, other miscellanceous background 



Testimony Before House Pxablic Works and Transportation 
Subcommittee on Water Resources and Environment 

The Midwest Floods of 1993: Flood Control and 
Flood P l a i n P o l i c y and Proposals 

by 
Doug Plasencia, P.E. 

Chair, Association of State Floodplain Managers 
203 Governor St, Suite 206 

Richmond, VA 23219 

BACKGROUND 

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee. Thank you f o r p r o v i d i n g 
t h i s o p p o r t u n i t y t o provide t h i s testimony. The Association of 
State F l o o d p l a i n Managers i s a pr o f e s s i o n a l o r g a n i z a t i o n 
representing t h e views of over 1800 f l o o d p l a i n managers i n the 
na t i o n . Our members are from a l l l e v e l s of government and the 
p r i v a t e sector but p r i m a r i l y are s t a t e and l o c a l government 
o f f i c i a l s tasked w i t h the on the ground implementation of f l o o d 
p r o t e c t i o n programs. The Association i s dedicated t o achieving a 
n a t i o n a l r e d u c t i o n i n f l o o d damages. The Association i s the 
leadin g advocate f o r the use of n o n - s t r u c t u r a l f l o o d p r o t e c t i o n 
measures i n a comprehensive f l o o d p l a i n management p o l i c y . 

The Great Midwest Flood of 1993 was an event t h a t focused the 
na t i o n . C e r t a i n areas and regions fared w e l l during t h i s f l o o d , 
but many areas d i d not. For those areas t h a t were damaged or 
destroyed many serious questions were raise d . Outside o f the 
f l o o d p l a i n people were expressing f r u s t r a t i o n a t having t o once 
more b a i l out those they considered f o o l i s h enough t o l i v e i n a 
f l o o d p l a i n . For those i n the f l o o d p l a i n they were devastated t o 
t h i n k t h e i r levee f a i l e d , or t h a t the f l o o d i n g i n t h e i r home was 
worse because some other town's levee pushed the water i n t o t h e i r 
community. And wh i l e these views are r a t h e r narrowly focused they 
demonstrate i n many ways the shortcomings of our n a t i o n a l f l o o d 
p r o t e c t i o n and d i s a s t e r recovery p o l i c i e s . Unless short term and 
long term changes are implemented i n our n a t i o n a l f l o o d p r o t e c t i o n 
p o l i c i e s the n a t i o n w i l l continue t o experience e s c a l a t i n g f l o o d 
damages. 

This testimony w i l l provide recommendations as i t r e l a t e s f i r s t t o 
the f l o o d recovery, and second t o recommended adjustments i n 
n a t i o n a l f l o o d p r o t e c t i o n p o l i c y . 

RECOVERY 

The midwest f l o o d recovery has been met w i t h an unprecedented 
response by the f e d e r a l government. I n the past a normal f e d e r a l 
response would have been t o r e s t o r e a l l damaged b u i l d i n g s t o pre-
d i s a s t e r c o n d i t i o n s . 



The net r e s u l t being that we simply perpetuated the damage cycle, 
and assured the need to have to respond at some point again i n the 
future. This recovery has been met by a recognition by many that 
we need to apply mitigation strategies where feasible, and that we 
need to c a r e f u l l y evaluate the management of the r i v e r basin while 
u t i l i z i n g r e s t r a i n t i n the repair and restoration of flood control 
works and in f r a s t r u c t u r e . We believe that FEMA's leadership i n 
promoting m i t i g a t i o n strategies has been key. We believe that the 
White House Coordination of multi-agency programs directed towards 
the recovery has been necessary. We believe the Corps of Engineers 
and Soil Conservation Service have been highly cooperative i n 
incorporating p o l i c i e s that at times must seem foreign to t h e i r 
t r a d i t i o n a l f l o o d control programs. I n general we see i n t h i s 
recovery the f i r s t attempt of the federal government to u t i l i z e a 
comprehensive floodplain management approach. 

This flood recovery i n certain regards w i l l be a d i f f i c u l t 
recovery. Agencies are attempting to u t i l i z e and blend program 
resources i n ways that may not have been thought of i n the past. 
Communities, hungry to evaluate t h e i r options may be inundated 
either by programs that don't quite meet t h e i r needs, or may f i n d 
several programs i n place a l l with d i f f e r e n t q u a l i f i c a t i o n 
c r i t e r i a , cost sharing formulas and other requirements. The 
recovery e f f o r t may f i n d i t s e l f bound by program guidelines that 
make perfect sense during non-disaster e f f o r t s , but make l i t t l e 
sense during a disaster recovery. The Association of State 
Floodplain Managers, and the Association of State Wetland Managers 
j o i n t l y developed a l i s t of recommended actions following two 
meetings co-hosted i n the St. Louis area. These recommendations 
are attached t o t h i s testimony. 
Over the next several months key adjustment t o policy w i l l be 
necessary to assure recovery success. A few of these changes 
include: 

Passage of HR3012 "Comprehensive Cost Effective Relocation Act 
of 1993" HR3012 would provide many positive adjustments to 
the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program of FEMA. The cost share 
adjustments w i l l bring the cost share requirements i n l i n e 
with FEMA Public Assistance Cost Share guidelines and other 
flood loss reduction programs. These adjustments w i l l make 
relocation out of high r i s k flood zones more feasible for 
local and state governments to implement. 

Data Acquisition Policy decisions are being made i n a data 
vacuum. Yet we are now i n an era when the a b i l i t y to c o l l e c t 
and use f i e l d data has been greatly augmented by s a t e l l i t e and 
computer based technologies. There i s an immediate need to 
provide a comprehensive inventory of damaged buildings, 
damaged i n f r a s t r u c t u r e , impacted lands, and natural areas for 
conservation and restoration. These data bases than could be 
incorporated i n a comprehensive Geographic Information System 
(GIS) f o r the region. The need f o r t h i s data i s now c r i t i c a l 
f o r the midwest, but points to an overall lack of data nation 
wide. Simple parameters such as the number of buildings at 
r i s k t o flooding i n the nation i s currently unknown. 



Deliver Federal Progrcuns as a Package Currently state and loc a l 
governments are frustrated because the federal programs are being 
delivered as independent and uncoordinated programs. There i s a 
need to establish a clearing house where requests for assistance 
are funneled, and a multi-agency team working with the state or 
loca l government match the program or series of programs that w i l l 
best meet the lo c a l needs. This w i l l promote a comprehensive 
mitigation strategy on behalf of the community, and w i l l encourage 
federal programs to cooperate and to establish implementation 
guidelines t h a t are more uniform. 

Development of a Comprehensive Watershed Approach f o r the 
Upper Mississippi Basin. There i s s i g n i f i c a n t speculation and 
evidence t h a t land use practices and excessive flood control 
on the r i v e r system has exacerbated flooding conditions and 
other adverse impacts i n the basin. To accomplish a 
comprehensive analysis requires f i r s t the development of 
models evaluating basin hydrology and hydraulics, 
environmental resources, economic relationships, and other 
factors. 

In tandem with the modeling e f f o r t s i s a need to develop a 
policy oversight group. This group should be comprised of 
lo c a l , state, and federal partners. The ro l e of t h i s group 
would be t o examine changes i n watershed policy and to commit 
to the implementation of feasible alternatives. The 
Chesapeake Bay Compact might serve as a useful example as to 
how t h i s type of system could be developed. 

Encourage Floodplain Acquisition and Restoration Strategies 
Undeveloped floodplains not only translate i n t o low or no 
public disaster costs but these areas naturally store flood 
waters reducing down stream flood damages, serve as buffer 
areas f o r non-point source pollutants, and promotes the 
development of scarce ripa r i a n habitats. These strategies 
support numerous national p o l i c i e s , and should be supported 
when there are w i l l i n g sponsors or s e l l e r s . Structural 
recovery programs should examine whether i t i s cheaper to 
acquire protected lands or restore damaged levee as part of 
the decision making process. 

ADJUSTMENTS IN NATIONAL FLOOD PROTECTION POLICY 

Over s i x t y years ago the nation embarked on a flood protection 
program i n response to extended and severe flooding on the 
Mississippi r i v e r . The focus of these missions was flood control, 
and with single minded purpose r i v e r s were channeled, dammed, 
leveed, and diverted. L i t t l e thought was given t o the systematic 
impacts extensive flood control had on a r i v e r . I n t e l l e c t u a l l y i t 
was known these systems would be overtopped by floods or that they 
could f a i l , but i t was hoped to be such a remote p o s s i b i l i t y that 
l i t t l e serious attention was given to t h i s problem. 



A few reasoned that we could not rely on a single purpose flood 
control mission, they also reasoned that we should not encourage 
floodplain development through flood control, but these voices were 
l i t t l e listened to. Until the development of the National Flood 
Insurance Program in 1968, nation wide alternatives to flood 
control did not play a significant role in national policy. 

In the past twenty five years floodplain management has grown at 
the state and local level to include f i f t y states, four 
territories, and over 18,000 communities. The nation's floodplain 
managers draw on federal programs that regulate new construction 
but do very l i t t l e to reduce flood damages for existing buildings. 
Because of technical, budgetary, and environmental concerns flood 
control i s not the preferred method of choice by the nation's 
floodplain managers. We are frustrated with a system that produces 
studies rather than solutions. We are frustrated with a system 
that by policy seems incapable of supporting local and state multi-
objective needs. We are frustrated with a system where state and 
local government are too often viewed as incapable rather than as 
capable partners. The flooding in the midwest i s a tragedy, but in 
of i t s e l f i s symptomatic of a national flood protection policy that 
i s in serious need of revision. 

In 1992 the Federal Interagency Floodplain Management Task Force 
published Floodplain Manaqement in the United States: An Assessment 
Report. This comprehensive report provides significant insight 
into advances in floodplain management technologies and trends. 
The report generally summarizes how as a nation we are failing to 
achieve a comprehensive floodplain management policy. The 
adjustments necessary to achieve this policy would ultimately 
impact any federal agency involved with public works, community 
development, disaster response, land management, and natural 
resource policy. This report should serve as a foundation document 
when evaluating the status of floodplain management in the nation. 
Incrementally there needs to be a commitment to pursue these policy 
changes i f in fact this nation i s to ever achieve reduced flood 
damages. 

The time i s right to consider changes to national policy. I t w i l l 
require the joint efforts of Congress, the White House, and the 
agencies. Traditional flood protection programs should be examined 
and updated, other agencies need to be incorporated into our flood 
protection strategies. 

In the past several weeks the Associations of Floodplain and 
Wetland Mangers jointly sent a letter to the White House that 
outlined specific adjustments we see as necessary for national 
flood protection policy. This letter i s attached to this testimony 
and should be viewed as a start rather than as an end. Specific 
key points included in this letter or developing since we have sent 
this letter include the following: 



Formation of a Floodplain Management Task Force There i s an 
immediate need to put together a task force to evaluate the 
flood recovery, the national assessment for floodplain 
management, and necessary changes i n federal policy. The 
White House has discussed the formation of t h i s type of task 
force. This task force would be best formulated with key 
agency s t a f f , representative of state and l o c a l government as 
f u l l partners, and other key floodplain management experts. 

Re-thinking the traditional federal-state-local partnership. 
Traditional federal programs were e n t i r e l y or nearly e n t i r e l y 
planned and funded by the federal govemment. This led to a 
culture of state and lo c a l government being subservient to 
federal d i r e c t i o n . This fostered the b e l i e f that flooding was 
a federal problem, and not a j o i n t problem with state and 
local govemment. However today with increased cost-share and 
increased expertise at the state and local l e v e l , no longer 
should the federal government cast i t s e l f i n the t r a d i t i o n a l 
top-down r o l e . 

Communities are faced with an incredible array of problems. 
They are balancing flooding, water supply, community 
development, natural resource protection, recreation, and 
"••"her programs simultaneously. Communities need more 
fle... " b i l i t y i n developing a comprehensive package that usually 
requirfeJ= multi-agency p a r t i c i p a t i o n . Program aut h o r i t i e s 
should be examined to encourage multi-objective planning and 
implementation standards. I n summary there needs to be a 
fundamental change i n the federal flood protection r o l e . This 
new role must be that to f a c i l i t a t e and to assist state and 
local government i n the implementation of these m u l t i -
objective programs. 

Develop an enhanced Floodplain Management Policy f o r a l l 
Agencies Many agencies make decisions that encourage or 
discourage actions i n the floodplain. There i s a need f o r 
those agencies with specific flood protection missions to 
evaluate whether floodplain management i s adequately 
supported. Too often i n these agencies floodplain management 
i s buried i n the hierarchy with r e l a t i v e l y minuscule budgets 
r e s u l t i n g i n l i t t l e impact on agency missions and culture. 
These programs have been highly e f f e c t i v e i n developing 
technology advances i n floodplain management used nationally, 
but often times are overlooked by t h e i r own agency. The Corps 
of Engineers Floodplain Management Services Program i s an 
example of a program that has had s i g n i f i c a n t impacts on non­
federal flood protection progrcims. The d i r e c t assistance 
offered by the FPMS program and cost shared studies through 
the Section 22, Planning Assistance to States Program have 
been highly useful f o r state and local government. I n the 
future i t w i l l be imperative that the "Corps examine an 
enhanced r o l e for these programs, aijd t h a t future budgets 
s h i f t resource towards, rather than away from these programs. 



Agencies lacking d i r e c t flood protection missions also make 
decisions impacting our overall i n a b i l i t y t o reduce flood 
damages. Grants or projects that encourage floodplain 
development or encourage a g r i c u l t u r a l production i n the 
floodplain often time neglect a careful analysis of impacts on 
disaster recovery needs, and floodplain impacts. 

Development Within Lands Protected by Flood Control Following 
the construction of a flood control project there i s often 
times a rush to develop lands w i t h i n the protected zone. This 
greatly increases federal disaster costs during times of 
catastrophic flooding. There i s a need to change t h i s policy 
and to form a federal policy that discourages development 
wit h i n these protected areas, or requires the purchase of a 
flood insurance policy based on the residual r i s k , even i f the 
area i s considered "protected" f o r a given event. 

CONCLUSION 

The Great Midwest Flood of 1993 was a severe flood. Similar 
flooding has occurred regionally or wi t h i n specific r i v e r segments 
on several occasions t h i s century. The damages that were 
experienced were a shock t o many because the nation was convinced 
that we could control floods. What we learned from t h i s flood 
however was th a t a single purpose federal program of flood control 
could not and w i l l not achieve a sustainable level of protection. 
That as a nation we need t o make major adjustments to our flood 
protection p o l i c i e s . Lacking these adjustments to national policy 
we can look forward to increased disaster recovery costs and 
furt h e r degradation of the r i v e r environment. Our Associations 
urge you to begin t h i s assessment now. We pledge our assistance as 
the Committee deliberates these important issues. 



a' < 

ASSOCIATION OF STATE FLOODPLAIN MANAGERS, INC. 
P.O. Box 2051 Madison. Wisconsin 53701-2051 (608) 266-1926 

Chair 
Doug Plasencia. P.E. 

Div. of Soil & Water Conservation 
203 Governor St., Suite 206 

Richmond, VA 23219 
(804)371^136 

Fax (804)371-7490 

Vice-Choir 
George Hosek 
Michigan DNI? 

P.O, Box 30028 
Lansing, Ml 48909 

(517)335-3182 
Fax (517) 373-9965 

Secretary 
Peter Rnke 
Ohio DNR 

1939 Fountain Sq.. BWg. E 
Columbus, OH 43224 

(614) 265^755 
Fax (614)447-9503 

Treasurer 
Alison M. Nicholson 

Arkansas Soil 8t Water 
Conservation Commission 

101 E. Capitoi, Suite 350 
UttieRock,AR72201 

(501)682-3982 
Fax (501)682-3991 

Executive Director 
Larry A. Larson, P.E. 

Wisconsin DNR 
P.O. Box 7921 

Madison. WI 53707 
(608) 266-1926 

Fax (608) 264-9200 

printed on recycled paper 

October 8, 1993 

The Vice President 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Mr. Vice President: 

Thank you for your letter of August 19, 
related to the Midwest Flood Recovery. We have 
found the task force efforts led by T.J. Glauthier 
and Katie McGinty to be particuleurly effective. 
The active role of White House staff has been 
beneficial for this recovery. The flood recovery 
has heightened an aweureness and brought forward 
ideas t:hat were long overdue for implementation. 
Over t:he next several months, there v i l l continue 
to be issues that arise out of the midwest needing 
task force attention, and we v i l l continue to 
support these efforts. 

At this juncture, hovever, i t i s c r i t i c a l to 
begin the long term appraisal you called for in the 
task force formation. The success of this recovery 
i s in part rooted in strategies that historically 
have received l i t t l e policy support from the 
federal government. Our flood protection policies 
in the United States are virtually unchanged from 
f i f t y years ago vhen the conventional visdom was 
"human mastery of the environment through 
technology**. These flood control dominated 
policies have not alloved us to master anything; ve 
have merely changed the rules. As vith any rule 
change, there are vinners and losers. From the 
national policy perspective, ve have exchanged 
short tenn flood protection and increased 
development in flood prone areas for long term 
catastrophic flood deunages and degradation of the 
river environment. 

"Dedicated fo reducing flood losses tn the nation." 



The Vice President 
The White House 
October 8, 1993 
page two 

As a nation ve need to make a choice. Are ve going to 
continue to promote a single purpose flood control policy, or are 
ve going to broaden our flood protection policies to encompass a l l 
floodplain management strategies? This i s not an issue of nev 
technologies, nor need i t be an issue of finding nev money. The 
issue i s hov do ve best encourage our federal progreuns to move 
beyond a single purpose flood control policy. 

I again urge you to form a federal flood deunage reduction 
policy review group to excimine these c r i t i c a l issues. Their charge 
vould be to identify for the administration, potential executive 
branch and congressional adjustments to flood protection policies 
and lavs. With sufficient support, i t i s feasible this could be 
accomplished i n a ninety-day period. With this letter are tvo 
attachments. The f i r s t i s an i n i t i a l l i s t of issues to be 
excunined. The second l i s t i s an i n i t i a l l i s t of professionals that 
have considereQsle experience and vision and should be considered as 
part of this group. 

Thank you for supporting these very importzuit issues. I look 
forvard to a continuing and productive vorking relationship. 

Sincerely, 

Doug Plasencia 
Chair 

Larry Leurson 
Executive Director 

Jon Kusler 
Executive Director 
Association of Wetland Mcinagers 

cc: Ceurol Rasco - Domestic Policy 
Kathy Way - Domestic Policy 
T.J. Glauthier - OMB 
Katie McGinty - Natural Resources 



NATIONAL FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT POLICY ISSUES 

1. Do the economic j u s t i f i c a t i o n c r i t e r i a (Principals and 
Guidelines)', provide equal treatment betveen s t r u c t u r a l and 
non-structural project alternatives? 

2. Communities are often torn by single purpose, non integrated 
r i v e r management programs. Hov can multi-objective r i v e r 
management programs be promoted? 

3. What are the progreun authorities that d i r e c t l y or i n d i r e c t l y 
support f l o o d protection i n i t i a t i v e s . Do these authorities 
s u f f i c i e n t l y promote a comprehensive floodplain management 
approach? 

4. Federal agencies i n many cases pioneered the technologies and 
strategies f o r non-structviral floodplain management. Yet 
these Scime technologies are l i t t l e u t i l i z e d by these same 
federal agencies. I n these agencies, are the floodplain 
management or non-structiiral vatershed progrcims buried such 
that they have l i m i t e d access or input on shaping agency 
culture or missions? 

5. What i s the cost of the extensive project j u s t i f i c a t i o n scheme 
i n use today? Can these procediires be s i m p l i f i e d so as to 
reduce the dollars spent on producing studies rather than 
results? 

6. Non-structural projects have the a b i l i t y t o be s p l i t and 
staged over time thus allowing states and communities t o enter 
into staged agreements that on an eumual basis may be more 
affordable t o the federal and non-federal sponsors. Does the 
federal system adequately consider t h i s i n project 
formulation? 

7. Flood Control v i l l continue t o be an important strategy i n a 
comprehensive flood protection strategy. Nev development i n 
protected areas i s greatly increasing potentials f o r 
catastrophic losses. Should federal flood c o n t r o l projects be 
u t i l i z e d only i n f u l l y developed areas, or i n an area vhere 
the community controls nev development w i t h i n the protected 
area, such as behind levees? 

8. Flood c o n t r o l projects often r e s u l t i n passing waters more 
quickly onto downstream or cross r i v e r communities. Some 
agencies mitigate f o r any induced flooding, others f o r any 
induced deunages. The r a t i o n a l f o r the l a t t e r i s that from an 
economic point of view what i s the difference betveen f i v e 
feet or s i x feet of vater i n a tovn. How should federal flood 
control projects deal with induced flooding? 



9. Federal engineering manuals are used extensively for flood 
protection design. These seime manuals however contain limited 
material on flood proofing, elevation and relocation of homes, 
river restoration, bio-engineering, and other state of the art 
techniques. Does the lack of information in these design 
mamuals inhibit innovative design within and external to the 
federal agencies? 

10. Federal floodplain regulations have been l i t t l e adjusted in 
twenty-five years. The basic standards allow floodplain 
encroachments that can result in an additional one foot of 
flood depths in the floodplain. I s this standard s t i l l 
sufficient or has this policy induced additional flood damages 
on existing structures and allowed new structxires to be built 
that are not being protected to the lOO-year flood? 

11. Are t:here adequate safeguards in t:he post disaster environment 
to assure that ve are not simply going to restore at risk, 
deunaged structures? 

12. Do our national infrastructure and agriculture policies 
inadvertently promote the utilization of floodplain lands, 
that svibseguently creates the need for disaster r e l i e f or 
flood protection solutions? 

13. What should a holistic federal vatershed progrcim consider? I s 
i t appropriate to continue federal policies that passively 
promote the memagement of stoxmvater runoff, best management 
practices in riparian zones, and floodplain memagement as 
separate policy issues? 

14. Kany communities are developing v e i l funded di s t r i c t s or 
u t i l i t i e s to deal locally vith flooding and stormwater 
problems. Are there federal incentives that could be used to 
encourage these local initiatives? 

15. The policies eind progrcims of states often shape the need and 
the size of a federal response, long before the disaster 
occurs. States vith strong floodplain management standeurds 
seem to need less federal r e l i e f during times of flood than 
those v i t h vesik standards. I s tJiere appropriate recognition, 
incorporation and support for strong state programs from the 
federal government? Are there incentives to be utilized to 
encoxirage improved state progreims? 



Preliminary (October 1,1993) 

Post Mississippi Basin Flood Response, the Mitigation of 
Future Flood Losses, and the Restoration of Floodplain, 

Wetland, and Riparian Zones 

RECOMMENDED IMMEDIATE ACTTIGNS BY THE WHITE HOUSE, 
FEDERAL AGENCIES, AND CONGRESS 

Association of State Wetland Managers 
Association of State Floodplain Managers 

Preparedby 
Jon Kusler, Executive Director, ASWM 
Larry Larson, Executive Director, ASFM 

The followmg recommendations for immediate actions are derived from two workshops concerning post 
flood response from the upper Mississippi basin 1993 summer flooding and mitigation of future flood losses. 
The workshops were jointly conducted by the Assodation of State Floodplain Managers and Assodation of 
State Wetland Managers with a broad range of cooperating organizations in St. Louis, Missouri, August 30-31, 
1993 and September 27-29, 1993. These workshops involved over 300 partidpants from the states, local 
govemments, universities, federal agendes, and interest groups. The first workshop focused generically upon 
post flood response and mitigation of future losses. The second focused more specifically upon postflood 
response and the restoration of floodplain, wetland, and riparian areas. 

The goals of the workshops were to assess post flood responses now taking place at all levels of govemment, 
to determine barriers to effective response, and to make recommendations for future actions for overcoming 
those barriers to the White House, federal agendes. Congress, the states and local govemments, interest 
groups, and other interested panies. 

The foUowing are preliminary recommendations. They are based upon the workshop discussions, the 
summaries from the breakout sessions, questionnaires submitted to workshop attendees, and suggested 
recommendations sent to us. The preliminary recommendations will be sent to all attendees from the 
workshops for their review and comment before a final set of recommendations are prepared and distributed 
approximately October 20,1993. We would, therefore, expect some changes. 

Summary o f Recommendations 

We recommend that the White House, federal agendes, and Congress: 

1. Provide real alternatives to floodplain occupants and local govemments in their choice of 
options in responding to flood damage and reducing future damages by providing more flexibility 
in the use of disaster assistance funds and allocating additional fnnds, if necessary, to broaden the 
range of altematives to include relocation "buy outs", stmctural floodprooflng, creation of 
greenways, wetland restoration and other altematives. 

The altematives offered in the recovery must be real. For these altematives to be real the following 
conditions need to be satisfied. 

• They must be timely so that those displaced have a clear vision of their future. Mid-recovery mle 
changes must be avoided espedally when they increase the anxiety of the recovery victims. 

• Priority items such as relocation of communities, and restoration of open space will be expensive and 
will exceed the resources currently funded to pursue these opportunities. Agendes should be given 
the flexibility to reprogram existing emergency funds towards these efforts. 

More specifically we recommend: 
• Amend P.L. 103-75 (107 Stat. 739) to provide the Federal Emergency Management Agency, the U.S. 

Corps of Engineers, the Department of Housing and Urban Development and the Soil Conservation 



Service with more flexibility in the use of funds to provide landowners and local communities with 
real choices for post flood response for "buy outs", relocation, floodproofing and other nonstmc-
tural floodplain management where such altematives would equal or reduce the long- term federal 
costs assodated with stmctural flood loss reduction measures. 

• Provide additional funds in any disaster supplemental bill (should one be adopted) for "buy outs", 
relocation, floodproofing, nonstmctural altematives, and technical assistance. A portion of this 
money might involve a reallocation of funds not presently being spent pursuant to 103-75. 
Particularly high priority programs would include the Corps's Sedion 99 (if more flexibility were 
available in use of funds) and 1135 programs, RU.D.'s Community Block Grant Program, FEMA's 
Section 404 Mitigation Grant Program, SCS's Watershed and Wetland Reserve Program, the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service's Partners for Wildlife Program, and the National Park Services' Rivers 
and Trails Program. 

• Dired the USDA to examine and provide recommendations for a policy that evaluates swapping 
agricultural set aside lands from upland to floodplains. This policy while complex, warrants 
consideration since it provides a federal no cost altemative to farmers that economically need to 
produce a crop on flood prone land, but in the long-term may be able to shift or abandon that 
pradice eliminating the need for flood control or agricultural disaster relief. Many farmers believe 
that upland farmers would be willing to exchange these credits since it may be economically 
attradive for them to farm the land than to accept the set aside payment. 

• Dired the federal agendes to provide additional technical assistance with regard to the full "menu" 
of options for reducing future flood losses while, simultaneously, achieving a broad range of 
pollution control, recreation, economic altematives for the Mississippi basin. We believe that SCS 
and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service should have the lead for mral, agricultural areas and FEMA, 
H.U.D., the Corps of Engineers, and the National Park Service, Rivers and Trails Program, should 
have the lead for urbanizing and urban areas. 

2. Create a flood clearing-house and improve and tailor the delivery mechanisms for technical 
assistance, grant-in-aid, and other forms of assistance to the needs of various groups affected by 
flooding and more actively involve these groups in formulating and implementing long-term 
solutions. 

More specifically, we suggest that: 
• The federal agendes develop a package of information on all major federal grant-in-aid and 

technical assistance programs and distribute them widely to landowners and local govemments, 
• The federal agendes in cooperation with the states develop spedfic packages of information and 

techmcal assistance for the two major "communities" affected by flooding: (1) agricultural 
community, and (2) urban residents and local govemments. 

• The federal agendes in cooperation with the states provide community planning assistance to help 
communities develop and implement post disaster multi-objedive river corridor plans. Strong 
dtizen and interest group involvement is needed in the development of these plans. 

3. Rapidly develop certain types of "priority" information and data critical to short and 
intermediate flood responses including more information conceming levees and wetland resto­
ration sites. 

More specifically, we suggest that: 
• Federal agendes be directed to develop within 60 days preliminary information conceming all levees 

affeded by this flood disaster including types, lengths, design sUndards, damage from flooding, types 
of stmdures and adivities protected by the flooding, costs of repair, and possible impad on 
potential restoration sites. The Corps of Engineers should have the lead on this. 

• Federal agendes be direded to develop within 60 days a preliminary inventory of "restoration" sites 
in the areas affected by the flood disaster including but not limited to potential sites for greenways 
and urban parks in urban areas, and wetland and riparian zone restoration sites. The U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service should have the lead on this. 

4. EsUblish demonstration projects to show how processes can work and determine the 
effectiveness of various approaches. 

More specifically, we recommend that demonstration projects be established including: 
• At least five community planning sites involving "buy outs", relocation, urban renewal, or greenways 

in urban and urbanizing areas, 
• At least five sites involving wetland restoration, riparian zone restoration, buy outs and other forms 

of restoration in mral areas. 



^ At least five sites involving integrated floodplain, wetland and watershed management 

5. Provide planning and technical assistance to states and communities. 

The recovery options being discussed with this recovery are state and community intensive. To succeed, they 
will require strong, on the ground, planning and implementation. Small and medium communities spedfically 
lack the planning resources to fadlitate these efforts. This lack of resource is compounded by the faa that entire 
communities have fallen viaim to the fiood, so the community planners are having to deal from the difficult 
role of victim and visionary. Communities need planning and technical assistance support in helping shape their 
recovery plans. See recommendations 1-4,6, and 7 which will all assist states and communities. 

6. Treat flooding in the upper Mississippi basin as a prototype or "case study" to suggest 
possible future directions for multi-objective floodplain and watershed management and the 
restoration of aquatic ecosystems in other areas of the nation. 

^ Initiate a National Academy of Sdences Committee conceming flooding on the Mississippi, its 
causes, and long-term multi-objective management strategies. 

4 Request the Interagency Floodplain Management Task to make recommendations with regard to 
multi-objective floodplain and watershed management planning and restoration of the upper 
Mississippi. 

7. Establish a "blue ribbon" commission as a first step in designating the upper Mississippi 
and its sub-basins as a special, multipurpose watershed planning, management, and restoration 
area with the goal of rebuilding commnnities (both human and natural). 

More specifically, this conunission and the resulting designation should serve as a national model for a new 
concept of infr^tmoure development with the goals of revitalizing towns and agricultural communities, 
creating jobs, and restoring natural ecosystems. Public works projects should be formulated with a geomorphic 
and hydrologic/ecosystem basis. The commission should include representatives appointed by the Govemors, 
from cities and towns, from federal agendes, and from the sdentific and design communities. The commission 
should report back to the White House and Congress within one year. 



October 5, 1993 
Issues Requ i r ing Cross-Task Force Reso lu t ion 

Issue 
(date r e f e r r e d ) 

Lead Task Force 
and Other Task 
Forces I n v o l v e d 

Agencies/ 
Programs 
Involved 

Key Agency 
Contact(s) 

Status, nature, scale 
of problem' 

Response t o date ̂  C r i t i c a l dates & 
milestones 

Next Steps 
(Date Closed) 

' For example, number o f s t a t e s i n v o l v e d , number o f cases, es t imated c o s t s , ex ten t o f damage, e t c . 

^ Funds o b l i g a t e d or t o be o b l i g a t e d t h i s FY, o ther resources, or o the r s e r v i c e measures. 



O c t o b e r 5, 1993 
LEVEE RECONSTRUCTION, WETLANDS, AND FLOOD PLAIN MANAGEMENT TASK FORCE 

K a t i e M c G i n t y , OEP, C o - C h a i r ( 2 0 2 ) 4 5 6 - 6 2 2 4 
T . J . G l a u t h i e r , OMB, C o - C h a i r ( 2 0 2 ) 3 9 5 - 4 5 6 1 

B r u c e L o n g , OMB, S t a f f C o n t a c t ( 2 0 2 ) 3 9 5 - 4 5 9 0 
W i l l S t e l l e , OEP, S t a f f C o n t a c t ( 2 0 2 ) 4 5 6 - 6 2 2 4 

Issue 
(Date Referred) 

Other Task 
Forces Involved 

Agencies/ 
Programs 
Involved 

Key Agency 
Contact(s) 

Status, nature, scale 
of problem' 

Response t o date ̂  C r i t i c a l dates & 
milestones 

Next Steps 
(Date Closed) 

' For example, number o f s t a t e s i n v o l v e d , number o f cases, es t imated cos t s , ex t en t o f damage, e t c . 

^ Funds o b l i g a t e d or t o be o b l i g a t e d t h i s FY, o the r resources, or o the r s e rv i ce measures. 



O c t o b e r 5, 1993 
PRODUCTION AGRICULTtmE, ANIMAL HEALTH & SAFETY AND WILDLIFE 

Randy Weber, ASCS, C h a i r p e r s o n ( 2 0 2 ) 7 2 0 - 3 4 6 7 

Issue 
(Date Referred) 

Other Task 
Forces Involved 

Agencies/ 
Programs 
Involved 

Key Agency 
Contact(s) 

Status, nature, scale 
of problem ' 

Response to date ̂  C r i t i c a l dates 
£c milestones 

Next Steps 
(Date Closed) 

' For example, number o f s t a t e s i n v o l v e d , number o f cases, es t imated cos t s , e x t e n t o f damage, e t c . 

^ Funds o b l i g a t e d or t o be o b l i g a t e d t h i s FY, o the r resources , o r o ther s e r v i c e measures. 



HOUSING TASK FORCE 3 li 
O c t o b e r 5, 1993 

T e r r y D u v e r n a y , HUD, C h a i r p e r s o n ( 2 0 2 ) 7 0 8 - 0 1 2 3 
Gene M o r r i s o n , HUD, C o - C h a i r ( 2 0 2 ) 7 0 8 - 1 5 4 7 

V a l e r i e P i p e r , HUD, S t a f f C o n t a c t ( 2 0 2 ) 7 0 8 - 1 5 4 7 

Issue 
(Date Referred) 

Other Task Forces 
Involved 

Agencies/ 
Programs 
Involved 

Key Agency 
Contact(s) 

Status, nature, scale 
of problem' 

Response t o date ̂  C r i t i c a l dates & 
milestones 

Next Steps 
(Date Closed) 

For example, number o f s t a t e s i n v o l v e d , number o f cases, es t imated cos t s , e x t e n t o f damage, e t c . 



O c t o b e r 5, 1993 

COMMUNITY F A C I L I T I E S TASK FORCE 

T e r r y D u v e r n a y , HUD, C h a i r p e r s o n ( 2 0 2 ) 7 0 8 - 0 1 2 3 
V a l e r i e P i p e r , HUD, S t a f f C o n t a c t ( 2 0 2 ) 7 0 8 - 1 5 4 7 

Issue 
(Date Referred) 

Other Task Forces 
Involved 

Agencies/ 
Programs 
Involved 

Key Agency 
Contact(s) 

Status, nature, scale 
of problem' 

Response t o date ̂  C r i t i c a l dates & 
milestones 

Next Steps 
(Date Closed) 

* For example, number o f s t a t e s i n v o l v e d , number o f cases, es t imated cos t s , ex ten t o f damage, e t c . 

^ Funds o b l i g a t e d or t o be o b l i g a t e d t h i s FY, o the r resources , s e r v i c e measures. 



O c t o b e r 5, 1993 

WATER SUPPLY, TREATMENT, AND WASTE TASK FORCE 

Bob Nash, USDA, C h a i r p e r s o n ( 2 0 2 ) 7 2 0 - 4 5 8 1 
P e t e r N i c e l e s , USDA, S t a f f C o n t a c t ( 2 0 2 ) 7 2 0 - 5 2 7 7 

Issue 
(Date Referred) 

Other Task 
Forces I n v o l v e d 

Agencies/ 
Programs 
Involved 

Key Agency 
Contact(s) 

Status, nature, scale 
of problem' 

Response t o date ̂  C r i t i c a l dates 
& milestones 

Next Steps 
(Date Closed) 

' For example, number o f s t a t e s i n v o l v e d , number o f cases, es t imated cos t s , ex t en t o f damage, e t c . 

^ Funds o b l i g a t e d or t o be o b l i g a t e d t h i s FY, o the r resources, s e r v i c e measures. 



DRAFl 
O c t o b e r 5, 1993 

TRANSPORTATION/BRIDGES AND ROADS TASK FORCE 

Rodney L . S l a t e r , DOT, C h a i r p e r s o n ( 2 0 2 ) 3 6 6 - 0 6 5 0 
R i c h a r d T o r b i c k , DOT, S t a f f C o n t a c t ( 202 )366 -0233 

Issue 
(Date Referred) 

Other Task Forces 
Involved 

Agencies/ 
Programs 
Involved 

Key Agency 
Contact(s) 

Status, nature, scale 
of problem' 

Response t o date ̂  C r i t i c a l dates & 
milestones 

Next Steps 
(Date Closed) 

' For example, number o f s t a t e s i n v o l v e d , number o f cases, e s t imated cos t s , ex ten t o f damage, e t c . 

^ Funds o b l i g a t e d or t o be o b l i g a t e d t h i s FY, o ther resources, s e r v i c e measures. 



fef^5 i f 

October 5, 1993 

ENVIRONMENTAL TASK FORCE 

S y l v i a Lowrance, EPA, Chairperson (202)260-4724 
Kathy Jones, EPA, S t a f f Contact (202)260-8353 

Issue 
(Date Referred) 

Other Task Forces 
Involved 

Agencies/ 
Programs 
Involved 

Key Agency 
Contact(s) 

Status, nature, scale 
of problem' 

Response t o date ̂  C r i t i c a l dates & 
milestones 

Next Steps 
(Date closed) 

' For example, number o f s t a t e s i n v o l v e d , number o f cases, es t imated cos t s , ex t en t o f damage, e tc . 

^ Funds o b l i g a t e d or t o be o b l i g a t e d t h i s FY, o ther resources , s e r v i c e measures. 



O c t o b e r 5, 1993 

COMMERCE, BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT OR REDEVELOPMENT, EMPLOYMENT TASK FORCE 

W i l b u r H a w k i n s , DOC, C h a i r p e r s o n ( 2 0 2 ) 4 8 2 - 4 0 6 7 , 
John E d g e l l , DOC, S t a f f C o n t a c t ( 2 0 2 ) 4 8 2 - 5 3 5 3 
S t eve W a t k i n s , DOC, C o o r d i n a t o r ( 2 0 2 ) 4 8 2 - 6 3 5 5 

Issue 
(Date Referred) 

Other Task Forces 
Involved 

Agencies/ 
Programs 
Involved 

Key Agency 
Contact(s) 

Status, nature, scale 
of problem' 

Response t o date ̂  C r i t i c a l dates & 
milestones 

Next Steps 
(Date Closed) 

' For example, number o f s t a t e s i n v o l v e d , number o f cases, es t imated cos t s , e x t e n t o f damage, e t c . 

^ Funds o b l i g a t e d or t o be o b l i g a t e d t h i s FY, o ther resources , s e r v i c e measures. 



O c t o b e r 5, 1993 

HEALTH AND MEDICAL TASK FORCE 

D r . A u d r e y M a n l e y , HHS, C h a i r p e r s o n ( 2 0 2 ) 6 9 0 - 7 6 9 4 
D r . F r a n k Young , , C o - C h a i r ( 3 0 1 ) 4 4 3 - 1 1 6 7 
B i l l C l a r k , , S t a f f C o n t a c t ( 3 0 1 ) 4 4 3 - 1 1 6 7 

Issue 
(Date Referred) 

Other Task Forces 
Involved 

Agencies/ 
Programs 
Involved 

Task Force Key 
Contact(s) 

Status, nature, scale 
of problem' 

Response t o date ̂  C r i t i c a l dates & 
milestones 

Next Steps 
(Date Closed) 

' For example, number o f s t a t e s i n v o l v e d , number o f cases, es t imated cos t s , e x t e n t o f damage, e t c . 

^ Funds o b l i g a t e d or t o be o b l i g a t e d t h i s FY, o the r resources , s e rv i ce measures. 



October 5, 1993 

EDUCATION TASK FORCE 

L e s l i e Thorn ton , DOEd, Chairperson (202)401-3001 
Sherran Osborne, DOEd, S t a f f Contact (202)401-1110 

Issue 
(Date Referred) 

Other Task Forces 
Involved 

Agencies/ 
Programs 
Involved 

Task Force Key 
Contact(s) 

Status, nature, scale 
of problem' 

Response t o date ̂  C r i t i c a l dates & 
milestones 

Next Steps 
(Date Closed) 

' For example, number o f s t a t e s i n v o l v e d , number o f cases, es t imated cos t s , ex t en t o f damage, e t c . 

^ Funds o b l i g a t e d or t o be o b l i g a t e d t h i s FY, o ther resources , s e r v i c e measures. 



October 5, 1993 

PUBLIC WORKS TASK FORCE 

N/A, chairperson 
N/A, S t a f f Contact 

Issue 
(Date Referred) 

Other Task Forces 
Involved 

Agencies/ 
Programs 
Involved 

Task Force Key 
Contact(s) 

Status, nature, scale 
of problem' 

Response t o date ^ C r i t i c a l dates & 
milestones 

Next steps 
(Date Closed) 

' For example, number of s t a t e s i n v o l v e d , number of cases, estimated costs, extent of damage, et c . 

^ Funds o b l i g a t e d or t o be o b l i g a t e d t h i s FY, other resources, s e r v i c e measures. 



PUBLIC AFFAIRS - COMMUNITY EDUCATION TASK FORCE 

N/A, Chairperson 
N/A, S t a f f Contact 

r 
October 5, 1993 

Issue 
(Date Referred) 

Other Task Forces 
Involved 

Agencies/ 
Programs 
Involved 

Task Force Key 
Contact(s) 

Status, nature, scale 
of problem' 

Response t o date ^ C r i t i c a l dates & 
milestones 

Next Steps 
(Date Closed) 

' For example, number of s t a t e s i n v o l v e d , number of cases, estimated costs, e x t e n t o f damage, et c . 

^ Funds o b l i g a t e d or t o be o b l i g a t e d t h i s FY, other resources, s e r v i c e measures. 



CLINTON LIBRARY PHOTOCOPY 


