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PROGRAM OF THE 

AGENCY COORD I NATIO ~ MEETI NG ON 


ENV IROW~ ENTAL PROTECTION PLA NN ING 


November 6, 1973 
Omaha, Nebraska 

Introductory Remarks: 

I 	 John W. Neuberger, Chairman, Missouri River Basin Commission 

I Panel on Regional Coordination: 

Chaired by John Neuberger, MRBC Chairman

I 	 Carl Clopeck, Representative of EPA, Region 7 (Kansas City) 
Charles Murray, Representative of EPA, Region 8 (Denver) 

I 
Panel on the EPA Planning Process--Program and State Inter-relationships: 

I 	 Chaired by Patrick Godsil, EPA, Region 8 

Victor Ziegler, EPA, Region 7 
Kenneth Webb, State of Colorado, Water Quality Control I Carl Clopeck, Representative of EPA, Region 7 
Charles Murray, Representative of EPA, Region 8 

I 
Statement on MRBC Policies, Processes and Programs: 

I 	 Ed Imhoff, MRBC Staff 

I Evaluation and Concluding Remarks: 

Keith Krause, Executive Director, Kansas Water Resources Board 
andI Paul Bolton, Henningson, Durham &Richardson 
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RECOMMEN . Tr ONS 

1. 	 Encourage the integration of EPA p12nning efforts with overall water I 
resources planning, including the process of setting priorities for I 
such programs. 

2. 	 Encourage the development of an effective program for implementation I 
of areawide waste management plans, Sec. 208, and river basin Level B 

plans, Sec. 209 I 
3. 	 Encourage all honest attempts to improve understandings between the I 

Congress and EPA in regard to developing a IInational strategyll for 


environmental protection. 


4. 	 Recognize the great importance of non-point sources of pollution in 

the Missouri River Basin, perhaps in contrast to the agriculture and soil I 
conditions of the nation as a whole. I 

5. 	 Urge that EPA seek to participate in the federal Water Resources Council 

as a full member, not as just an observer. I 
6. 	 Reconsider the problems posed by the fact that the WRC Principles and 

Standards for planning and plans evaluation do not pertain to EPA I 
activities. I 

7. 	 Strengthen the state role in planning by real assignment of responsibilities 

to the states, accompanied by appropriate funding support. I 

I 

I 
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INFORI~ATION A~JD COORDINATION r~EETING 


I 
ON 


ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECT ION PLANNING 

November 6, 1973 - Omaha, Nebraska 

I 	 OPEHING REf·1ARKS 

I 
 BY CHAIRMAN JOHN W. NEUBERGER 


To set the tone for this meeti ng , lId like to conf ide in you that I have 
been puzzled on occasion by the var io us programs and new policies esta bl i shedI by the Environmental Protection Age ncy to implement P.L. 92-500 and previous 

supporting legislation. From the COnluents of other officials - some of \v hom 

are my Commission members, I know t ha t 11m not alone in this dilemma. We
I 	 urgent 1 y need to unders tand the IIlt/hys II and "wherefores I' of EPA's res ponses to 

an Act which has the encompassing goal of " ... to restore and maintain the 

chemical, physical, and biological i ntegrity of the Na t ion's \'Jaters.1I 


In expressing our need to know ore about EPA policies and EPA planning 
activities, I am moti vat ed by the awa reness that EPA will be funding the second 
largest planning and i nvestigations budget ($2 million in FY 1974 in the 
Missouri River Basin, and it will s~end about $60 million in FY 1974 for tne 
construct i on of water quality control facilities in t he Missouri River Bas in. 
Furthermore, we are each watching and wondering to what exten t EPA will ut ili ze 
the "related land resources" portion of its \'Jater planni ng res ponsi bi li tie s . 
Monumental programs suc h as these necessitate a f ull un d ~rsta ndi n g by each of 
us so that we can make the best use of these programs in des i gni ng appropr iateI 	 local, state and regional plans and action programs for wise management and use 

of our water resources. 


Accordingly, I have requested the holding of this information meeting for 

I 

I coordination purposes. I do this under the authorities granted the Chairman of 


a river basin commission under Sec. 202 (2) and 201 (b), respectively, of P.L. 

89-80 I quote: 


"A chairman appointed by the President who shall serve as ... a 
coordinating officer of the federal members of the Com;·;:ission ... " I 	 and "Each Commission ... sha l l serve as the principal agency for 
the coordination of ... plans for the development of water and 
related land resources .... " 

I 
I Needless to say, in order for the Commission to do its job, many people 

here need to know what is going on and have some understanding of it. Since 
any prerequisite to understanding must be information and communica t ion that 
is what we are here to do this afternoon. 

These opening remarks would be lacking if I did not reiterate that, indeed, I 	 coordination is a two-way street. That is why I have asked Ed Imhoff of the MRBC 
staff to follow the EPA presentation and brief you on MRBC planning policies and 
programs.

I 

I 
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I 
I should also point out that this has not been announced as a public 


meeting; however, anyone from the media or public interest who is here now 

or comes in later, will be most welcome to observe, and may make a statement ~ 

after the closing of the official portion of this meeting. I want to stress 

that we are focussing here today on Iho\',I" programs are undertaken, rather -f:han 

dVJelling at length on "what ll is undertaken. I 


Let's have a lively, fruitful session that exposes and clarifies problems 
and opportunities in our respective programs. 11 m hope f ul that tog t her we will 
identify some "synergistic" opportunities to get more from joint efforts than the 
sum of many solo studies; so letls keep our minds open to ways of strengtheni ng 
linkages between our programs. (11m sure that our ra pporteur, Mr. Keith Krause, 
will have something to say about that subject later.) 

(end) 
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I 
I INFORMATION AND COORDINATION MEETING 

ON 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION PLANNING 

I November 6, 1973 
Omaha, Nebras ka 

I . COORDINATION CHRONOLOGY 

o Missouri River Basin Commission formed as a coordination body andI 3/22/72 a joint state-federal planning entity, President's Executive Order 
11658 

I 
Commission Chairman and staff review water (and related land)•9/28/72 resources planning programs of EPA, Region 7 (Kansas City),I and Region 8 (Denver) 

Neuberger (MRBC) letter to Green (EPA-Denver) copy to member•I 2/12/73 Jerry Svore asking revie\'-/ and support of a Level B Study of the 
James River, North and South Dakota 

I 
0' Green (EPA) letter to Neuberger (MRBC) stating: "We are unable 

3/13/73 to support the proposed James River Level B Study as either aI Section 208 or Section 209 interagency planning activity. 1I 

o Neuberger (MRBC) 1etter to Green (EPA) tell ing of necessaryI 3/19/73 steps lito substitute ll in James River planning for the water 
quality planning role deferred by EPA 

I 
I 

o Green letter to Neuberger expressing intent to improve coordination 
6/27/73 

Neuberger letter to Green suggesting coordination meeting •7/2/73I 
MRBC - EPA staff discussion in Denver on possible form and content•I 8/17/73 of a coordination meeting 

Regional Administrator John Green and MRBC Chairman NeubergerI •9/24/73 meet in Denver to discuss program complementarities 

I MRBC - EPA staff discussion in Omaha to finalize form and content•10/10/73 of a coordination meeting 

I 
I 

o MRBC - EPA Coordination Meeting - Omaha, Nebraska 
11/6/73 
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ISUMMARY REt,1ARKS 

IKEITH KRAUSE, RAPPORTEUR 

I think the one way to begin this is to, perhaps, hit a few highlights of t he I
discussions that have occurred here this afternoon. As we go along we can then 

cite some pertinent questions and, then, develop a conclusion or two. There are I 
many possibilities, but time has not, perhaps, permitted us a chance to diges t 

the full impact of what the discussants have conveyed to you this afternoon. I 
Chairman Neuberger, in his opening remarks, said this was an informati on al I

and coordination meeting and that we need some better understanding. He proceeded 

to cite some objectives in the 172 Act, P.L. 92-500, and to point out that about I 
$2 million is available for EPA financing of planning in the Missouri River Basin. 

This planning would probably result in construction of $64 million worth of I 
faciltities. 

Neuberger has called the meeting under the authority of the Water Reso urces 

Council Act to coordinate the activities and principal agencies ope rating within I 
the VIate rand r e 1ated 1and use sphe re i nthe f.-1 iss 0 uri R i v e r Bas in. He VI en ton to 

state that this is not a public hearing and that vie really \'Jant to get at the "Hm"l?" I 
proposition rather than the "L-Jhat?" In short, he aimed at strengthening coordination I
through these kinds of communications. 

Carl Clopeck then took up the position for EPA addressing the subject of goals 

and technical, social, political, and regional aspects of goals. He reviewed the 

past, noting that proponents of the stream quality protection idea ran into some I 
difficulties in trying to determine exactly what treatment fit the stream quality I
criteria and the standards. 

It was Mr. Clopeck1s view that the kind$ of treatment processes that were called I 
for under th i s set of circumstances were easily challenged, but that EPA would, of 

necessity, rely on this and other ways to plan water resources. He observed tha t I 
Congress had recognized this difficulty in requir i,ng uniform standards an d f fort s-­ I 

-6­ I 



I 
I 
 as written into the 1972 Act. Also, Carl ci ted a number of t he other goal s , 


I 

1983 and 1985, and admitted that the no di scharge goal ob jec t i ve is not yet 

I understood. He said that violations can now be ta ken di rectl y to courts wi t ho ut 

having to go through the rather cumbersome and time con suming processes that were

I in the older water pollution control acts. He went on t o state that the pr imary 

responsi bi lity still resides \rlith the sta te s, . \.."i th an EPA overvievJ. 

I 

Mr. Murray then discussed t he management phase of en vironmental prot ecti on . 

I He stated t ha t the ai m of man agement i s t o get t he most out of t he sys t em . He sa i d 

that man agement is not impossible under P. L. 92-500 and he not ed t hat t he nati ona l

I Water Qua li t y Commissi on (Roc kerfe ller Commissi on ) will be given t hr ee years to 

study t he economic and other implications of P.L. 92-500 . We recently li stened t o 

I 

Mr. Joe 100re of the Comm ission staff on this very subject. It appears that the 

I goal of this Commission is far-reaching indeed, perhaps more far-reaching than the 

Act itself. 

I Mr. Murray went on to say that environmental pro t ection respons ibili ties 1i ll be 

delegated to t he states when they are rea dy to t ake this res ponsibility. The waste 

I 

discharge permits are one of the first such res ponsibi li ties. Permits are a good 

I enforceme nt tool and they can be used as an economic disincentive. Also, he stated 

that grants are larger than they have been in t he past (something on the order of

I five-fold in increase), in spite of executive imp oundments. 

I would ask a question or two as we go along here. I don1t expect an answer 

I 

fram you fellows, but I think it1s someth i ng that we must recognize. One question 

I is: Even though the Act is a little over a year old, how many states have pe rmits , 

or are available to accept permit responsibiliti es at this date? Very fel,'I , if any. 

I I think we are going to have to ask how t hese grants, or the impoundments , affect 

the Missouri Basin states. A little later on Mr. Clopec k answered the la st quest ion. 

He told you how they were going to affect it. He said that in the 173- 174 pe r iod the 

I states of the Missouri Basin lost funds, but he believes this was due to the l ack 

of appropriate needs inventories. As a result of a recent inventory he fe els t ha t

I -7­
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these funds Idil1 be recouped. Am I not stating this correct ly, Carl? I 

NOV/, r~r. r1urray a1 so pointed out that EPA has presented a stra tegy paper to I 
indicate means by VJhich they could C3.rry out the detail of t he 172 Act . I 

recently attended a legislative seminar in Washington, D.C., in which we visited I 
with the staff people of Public Uorks Corrunittee of both the House and Sena t e, and 

Ialso wit h some of the members of th2 Publit Works Committees , both Representa t i es . 

and Senators, in discussing t:lis verJ strategy pap2r. I must, in all fa'irness, I 
state to the people of EPA here that it is my impression fro m t he discus si ons 

there that Congress is not very hap py with the strategy pa pe r. I am very pleased I 
to see that you are engaged in drafting a new strategy paper with certain amend­

ments, because I think it is very t imely that you do so, and I think you \,/ill make I 
some poi~ts if you will now go back and recheck your strategy with the peop le in I 
Congress. I know that this is not the usual mode of communication be t ween the 

executive branch of Congress, but I think it would certainly pay you great divi­ I 
dends. 

Mr. Murray went on to state that it is absolutely essential that we attack t he I 
largest problems first, and he points out that the point sources must come first, I 
the non-point second. I would raise a question with you here in regard to the 

Missouri Basin. There are problems here ~ith the point sources in the Missouri 

River Basin, but I would challenge you that they may not be the most important 

Iproblems in the Missouri Basin. The non-poirit sources~ both organic and inorganic, 

both surface and groundwate~ are of very great importance. 

~Je got back into discussing planning priorities based on population and quality 

of streams. The cost of the water ~ollution control effort, of course, is 

pheno~nal. EPA now estimates that $60 billion should be spent through '74 - '77 I 
for public facilities. I can't hel~ reminiscing just a little bit, Carl and Charlie, 

I 



I 
I 
 about back in 1963 when the Bureau of the Budget asked for an analysis of the 


probable cost of water pollution control (public facilities in the U.S. including 

I interceptors and STP's). Do you know vJ hat t hat figure \las? It vJas $60 billion. 

I conveyed the 1 ett2r over to the Offi ce of ~'anager.12nt and Budget \'Ji th these 

I 
I numbe rs on it. 

I am going to say that there is something magic about $60 billion. If you 

will pardon me for t hat little diversion from t he su bj ect here today. Hi story 

I has a way of repeating itself, may I say. Grants allocated on the basis of n2eds, 

I 

of course, are quite important. I don't think vIe exactl~1 disagree VJith t:-iis concept 

I at all, and we certainly don't disagree with the fact that during the 73-74 period 

the Missouri River Basin states actually lost money under the new formulas. We 

kno~ that even after ~e have recouped these losses, we will still have problems- ­

I problems not only in point sources but in non-point sources. 

I 

I would have to agree vJith the general conclusion reacned, I t hink, by i\1r. 

I Clopeck with regard to slowing down of progra~s both at the national and state 

level in the last couple years. I think this happens primarily as a way of 

reorienting and reconsidering. I hope that is what you are dOing, and that 

I business will pick up very shortly in the future, and we'll get back on the track 

I 

again. Everytime ',..." hen \'Ie have a reorganization or new legislation, vIe lose ground 

I for two or three years before we catch up with what the new legislature tries to do. 

Maybe these goals are noble; maybe they are too noble. I am sometimes of the 

opinion that they are. This remains to be seen. We certainly are interested in 

I t he technical needs and coordination problems, and we do feel it is necessary to 

keep the people informed. He know it is necessary to consider land, air, water, 

I life styles and other concerns. 

Everything is occurring at a rapid-fire fashion in this inter-related nationI 
today. I cannot help, again, bringing in a little story that exudes a good deal 

I of truth. I Vlent to graduate school at the University of t1ichigan. One of the 

courses there was under an t1.D. who was a dermatologist in industrial hygiene.

I -9­
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He told us all that we took too many baths. He said t ha t we wo uld be healthier 

if we never took ~ore than one bath a week . Now, let's j ust use t hi s to I 
demons trate t he though t t hat you Were po i nti ng out, Mr. ~u rray . Wha t happens I 
if 220 million peop l e in the Un i ted Stat es dec ided sudden l y to take only one 

bat h a we~k ins tead of maybe 5, 6, Jr 7? Well, abou t the firs t thi ng you think I 
of is you wo uld cut the soap needs by abou t 85% ; and what do yo u do Ihen yo u cut 

soap needs by 85 %? Jhen you get to t hi nking about this , every bar of soap i s I 
wrapped in a piece of pape r , and t hat represents a l ot of paper . Okay , what is I 
soap ma de of? Well, it is made mostly of petroleum products, fats, and oils of 

various kinds. Suddenly you would find a great deal of materials available for I 
other pu rpo ses, Jhic h are not going into soap . Wha t other pu rposes ? Lord knows , 

II don't. 

Let's examine some of the other facets of this kind of a situation. Pulp and I 
paper mills are, of course, one of the greatest polluters of wate r and air that 

there has ever been. Considering that water resources are not used because paper I 
production is cut, the amount of water resources required are cut relatively 85 %. 

Also, we would cut down the waste treatment and cut down the trans portati on req uired I 
to carry chemicals and support treatment processes. In the meanti me, ho\ many I 
people do you thro\1 out of work because the truc ke rs don't have anything to carry 

around, and how much fuel do you save because you don't have t o run the trucks? I 
And you don't have to run some freight trains, and you don't have to run the po\ve r 

plants quite so rapidly. I 
Thus, our little story goes on and on allover a bar of soap. You know, \'Jhat I 

is involved in this is the thinking process. It is really a decision-making process 

as to what you are going to do with the environment--not onl y after the fact, but I 
about things foreseen or forecasted. Suppose you invented soap? I think this 

illustrates the real issue which confronts us. How many people in this nation are I 
thinking about this? Well, I'll tell you one t hing, there are a heck of a lot more I 
today than there were five years ago. 

I-10­



I 
I We look to the laws, we loo k to t he Congress for all t hese decisi on-mak i ng 

I 

tools. Someti mes t hey do a good j_ob and someti me s t hey don't. They sHay "lith 

I the emotionali sm that sways the nat ion. I wo ul dn 't say that th i s is bad, but 

this is the way it wo rks. 

ow, proceed i ng with the di scus si on s lere abo ut t he planni ng process . Say , 

I there i s plenty of da ta avail abl e; it is a mat t er of putt ing it all together in 

I 

t he right pl ace . We say tha t coordi nation i n t he fede ral sph re is essentia l,

I and EPA sai d here t hat t he Federal Reg iona l Council is a good way to achieve this 

fe deral coo rdi nati on. I think from my kn owledg e and bri ef ass oci at i on with 

federal councils, t hey are good for some things (certainly human resources), but 

I I am not.sure they can operate adequately in the field of resources ma nagement. 

I 

I feel that it is somewhat difficult to see how thes~ kinds of organizati ons , 

I as they are presently constituted, can deal with resources problems. I would, 

therefore , say that we need to think this through a little bit further. I 

certainly would ag ree with r r. Murray when he says that none of us have enough 

I financial and technical resources to do all the job. 

I 

I think we need to reduce the redundancy of planning in every instance that 

I is possible to do it. I observe a difference in philosophy be t ween the EPA-type 

planning and BC pl anning. I think this differ2nce in philosophy st ems from 

the P.L. 92-500 legislation. Many of my former colleagues in the water pollution 

I control business haven't c:,anged their basic way of thinking over the years, but 

I 

I think they have been forced to change their processes of thinking and, perhaps, 

I the objectives in this process. I think it is clear that the objectives today 

are regulatory--in spite of the fa(;t that the Public ~~orks Committees indicated 

that they felt that Sections 208 and 209 were the guts of the entire 1972 Act. 

I Now, this is where they disagree with your strategy. As you have pointed 

out earlier in the discussion this afternoon, planning under the old acts vias 

I not spelled out in detail nearly as carefully as it is now. As a matter of fact, 

I -11­
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I like it in the old acts better than it is now . Because it wasn ' t spelled out , 

Iit gave us some flexibility tha t was badly needed . The new l egislation, in this 

specifi city , creates a situat ion in which, whe t he r yo u rea l ize i t or not, you are I 
forcin g t he var ious st ates l prob lems--wh ich are widely diverse - -into the same 

mold. I do n't thin k you are do ing t his because that 's wh at you want to do. I I 
t hink it is pretty mu ch spe ll ed out t hat t ha t is wha t you have to do in the 1972 

Act. I 
EPA s r ssed i ts philoso phy of turn ing over responsibl l ity to the states as I 

rap idly as they are ready to take i t . I th ink you are going t o have to loosen 

up on that an d let them ta ke it whether they are ready or not . Otherwi se, yo u are I 
not going t o ge t the job done and you are goi ng t o be in t he same pos it ion of 

Itoo late with too little. 

Perhaps, I am not going to go into any great lengt hs in di scussing t il e pl anning I 
endeavors as they \I/ere pres ented by r. Gods i 1 and ~1r . Imh of f . I t h ink both 1 ai d 

out t he best \'/ay they can operate at the present t ime . I do thin k, I1m'/ever, t hat 

the EPA planning program and the broader water res ources devel opment program ought 
Ito be on the same side. Because of the priorities and the Jay the pr i orities have 

been established under P.L. 92-500, EPA is moving along at one pace over t he re, and I 
in MRBC we are moving in another direction over here . I feel that t hese things are 

all a part of one package, and I have always felt t hat way. I tri ed when I was i n I 
the water pollution control business at the federal level to en gage in t hese mult i-

I agency discussions. I know we have differences and cross purposes, and I think 

that until the federal agencies can get together and to iron out these differences I 
and get together on coordinated programs, weill continue to have problems. 

In this regard, I notice several things that bother me. I find depl orable, the fa 

that EPA is not a part of WRC, except as an observer. It is also not comprehensi bl e I 
to me how the new principles and standards laid out by VJ RC do not per t ain to EPA . 

These things are indicators t o me that we haven't go the best proces s of coor di nation I 
at th~ federal level. This cannot be blamed solel y on t he executive branc h of 



I 
government either. This extends back into Congress where many of these things 

I coul d be i roned out . Un ti l these things can be straightened out at the federal 

I 
 l evel, how can we expect the states and the local groups t o function? 


In the past most of us have been opportunists . States , as well as local 

I groups , wil l do the shopping where ~e get the best deal . This process is still 

I 

going to operate, unless and unti l it is very clearly understood that we are all 

I operat i ng on the same wave length and we dQ have , not l ip service, but real 

coordination agreement in the objectives we are attempting to achieve in t his 

broad f i e 1 d of voJater resources deve1opmen t and management , and very short1 yin 

I t he l and use management. Unti l we come to ama l gamated phi l osophy , amal gamated 

fund i ng, amal gamated objectives we must face the fac t that the federal government

I can't do al l of this and should not do i t . I t i s going t o have t o l et loose of 

some of those reins, and I am not just tal ki ng about EPA here, I am also i nc ludi ngI 
some of our other federa l col l eagues in thi s statement . 

I I do thank you again , John, for the opportunity to , perhaps, attempt to 

summa ri ze, eval uate , and point out wha t I fee l are weaknesses and strengths and 

I some of the causes of them . Hope ful l y , t he dis cuss i ons that have taken place were 

I the ri ght steps in t he righ t di recti on t o be t te r communi cati ons that we are in 

need of badly . Thank you very uch . 

I (end) 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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