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INTRODUCTION

The Categorical Exclusion Handbook is intended for use by the EPA Project Officers in
ensuring that the Special Act Appropriation grant projects are in compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The Handbook delineates how minor rehabilitation and
improvement projects may be eligible for exclusion from detailed environmental reviews under
NEPA (i.e., Environmental Assessment or Environmental Impact Statement).

The Handbook discusses the following topics:

. categorical exclusion background information and criteria;

. categorical exclusion application;

. coordination and consultation requirements with other State and Federal Agencies;
. how the EPA Project Officers are to work with grantees to ensure that categorical

exclusion application requests are appropriate for the particular proposed action to be
funded and to ensure that the categorical exclusion request applications are adequately
prepared and documented.

. the responsibilities of the EPA Project Officer and the EPA NEPA Compliance Officer
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Addressing the Applicability of NEPA to EPA
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MEMOQRANDUM

SUBJECT: Applicability of NEPA Requirements to the Special
Projects Authorized by the FY 1995 Appropriations Act

FROM: Larry McGee, Environmental Engineer v-7 /m* VQA
Construction Grants Branch
Municipal Support Division

TO: Coordinators for the Special Projects Authorized by the
FY 1995 Appropriations Act

Attached is an analysis of NEPA requirements and the applicability of these

requirements to the special projects authorized by the FY 1995 Appropriations Act.
This analysis was prepared by Jim Havard, Office of General Counsel,
Headquarters. If you have any questions concerning this analysis, you can contact

Jim directly at (202) 260-1003.

Attachment
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The following ares some general guidaelines re: the
application of NEPA to the special grants authorized by the FY
1995 Appropriations Act.

° For many water-related actions, EPA is exempt from NEPA
under tha Clean Water Act (CWA) § 511(c). Thus, NEPA does
not apply to demonstration projects funded under § 104 (b) (3)
of CWA (three projects on the special grants chart arae
denoted as demonstration). However, NEFA does apply teo
projacts fundaed under the authority of the Appropriations
Act. In addition, other cross-cutting Fedaral statutas,
such as the ESA, also apply to these projects.

° Where state NEPA~-like processes have already occurred, EPA
may be able to make use of the work done by the statas to
1imit the amount of work EPA must do in its own analysis.
NEPA regulations require agencies to "cooperate with State
and local agencies to the fullest extent possible to reduca
duplication between NEPA and State and local raquirements .
. . ." 40 C.F.R. §°1506.2. In cases where states have
performed environmantal reviaws under NEP.-like statutes or
pursuant to the SRF raegulations, EPA officials can
incorporate the state analysis into the Federal NEPA
analysis. However, EPA may not simply adopt the state
analysis. EPA must independently svaluats the states
documentation and process and is responsible for the
accuracy of the documentaticn and adequacy of the process.
40 ¢.F.R. § 1506.5. EPA must snsure that the documentation
is correct and complete. 1In addition, EPA must ensurs that
there was an adequata opportunity for public participation
and that the public’s concsrns wara fully considered; for
example, EPA must be satisfied that state responses to
comments were adequate.

o where state reviews have found no significant impacts, and
EPA approves of that finding and the state procass, EPA may
jssue an EA summarizing and referencing the state analysis.
A FONSI may accompany the EA. Purswant to EPA‘’s NEPA
regulations, EPA "shall not take administrative action on
the project for at least thirty (30) calendar days after
release of the FNSI . . . "™ 40 C.F.R. § 6.400(d). As
noted above, EPA must independently evaluate the state work
and will be responsible for the accuracy of the
documentation and adequacy of the process.

o Where stats raviews have found significant inpacts, or EPA
independently determines that there are significant impacts,
EPA must issue a notice of intent and a draft EIS. 1In the
EIS, EPA may summarize the state’s analysis, incorporate it
py reference, and include any additional analysis EPA deens
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appropriate. The EPA document, on its own, must be
sufficient to "fully inform decisionmakers and the public of
the environmantal effects of the proposal and those of the
reasonabla alternatives." CEQ 40 Qs # 21. EPA must then
allow for a minimum comment period of 45 days. EPA may then
issue a Final EIS. According tc the CEQ regulations, EPA
must wait 45 additional days before issuing a ROD. 40
C.F.R. § 1506.10(b) (a total of 90 days). Again, EPA must
independently evaluate the state work and will be
responsible for the accuracy of the documentation and
adequacy of the process.

Where construction of projects is completed or nearly
completed, EPA will not have to do NEPA analyses. Such
analyses would be wasteful. In addition, if EPA were
challenged under NEPA, it is likely that such a legal actiocn
would be found moot.

Vhere construction has started, and the project is not
nearly completed, EPA will have to do a NEPA analysis.

Until a NEPA analysis has been performed, EPA cannot take an
"action concerning the proposal . . . which would: 1) havea
an adverse environmental impact; or 2) limit the choice of
reasonable alternatives." 40 C.P.R. § 1506.1(a). Several
factors. . may amelioratae this situation. First, if the
project is well under way, othar alternatives may beconme
lass reascnable. Reasonable alternatives includa those that
are "practicable or feasible from the technical and economic
standpoint and using common sense. . . ." CEQ 40 Qs #2(a).
Courts will use a rule of reascn in evaluating our
alternatives analyeis. Saecond, OFA, upon compelling reascons
of national policy may raduce the prescribed time periods
for review. 40 C.F.R. § 6.401(d).

In cases where projects to be funded have been ongoing for
several years, EPA already may have. done Federal NEPA work
regarding all or a portion of the project to be funded. In
such cases, EPA must comply.with the supplementation
requirement contained in the CEQ regqulations and EPA’s Part
6 regulations. 3Se@ 40 C.F.R, § 1502.9(c); 40 C.F.R.

§ 6.404. The CEQ regulations require agencies to prepare
supplements to draft or final EISs if: "1) the agency makes
substantial changes in the proposed action that are relevant
to environmental concerns, or 2) there are significant new
circumstances or information relevant to environmental
concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts."”
40 C.F.R. § 1502.9(c).

—

The regulations applicable to the special project grants at
issua are the CEQ regulations (40 C.F.R. Pts. 1500-1508) and
EPA’s general NEPA regulations (40 C.F.R. Pt. 6, Subpts. A-
D). While they do not apply to the special project grants
~at issue, EPA’s regulations at 40 C.F.R. Part 6, Subpart E
may be looked to for guidance. :
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Office of Federal Activities Memorandum on NEPA
Guidance for Special Appropriation Act Wastewater

Treatment Projects




- UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
Mdf WASHINGTON, D.C. 204€0

JBN 20 1985

OFFICE OF
ENFORCEMENT AND
COMPLIANCE ASSURANCE

MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: NEPA Guidance for Special Wastewater Treatment Projects
in the FY95 Appropr1§plon Bill.
_/
FROM: Richard E. Sanderson ,/- 6“”fl°1/°,/ﬂ

Director
Office of Federal Activities (2252)

TO: NEPA Coordinators

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide guidance on the
requirements for compliance with the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) for special projects authorized for EPA grant

funding by the FY95 Appropriations Act (Act). The Act
appropriated "no-year" money to fund special wastewater treatment

rojects identified by Congress. Each region has projects on
nis list. The list is included in the attached copy of the
Quidance memorandum prepared by the Office of Water Management

(OWM) .

The OWM memorandum indicates that NEPA applies to all of
these projects except the three to be funded as Clean Water Act
(CWA) section 104 (b) (3) demonstration projects. These three are
exempted from NEPA under the CWA section S5i1(c). The Office of
General Counsel (OGC) has prepared an "Analysis of NEPA
appllcablllty to special grants authorized by FY 1995
Appropriations Act." This analysis is also attached.

OFA Guidance to Regional NEPA Coordinators

An independent EPA NEPA analysis for the non-demonstration
projects is required. In addition, other cross-cutting federal
statutes, such as the Endangered Species Act and the National
Historic Preservation Act, also apply to these projects. The
Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) NEPA regulations do not
allow EPA to adopt a state analysis. However, the NEPA
regulations do require agencies to "cooperate with State and
local agencies to the fullest extent possible to reduce

O_\ RecyciedRecyclable
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duplication between NEPA and State and local requirements ...

(40 CFR 1506.2). There are several ways the regions can use the
existing information and assessments for these projects as
summarized below and as discussed in greater detail in the
attached OGC analysis. 1In all cases, EPA must independently
evaluate the state documentation and reviav process and is
responsible for the accuracy of the NEPA documentation and the

adequacy of the process (40 CFR 1506.5).

e Where states have performed environmental reviews under
NEPA-like statutes or pursuant to State Revolving Fund
regulations, EPA can incorporate, but not simply adopt, the
state analysis into the Agency’s NEPA analysis,

* Where state reviews have found no significant impacts and
EPA approves of that finding and the state process, Epa may
issue an environmental assessment (EA) Summarizing and
referencing the state analysis and an accompanying Finding

of No Significant Impact (FONSI).

* Where state reviews have found significant impacts or EPA
independently determines that there are significant impacts,
EPA must issue a notice of intent and proceed with an
environmental impact statement (EIS) and record of decision
(ROD) in accordance with the Agency’s regulations at 40 CFR

Part 6.

e Where construction of projects is complete or nearly
completed, a NEPA analysis will not have to be done.

e Where construction has started and the project is not
nearly completed, a NEPA analysis is required and a
notification of intent to pursue an independent analysis

must be sent to the grantee.

e Where projects to be funded have been ongoing for several
years, additional assessment may not be required if prior
federal NEPA documentation has addressed the portions of the
project to be funded by the FY95 grant. The region will
need to assure that Since the previous assessment: 1) there
are no substantial changes in the proposed action relevant
to environmental concerns, or 2) there are no significant
new circumstances or information relevant to environmental
concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts.

If the NEPA analysis was carried out under an earlier
construction grant action and is no longer adequate or the
project has not previously been assessed by EPA, it will be
necessary to issue either an EA/FONSI or an EIS/ROD. The
regulations applicable to these special project grants are the
CEQ regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508) and EPA’s NEPA -
regulations (40 CFR Part 6, Subparts A-D). EPA’s regulations at
40 CFR Part 6, Subpart E, While they do not apply to these
special project grants, may provide additional guidance.



We anticirzte that additional issues or sub-issues may arise
which are not fully treated in this general guidance memorandum.
These should be brought to our attention as soon as possible. 1In.
addition, we have scheduled a teleconference on Tuesday, January
24, 1995 from 11:00 a.m. to 12:00 noon eastern standard time to
discuss this guidance and additional issues or concerns with the
pProcess. The call in number is (202) 260-4257. We loock forward
to your participation. Please inform John Gerba (202/260-5910)

if you or your staff will not be on the call.

Attachments

cc: Jim Havard, OGC
Ed Gross, OWM
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Criteria



January 7, 1983

Categorical Exclusions from EPA Procedures Implementing
the National Environmental Policy Act

Background

1

Since 1its inception, the Environmental Protection Agency's
procedures implementing the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) have included a thorough environmental review of all
publicly owned projects in which Federal funds will be used for
construction of wastewater treatment facilities. Experience has
shown that many projects have not required an environmental impact
statement (EIS) to comply with the National Environmental Policy
Act (40 CFR, Part 6). These have been projects that were routine
or small scale actions that have not had a significant effect upon
the human environment. The Environmental Protection Agency,
therefore, wishes to reduce the regulatory requirements burden
upon municipalities receiving Environmental Protection Agency
grant monies for minor construction activities. An Interim-Final
Rule providing for categorical exclusions was published in the
Federal Register on March 8, 1982, to be effectively immediately.
Revisions to the Interim-Final Rules also were published in the
Federal Register on January 7, 1983. While the Environmental
Protection Agency, Region 10, intends to maintain the integrity of
its environmental review responsibilities, it also intends to
provide assistance through the following guidance to grantees who
may be eligible for a categorical exclusion.

Definition

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) defines categorical
exclusion as "a category of actions which does not individually or
cumulatively have a significant effect on the human environment
and which has been found to have no such effect in procedures
adopted by a Federal agency...and for which, therefore, neither an
environmental assessment nor an environmental impact statement is
required.'"

Policy

In amending its regulations to include categorical exclusions, the
Environmental Protection Agency has determined that small scale,
minor or routine actions, such as (1) minor rehabilitations, (2)
minor expansions or replacement, and (3) minor upgrading of
wastewater treatment facilities that do not increase the overall
treatment capacity, (4) minor interceptor or collection sewer
projects, would meet the requirements for a categorical exclusion.
(See Criteria for Actions Eligible for Exclusion). To meet the
following criteria, proposed projects cannot result in new
development beyond incidental infilling of built-up areas. Some
new development unrelated to the wastewater treatment project may
occur, and such incidental development should not disqualify the
proposed action for exclusion. New community development actions,



however, will not receive categorical exclusions, and
Environmental Protection Agency regulations will €ONtinue to
require that such projects be subject to comprehensive
environmental reviews.

2

Categorical exclusions are the responsibility of the Environmental
Protection Agency, which shall approve, finalize and issue a
letter of determination of categorical exclusion, Signed by the
Environmental Protection Agency's Water Division Director. A
categorical exclusion may be revoked by the Water Divisigp
Director when (1) the proposed action no longer qualifies for
exclusion due to changes in the project; (2) significant local or
environmental issues are identified; or (3) viclation of local,
state or Federal laws 1is likely to occur. In the event of revoca-
tion, a full environmental review of the proposed action must be
completed as soon as practicable prior to Step 3 funding,

Criteria for Actions Eligible for Exclusion

1

Proposed actions or projects which would qualify for Federal
funding and which fit the following categories are eligible for
consideration for exclusion:

(1) Minor rehabilitation of existing facilities; replacement of
equipment; construction of new ancillary facilities which do
not affect the degree of treatment or capacity of the existing
facility; sewer system rehabilitation; replacement of existing
mechanical equipment or structures; a-nd the construction of
new, small, on-site structures.

(2)

Actions in sewered communities of less than 10,000 persons for
minor upgrading or expansion of existing treatment facilities, not
including extension of new collection systems funded with Federal
or other sources of funds.

(3) Actions where facilities would provide capacity to serve a
population increase of less than 30~ over a 20-year period.

' (4) Other categories of exclusion may be proposed. However, no
categorical exclusions can be granted for any project-which
would:

(a) result in new discharges to surface or ground waters or large
increases in volume of discharges or loadings of pollutants to
any receiving waters;

(b) have potentially significant environmental impacts:

(c) directly or indirectly affect areas such as floodplains,
wetlands, prime or unique agriculcural lands, aquifer recharge



zones, archaeological and historic sites, endangered or
threatened species;

(d) are known or expected not to be cost effective;
(e) cause significant public controversy; or
3

Procedures for Categorical Exclusion Determination

Although a categorical exclusion determination may be made at any
time prior to award of Step 3 funding, the Environmental
Protection Agency recommends early action by the grantee who is
eligible for a categorical exclusion. During the early stages of
facilities planning, the grantee should evaluate the project for
potential exclusion eligibility and prepare a letter of
application for exclusion. Existing information, or information
generated during the facilities planning process, should be used
to support the application. [fpertinent supporting information is
not available or is not generated during the facilities planning,
however, no exclusion can be considered.

The grantee's request for categorical exclusion should be made to
the Environmental Protection Agency, or if facilities planning
review has been delegated to the state, to the state project
manager. The request should include:

1

(1) a letter of application describing likely project alternatives
and identifying environmentally sensitive areas in the
planning area; and

(2) a description of the elements which meet the criteria for
categorical exclusion.

The Environmental Protection Agency's review of the application
for exclusion will be brief and concise, drawing upon existing
information, data provided by state agencies, regional planning
agencies, water quality management agencies, and grantees. Upon
completion of the review, and having the state's recommendation
where review has been delegated, the Region 10 Water Division
Director will determine the project's eligibility for exclusion
from the substantive environmental review requirements of the
National Envirommental Policy Act.

If a categorical exclusion is granted, the Step 3 grantee will not
be required to prepare a formal Environmental Information
Document. A copy of the letter of determination of categorical
exclusion should be included, however, within the facilities plan.

The Environmental Protection Agency will document its decision to
issue or deny an exclusion. The documentation will include the



letter of application, a brief description of the proposed action,
and a brief statement of how the action meets the criteria for 4
categorical exclusion. This documentation will be made available
to the public and will be filed with the Environmental Protection

Agency's Office of Federal Activities.
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CATEGORICAL EXCLUSIONS

Application letters for Categorical Exclusions (CEs) should
include a map, a very brief project description, and a brief
statement of whether the action meets the criteria for a CE [Sections
6.107(d) and 6.505(b)] without violating the criteria for not
granting a CE [Sections 6.107(e) and 6.505(c)].

The dccumentation should be able to answer the first questions and

one of the following questions (2, 3, or 4) in the affirmative:

(1) Will the action only involve minor rehabilitation of
existing facilities, functional replacement of equipment, or
construction of new ancillary facilities adjacent or appurtenant to
existing facilities? [6.107(d) (1)]

(2) Is the action consistent with (1) above and will the action
take place in a community of any size but have no effect on the
degree of treatment or capacity of the existing facility?

[6.505(b) (1)] This could include, but is not limited to, infiltration
and inflow corrections, replacement of existing mechanical equipment
or structures, and the construction of small structures on existing
sites. (6.505(b}{(1)]

(3) Will the action take place in a sewered community of less
than 10,000 persons and involve no more than minor upgrading and
minor expansion of existing wastewater treatment works? [6.505(b) (2)]

(4) Will the action take place in an unsewered community of less
than 10,000 persons and consist of a proposal for on-site
technologies? [6.505(b) (3)]

(Basically, the difference between the categories in (2) and (3)
is that no upgrade in treatment or expansion in capacity is allowed
for a CE in most communities, but minor upgrade and expansion are
potentially allowed for communities of less than 10,000 persons.)

The documentation should be able to answer all of the following

cuestions in the negative:

(1) Is the action known or expected to have a significant effect
on the human environment, either individually, cumulatively over
time, or in conjunction with other federal, state, local, tribal, or
private actions? [6.107(e) (1) (i)]

(2) Is the actilon known or expected to directly or indirectly
affect cultural resource areas, such as archaeological or historic
sites listed on or eligible for listing on thé National Register of
Historic Places? L6.107(e) (1 ) (11)]



(3) Will the action cause irreparable loss or destruction ot
significant scientific, prehistoric, historic, or archaeologic data,
as ldentified by the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)?
[6.107(e) (1) (1i)]

(4) Is the action known or expected to directly or indirectly
affect endangered or threatened species and their critical habitats
as listed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the U.S. National
Marine Fisheries Service, or state fish and wildlife agencies?
[(6.107(e) (1) (i1)]

(5) Is the action known or expected to directly or indirectly
affect environmentally important natural resource areas such as
floodplains, wetlands, important farmlands, or aquifer recharge
zones? [6.107(e) (1) (ii)]

. Examples would be floodplains identified by the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers; wetlands identified by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service; farmlands classified as prime, unique, or of state
or local importance by the U.S. Soil Conservation Service; and
aquifer recharge areas identified by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency or state environmental or water resources agencies.

(6) Is the action known or expected not to be cost-effective?
{6.107(e) (1) (1i1))

(7) Will the action cause significant public controversy?
[6.107(e) (1) (i1i1i)]

(~) Will the action create a new discharge to surface or ground
waters L6.505(c) (1) (i)]?

{9) Will the action relocate an existing discharge to surface or
ground waters? [6.505(c) (1) (i)]

(10) Will the action result in substantial increases in the
volume of discharge (from an existing source or new facilities) to
receiving waters? [~.505(c) (1) (ii),

(11) Will the action result in substantial increases in the
loading of pollutants (from an existing source or new facilitlies) to

receiving waters? [6.505(c) (1) (11i))]

(12) Will the facilities provide capacity to serve a population
30% greater than the existing population? [6.505(c) (1) (iii)]

Revised march 1989
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Coordination with other State or Federal Agencies and Documentation for
Categorical Exclusion Applications

As part of the CE application request process, the grantee will need to contact several
different state and/or federal agencies to be able to provide adequate responses to the questions
denoted in the CE application. Please refer to the CE application when reading this section of the
guidebook.

Below are a list of the questions that EPA requires the grantee to provide adeqaute
documentation on from other state and/or tederal agencies. A list of possible sources for the
information are denoted with the question to assist the grantee when preparing the CE
application. All correspondence with other state/federal agecnies should be attached with to the
CE application.

the erantee to contact and provide documentation of coordination:

Will the action take place in a sewered community of less than 10,000 persons and involve
no more than minor upgrading and minor expansion of exisitng wastewater treatment
works?

The grantee should contact any local,city, county, or state community officies for information on
population size of the City and provide documentation with the CE on how the information was
obtained or who was contacted and when. If the size of the community is larger than 10,000,
then EPA CE crtieria preclude the grantee from receving a CE. Grantees with community
populations larger than 10,000 will be subject to a a full environmental review of the project and
will have to prepare a draft Environmental Assessment for EPA.

Is the action known or expected to directly or indirectly affect cultural resource areas, such
as archaeological or historic sites listed or eligible for listing on the National Register of
Historic Places?

The grantee will need to contact the State Department of History and Archaeology and request
that the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) provide a response in writing on the
presence or absence of cultural/historic properties in the project area. lf the grantee is unable to
find the appropriate contact, then the grantee should contact the EPA grant Officer for
assistance. .

Is the action known or expected to directly or indirectly affect endangered or threatened
species and their criticl habitats as listed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the U.S.
National Marine Fisheries Service, or state fish and wildlife agencies?



The grantee will need to contact the U.S. Fish and Wildlife, National Marine Fisheries Servic e
and State Fish and Game to obtain a list of threatened or endangered species or stare listed
species of concern. The grantee should provide the written documentation from these agencies
with the CE application along with the granrees determination of effect.

[s the action known or expected to directly or indirectly affect environmentally important
natural resource areas such as floodplains, wetiands, important farmlands, or aquifer

recharge zones?

The grantee will need to conatct the following agecnies for written or phone documented
conversations on the information about the presence/absence of these environmenial resources
in the project area:

Floodplain information can be obtained by contacting the U.S. Corps of Engineers.
Wetlands information can be obtained by contacting the U.S. Corps of Engineers.
Farmland infromation can be obrained by contacting the U.S. Soil Conservation Service.
Acquifer recharge zone information can be obrained by contacting the EPA.
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EID HANDBOOK

EPA REGION ¢

ExaMpPLE 1.

REQuesT: U.S. FrsH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE (FYS)

The attached example:

9]

2)

3)

4)

locates the facilities using township and range coordinares and

USGS topographic map;
describes the basic aspects of the project;

provides baseline information that may assist the Fyg in this

case a biological survey (and in other caseS., records of past

coordination at or near the site);

notes that a similar request is being sent to the Stare biological

resources contact, effectively anticipating that one FWs respons
e

would be that such a State request be made.

Exampie 1. |
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Ei1D_HANDBOOK

EPA REGION 6

ExamMPLE 1

LELE WILSON & ASSOCIATES

HYDROL OGY L ENVIRONMENT L] RESOURCES

May 31, 199}

Us Hial and Wildlate Service
Feolagival Sarvicoes

Attn tohin € Peterson

Sutte b, 31530 Pan Amcrican Hiphway NE
Albuquergue New Mextco B0/

Deat M1 Petelson

lee  wWilaon and Ausouiates s proepelliny anc Bnvitowsental  lnforsetion
Document tor proposed seplape disposal facilities to be luocsted on the Pueblo
ol Putuaque In notthorn New Mexteo (SWO LA Section 18, Township 19N Range
YFE.  see attached  Jocatton map) With  this  letier we  wre seguesting
thtotmat ton concetintng thircatened o1 endangered species o thert bwebitats o
the vicintty of the project Attached 15 8 biological sutvey of the site,
prepared for the Pueblo by the Northern Pueblo Agency of the U S Buitecau of

Todian Atfatrs

bcpxugu' tacilittes ute to consist of wulti celled total retention lagoons,

with some celle for active use and some for dryling Uried sludge is to be
buried 11 a dedicated landtadl The site will be fenced, with controlled
aceus: Both  pround water  and  lagoous will be monitored for haczardous

waterlals

As 1ndicated on the attached map, the factlftlers will be located adjacent
(o new wastewater  lapoons The wastuewater ldgoons werce the subject of a
letter from yourself (o Mr William A Dodge of the Indian Health Seivice on
Janwary 29, 1984, 10 whiaod sou indivated no listed species would be sffrcted

by the lagoons

A nesrly ddentical <opy of this letter and attachments has been sent to
the New Mexico Department of Came and Fish

1f you require turther intormation, plesse lct we know

Sinwerely,

. .

ﬁk,; s
(’/{ P

Steve Auderson

TH2ULARLILLE et
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£ st FGOUIE fE W ME R (Tt
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memorandum

JUL 181990

Meriin Mennke Nalural Reriurces Manage:

Fioh, Wilshie andg Vegetaton Survey cf the Focaaue Zertage Facidy Project AreaRegen

Pujoaque Septage Facity Fie

On July 17,1990 Carios Satazar andicompieie ithe subject survey of the 10 acreprojecrarea
located al Tewnsnep 19 Morn Range 9 Easi Sections W1/2 18 anc £ 17213 Thereswits of

trie on the ground survey are as follcwe

A Gatets Hdana Jamess
2 ingian Rucegrass  Gryzopus hymennaes

3 Sardndl muhly, Mutiierntergi pungers

5 Needle and thread Stpd comat

6 BotietLrush squirrelfad Sianin
7

AJkah sacaton, Sporatclus defwdes

8 Bluegama, Boufeioua gracirs

LT 515 35

S Fourwing sanbrush Al0p!

o Harrcwieaf yuca, Yulid angusts:
13 Concorwond, Peoulus 3pP

12 One Seed Juruper, Junpetus Monosperma

Yanihocgohalum saccihea

a

13 Broom Snakeweed,

‘a Ratbitbrush, Chrysottamus nauseosuys

15 Culrose Cowanid meucana

WILDLIFE

% Coyoate, Cants .at7acs

Jach Rabbrt Lepus americanus

Mule Deer, Qdoconus hemonus

LI

Qacger Taidea!

2

3

4 Stiped Shunk, Sgilagale putorivy
s

6

Ferrat Dor <stic Dogs. €

OFTromaL FOMM NG 18
[ s ]
SRAPPUR s CFW 18108 4
meite

LTI R U E L

AEPTULES

1 Bullsnare, Pilucphy melaroleucus say

2 Guopher Snane, Pirugpry retsnoiedcys cesetcoa
k} Western Rarttie Snane Crotatus viridis

Rea-Taled Hawh Butep regans

IR S S C R N1

Morning Dove Zenaida mactoura

HNo (hreathenec dand/of endangered (T3E) spec.es/habaat of any lype was (Gungd io ot cuiy the
project area Alsg achesr of ad luImaten andreccidsieveas hatno TAE species nas ever
teen known 1B wCCupy the project diea. The picect area was teundio be fughly d.sturbed by
man's activilies Hecommended migabkon measures for the projectare summarized a3 1cncns

Mitigation: #itareas that are thsturbed, Ihen abandoned and no cngel uLe o Mhouil
be reseeded with the foNowing seed me

Plant Species LBS/AC/F15

Indian Ricegrass 2
GCatlets N 2
Fourwing Saltbush 2
Burnet 8

Purity X Germination = % Pure Live Seed

Seeaing should be done wih a disc ~1ype drill Capabie ot RANTING s8N DU Seed si2es. The drid
rows should be 6-8 inches apart andthe seed shouldbe drliedicadecthot Sip 15 .ncres
deep. Gram dril should be toilowea Cy 2 gdrag or cackedtonsulie walirm coverage of (he seed

and adequate compacton
Mulching 1 also recommende 1o conirol erosion, premote gernnaton of seeds andincrease
retention of the soi Sicping of the siopes and embankments abouid be JoNE 1 3uch & manner 10
achieve an ecologically sounc Iarduse adhire prevaing (and utes The slopes of the pit shouid
belapered 30 ds nolio erceec 2 J 1 Stoze. Too sleep 2 slope will resultanrills or possiDiy even

Dhed U4

Natural Resources Manager

guliies forming
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ExaMPLE 2. REQUEST: STATE CULTURAL RESOURCES CONTACT
The attached example provides the same kinds of information as ZIxampie
1) clear location;
2) project description;
3) baseline information;

4) related coordination.

Example 2- 1
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ExAMPLE 2

1820 N Sous
Coremore OH 74017
(918) 3¢ 2773
(918) 3P @774

MIN€E SERVICES , INC.

November 1S, 1991

David 1. Salay

State Hiwtoric Prescervation Ofticer
Okjahoma Historical Socicty

62) Horth kRobinson, Sulte VIb
Chiabioma City, OK 73102

281 ichary Cual Corp., permit #4230, Rogers County

Dear Mr. Salay:

Hickory Coal Corporation, P.O. Buxn 188, Clarcmore, OK 74018, s
making plans to conduct surtace mining actavities on lands located
11 the 8/2 of Scection 9 and the N/2 of Section 16, T24N, RI17E,
Kugers County, Oklahoma (see attached location map). We are
rcequesting clearance from your office for the proposed project.
Also please provide any available information on the cultural or
historic- resources listed or eligible for listing on the National
kegirster of Historic Places located within or adjacent to the

project arvea.

We have contacted the Oklahoma Archeological Survey concerning
Clearance from their office. They responded by stating that an on-
survey would not be necessary (sce attached letter).

S
-~

[ 2]
[
'.( Vow

si1te

Ther e 18 one residential structure and other structures located in
Section 16 In the southern part ot the permit area, however none of
them will be disturbed by the operation, nor have there been any
structures removed in the recent past. Therefore the Historic
Pieservation Resource Identification Form will not be required for

the referenced project.

"’4 LA
Ai'ﬁeﬁ;mg

J

’ s

WA ] —
' _',‘\ "{7/{(-\' /

R ,V’:ﬂ",'H f}l,‘,
SOLY 7/ P ot S

Flease call or write if we can provide any additional {information. N
4 el
N
Very truly yours, -3
HICKORY COAL QURIGRAT TN 5
) 7 {r
g )] j GENYRAL 100AT Tt MAP NS
",‘,// '/ /OJ/ Purmit & <230 b
S A —e I
Koubert H. Collans S G ¢ ) 4 n/"
Mine Scervices, Inc. cLion 9 G Bt METE ’ K
Kot s Goutity . Uklahoms o
o~
=

enc.
cu: Russell. E. Wienecke, Hickory
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ExaMPLES 3A AND 3B. RESPONSE: U.S. FrsH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

The attvached example (3a) for a swina farm:

9]
"
4]
Io¥
@
o]
~
v
I

1) indicates no Federally-listed threatened or endang

habitats will be impacted:

2) indicates other concerns such as potential downstream impacts, and

suggests mitigation measures.

Often as not, some species will be in the area, and the Service will
either indicate no effect is expected or will ask the applicant to provide
more information, such as a field survey. The field survey will either
show no effect or the applicant will be asked to mitigate impacts (for
example, locate and move American Burying Beetles).
The attached example (3b) for a mine:

1) provides a list of endangered species;

2) requests a field survey;

3) contains maps of area wetlands;

4) says to coordinate with the Corps of Engineers.

Example 3- 1
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ExaMPLE 3A

United States Departiment of the Internior ey

FHANG N D L SRV
Fondogiie al S
SN Houston Suite A

Lo Okbahoma 7410

January 6. 1994

Mr Paut Harston

Tyson Foods, inc

Dept CP S21

P O Boax 2020

Spnngdale Arkansas 72765 2020

Dear Mr Hawrston

This responds 1o your lefter daled November 9. 1933, regarding expansion of the Gerald Smith
swine lanm i Sechons 26 and 27. 7T 4 N, R 9 E , Hughes County, Oklatioma  The uropsued
project would nct atfect federally hsted threatened of erdangered species cr their habitd!s Our
man concern 1s the polennal eftect of Yie project on water quakty of the Muddy Boggy Hiver and
its tnbutanes

Accoraing 1o thie soil survey map. bottomiand soils {alluvial and Verdigns sit loams) occupy the
western hait of the project area (SE/4 SE/4 SE/A Section 27), within the hisionic Hlooaptdain of Big
Sandy Creek. a Wwibutaty 10 the Muddy Bogg. River. To protect these aquatic resources. we
recommend no intentional discharges ¢f animal wastes, other chemicals, or hill matenal into Big
Sandy Creck  Precautons should be taken to ensure thal aigging acuviies 6o not urtect the
greund waler table  Heolaing ponds should sately store animal wastes without leaching into the
ground waler A contingency plan for safely stonng waste due 10 untoreseen repai jolis or other
emergencies 1s desirable. Precaulions also should be taken 1o elMminate or minimize chances that
floods would tush the contents of the waste hoiding ponds or drying hields into the creek It these
protectve measures are incorporaled info the project design, the Fish and Wildlife Service would
have No objections 1o the acton Picase kecp us advised of how our recommendations were
mplemented

We appreciate the opporiunity 10 feview this project dunng the earty planning stage Pilease call
Laura tull (318 581 7458) 1t you have Questons

Sincerety,

ZZ/;/&: 7// Lﬁl/(;g_—-

Charles M Scoft
Actng Field Supenvisor

ExaMPLE 3B

Unied States Department of the Interion

FISHAND WIT DY R SERVIC ]
Esubogroal Scrmeer
2215 Mouwon. Suar A
Tul Ollahowms 74127

December 29 1991

£2.14-9% 1145

M: Bobet Colhins
1330 McFarand Place
Claremuore, Ohlahoma 74107

Dear Mo Colling

This elter responds 1o you * reques’s dated December 4. 1994 and December Y1994 forninformnation on
ksted species and/or welk:nds tha! could occur on two proposed surface codl mne Sitvs  The proposed
mines are (o be operated by Phoc ~ix Minerat Company and are located in Rogers and Craig counties,
Okishomd  The Rogers Zounty §oposal was evaluated by (his office for effects on histed speaies in
January. 1994

We have prowided updatcd county ists of federally-hsted species. includvig candwidte speces lof the
subject countics  Candidi e specizs recerve no legal prolection under the Endangered Species Act und
they are included in this d>cument for planning purposes only Responsible planning could help reverse
the declining population tronds exh.bited by candidate species and delay or preveat the need to Iis! these
spcacs in the future

The only Federally-isted species lxely to be affectec by the proposed Craig County surface mine 1s the
threatened western prainc finged orchid  This orclad 15 found on (aligrass pranes whcre the native
vegelalion has been martained in relalively good condiion If tracts of good qualty, tallgrasw prae
reman on the site of the proposed mine, they should be surveyed for westem praine fnnged orchids

As per your request. we have erclosed coptes of the Fish and Wildhfe Service's Natonal Wetlande
Inventory maps lor both proposed rune sites  For your convenience, we have roughly outined the project
areas in red and highlightcd the weiland areas in green

The Rogers County site ccntaing partions of two seasonally flooded, intermittent streambeds 8nd several
small, artficial impoundmaents. The Crag County site supports temporanly flooded, palustnne, forested
wetiands along the headv-aters of Thompson Creek and fts tnibutanes If the forested wetiands along
Thompson Creek and s tributaries still remain intact, they could provide high qualty habttat and a
movement comdor for wilsiife. We recommend that these forested wetlands be protected from mining
activity  Maintenance of these forested comdors would bulfer the streams from runoft from the mune site

The Tulsa Office of the L S. Army Corps of Engineers or the Natural Resources Conservation Service
{formerly the Soil Conservation Se vice) should be contacted 1o detenning of junsdctional wetlands exist
on the proposed mune sitcs
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ExAMPLE 3B, CONTINUED

Ve appreciale the opponunity to review the project plans and provide these comments. )f you have
questions or need further assistar. ¢, please contact Virgia Brubeck of Lhis office at 918/581-7458

Sincerely,

Lot B RV

) Jerry J Brabander
Field Supervisor

County

Cm)g_
Lnclosures

MVO vi TEAPHOENIX Mit

c

Duector, Ohishoma Depai:ment ot ‘Wildlife Conservation, Okiahoma City, OK
Altn  Natural Resource Sectior

Director, Office of Sudace Mining, Denver, CO

Director, Tulsa Feld Office, Office of Surface Mining, Tulsa, OK

Director, Oklahoma Depariment of Mines, Okiahoma City, OK

Director, Oklahoma Department of Environmental Quality, Oklahoma City, OK
Atln’ Wayne Craney, V-ater Quzity Programs Diwision 0207

District Engmeer, U'S. Army Corpt. of Engineers, Tulsa, OK
Attn: Regulatory Functians Branch

Rogers

OKLAHOIAA'S FEDERALLY LISTED THREATENED
AND ENDANGERED SPECIES

Species

{incluging Candidale Species)

COUNTY LIST

B:1d eaglc

Peregnne cicon

Ne osho maatom
Wastem §x eine nnged orchid
Ariansas corler

All gator s: apping lurtte
Bi.e sucker
Lojgerhess shre

Nv osho mi <ket

Pe 3dlefish

Pr urie mo 2 crickel
Tcxas hor: ed lzard

B:d eagic

Intznor least tern
Peregnne .alcon
Wuooping :rane

Pipiing plover

Woustemn ¢« ne tinged orchud
Ar<ansas ceiter

Al gator srapping turtle
Be rd's spoiow
Ccrulean v.arbler
Fe-rugnous hawk
Lojgerheas shnke

Nc themn goshawk
Pr.urie mo e cricket
Texas hor ed lizord
Wostem st owy plover
Wte-tace 3 1bis

Q. ark ctursaapin

Endangered”
fnsangered
Thicalened
Threatened

Calegoty 1 Candidale
Category 2 Candwate
Category 2 Candidute
Cuteyory 2 Canddate
Cuteyory 2 Canddate
Categary 2 Candwate
Category 2 Candidate
Category 2 Candidate

Endangered*
Engungerea
Endangered
Endanger d
Threatened
Threalened

Category 1 Canddate
Category 2 Canddate
Category 2 Candidate
Category 2 Canadale
Cutegory 2 Condidate
Category 2 Candidate
Category 2 Candidate
Cal-gory 2 Candidate
Category 2 Candidate
Calegory 2 Canddate
Category 2 Candwdate
Cutegury 2 Candidate

* The baid eagie has beer propot w3 for downlisting 1o threatened status
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ExampLe 4. Response: U.S. ArRMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS

The attached example:

1) indicates no wetlands will be impacrted;

2) shows on a flood hazard map that the project is partially in a
100-year flood plain, and requires that no hazard result from the

project (basically, no construction in the flood zone).

When wetlands may be affected, a common outcome is for the Corps to allow
the impacts under a Nationwide permit (and attach the permit
requirements); or require specific mitigation, such as avoidance; or

require a project-specific individual permit.

Example 4- 1
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DLPARTMLNT OF THE ARMY

Fro o a Gar bane 1o, GF E Roateb B hey

IR R W N T S TUNY SN
TR SA Crchromta 74020 ol
Luecenber 7, 1993 )
Operations bivision - ) i a N
Regulatory Branch 11000 HAZARD BOUNDARY MAP \
AN | -
Mr. Paul Holrston
Tyson Foods, Inc. HUGHES COUN‘[Y'
Dept. Cb 521 :
Post Otfice Box 2020 OKLAHOMA
0 55— o] .
Springdale, AR /2765-202 UNINCORPORATED Akt A
Dear Mr. Hairston: PAGE 9 OF 10 ]
(STt MAPINDEX TOH PAGES NUT #IaNTED, l[G[ ND

This is in referencc to vour letter cf Hovember 9, 1293, fegara- ! )
ing the expansion of the Curald Smith swine growing operation in ;

Hughes County, Ol lahoma. You regquested information on wetlands and LPLCIAL LUl MA LA R .
flood plains. wnia ZONL A

Wetlapds: The identified property dees not appear to contain
wet lands subject to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. There are
arcas adjacent to the property which may contain wetlands in shallow
depressions that pond water. Section 404 of the Clean Water Act :f’.“"j,:',‘,'.'f“:‘m"':'"°"',""“‘"“‘ Soec-ar Fiood Hocaia
requires prior authorizatjon from the U.S. Army Corps of Engjineers SO€0101 Homs Hatard ALess Ahomn om et s mpy b1
for the placement of fill material into or the excavation of material nealtied any cihe arans piveo
from wetlands, creeks, rivers, and lakes.

Flgod Plajns: A portion of the property is in the 100-year Setonanct e ToaC G Company On 1OCA
flood plain (Zone A) for Sandy Creek (map enclosed). The proposed EFFECTIVE DATE 12 - 1-4 .’I‘S&'ﬁl‘:‘.‘t'"“ COMMUNITY ARL T0ICIBLE $DA
construction of facilities for the expansion of the swine growing AUGUS IG5 7 ’ et
opcratiovn shculd Le completed so that there is no increase in flood SEAE
hazaid and must .omply with all local, state, and Federal flood plain
ordinances.

So that our response will be most meaningful to you, we ask R
thaot you please include in any future requests, any known specific COMMUNITY-PANEL NO i s e
features or construction actions invelved in the proposed expansions. R ° ro0o

400467 0009; B [ St v =N ——"

This project has been assigned Identification No. 04455. Please
reference this number in any future correspondence. If you have any
questiuns, contact Mr. Ardrew Commer at $18-669-7401.

Sincerely, :as
//‘ , US DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING
/) M % AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
/T/ “ A FEOLAAL BeSLmamCE AOMMLS [RA FION
David A. Manning
Chief, Regulatory Branch

Enclosure



-n 81dwexy

t

EID HANDBOOK EPA REGION 6

EXAMPLE 4, CONTINUED

S

2 = [
. L HUGHES CQ i /‘l IONE A
- i T e T cgp‘i_‘c'oL;:T. Sl el B L R e .A_r\).___.—_. :) JEEAE,
COUNTY BOUND AN (1 P
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EXAMPLE 9.

RESPONSE: U.S. NaTuraL RESOURCE CONSERVATION

SERVICE (SOIL CONSERVATION SERVLCE)

The example below:

1) indicates which prime soils will be affected (often

as not the

Applicant just receives a 1list and map. and must figure it out

directly);

2) indicates that no adverse impact will occur 1f a wasce

plan 1is followed (in this case, the SCS prepared

management plan).

Subiect:

Dpited States S5oud Holdenvalle Field Office
pupartment ot Cconservaticn 419 E. Highway
Agriculture Service Holdenville, OK 74848
Prime Farmlands pete: January 18, 1994

Gerald smith Farm

flie Coce:
paul) Hairston
Tyson Foods, Inc.

As ragquested, 2 review of the soils in Gerald Smith swine
gperation area has been made.

Two soils exist in the project area which are classed as pr'ne
farmland. These soils are Verdigris silt ‘loam, and Dennis loam,
1 to 3 percent slopes: All facilities including lagoons and
barns will be constructed on these soils. &n area of
approximately 20 acres will be dedicated TO this use.

waste utilization will be carried out on these soils on other

areas of the farm but will pose no adverse impact to tnese lands
if properly carried out accorcing to a waste management plan.

';$4~4#¢£%£i/4/;¢/

Brent Reavis
3 -
Districe COHSB{V&CLOﬂLS;

Example 5- 1

management

the waste
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ExampLE 6. RESPONSE: STATE CULTURAL RESOURCES CONTACT
The attached example is from Oklahoma, which has two agencies tha: need <o
be contacted concerning hiscorical and archeological resouces (some states
have just one). This example:

1) indicates an archeological survey is necessary;

2) indicates that the area contains no siftes on the National Register

of Historic Places;
3) indicates that the survey was acceptable.
Note that the survey reports are often well done, with good descriptions

of site landforms, vegetation, etc. which may be useful to an EID in

general .

Example 6- 1
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ExaMPLE 6

Oblaboma Arvcheological Siyvey

PO et O Aty b ey e taA

Hovembetr 12, 1993

Paul Harraton

Tyson Foods, Inc.

Dept . P 521

P.O. Rox 2020

Springdale, Athansas  72704%-2020

Re s Tyson Foods proposcd expansiun ol swine growing facility.
Po,2b Dercrrpticon: SW1/zZ4 W17 SN0, Sectlion 26 and SEl/4 gRY /4
Lhl-4, Seotion 27 T4H RYE, Hughes County, OKlehouma.

Dear Mi. Hawrston:

The above referenced project has been reviewed by the Community
Ausistance Program staft of this agunuy tu identify potential areas
that may contain prehistoric or historic archaeclogical materials.
The lucation of your project has been cross-checked with the state
si1te tiles containing approximaetely 14,000 archaeologlcal sites
which ave currently recorded for the state of Oklahoma. No sites
are listed as occurring within your project area, but based on th.
tupographic and hydrologic setting ot your project, archaecological
matuerials are likely to be encountered. An archaeological field
inspection is considered necessary prior to preoject construction in
order to identify significant archaeological resources that may
€xiut 1n the project area. Please contact this office at (405)325-
7211 1t you require additional information on this project.

This environmental review and evaluation is performed in order to
locate, tecord, and preserve Oklahoma's prehisturic and historac
cultural heritage in cooperation with the State Historic
Preservaticn Office, Oklahoma Historical Society. Thank you for
your coopetation. -

Sincerely, 4( ;;/ '/"/7« D] s
LN ; P L g
, A /_,.//KQ7¥,ﬂ/&;v¢p

// N

Jaxir, S 3o
LA el
Heather York /
S5tatt Archlweclogist

Robert Brooks
State Archaeologist

Dlw

cC: SHPO

Tl raraprane turmdn (mleroma JDA1Y 0373 AR 14091 008 L1t DAK (6051 )05 (0
Agtar] A ARTY ated 5L 1l s SUKYHIG Dol PLOICL (8 (LA A

Ollalona A veheological Suivey

Trog a0 ab Yy G Gm LA A
Docomber G0 19994
aul Harrstoa
Ty non Foody
Licyst cy 21
O Bax 2020
Sy tandgdale, arizona Moo Julu
Re Proposed swine tamishaing plant, O Laavn facalaty [Ny
DeLaT st 1on: SEV/a, SEt/4, SEL/1, Scection o7, Tl kvl Hudihe s,

County, Okldahoma
Dear My Halrston

A cultural resources report of 1nvestigutions has beeh received Ly
this agency on the above retercunced project.  Thawu agunicy contirng
the recommendations contained in the 1eport The 1eview was
cunducted 1in cooperation wWith the State Historic Preservalion
Oftice, Oklahoma Histurical Scciety.

Plvase contact this «oftaice at (405} 3ee-7211 1 £ butied
arvhavological materials such as chipped stune tool: . pottur:
Lone, historic crockery, glass, metal 1tems, o Lullding matetrals
are exposed during Consuruct 1ON dCLIVIL les

Sincerely,

i 4 5 —_

/// 7{ ol

_— - o LEE X Zeedl
Robert L -3 gelol ¥

Statt Archaeclogist State Archaculcjast

RLB: 1w

cc SHivw

V1t Cranaprare Nomen Oninoms 73019 0375 Bk aref 190%) WY 200 A ey .y r

Qe
AU G ARLL AU LU b S LR g bl k 00 (m . bye e
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EXAMPLE 6, CONTINUED

Oklahoma Historical Society ... .. ..
STl HE ORI F R RVATEN OFFIC)
Gob B PIESOIN LA EE 3 e OREABOMA CITY QK 74102 « {805 521 6249

Decoemteey 70 1493

Mi . 1'aul Hairston

Ty+=on tuods, Inc.

oo, Bux #2020

Springdale, Arkansas 72765

Kb brle £035%7-94; Tyson toods Expansion of Gerald Smith Farm

Dear M. Halrston:

Wi have recelved and revieved the documentation submitted concerning
the retoerenced project 1n llughes County.

Examination of historic resource files in this office finds no proup-
ettles documented within the project arca that meet the criteria for
Ii1mting on the National Kegister ol Historic Places. Our research
1ndicates that there is little likelihood such historic propertics
will ovcur.

In addition to review by this office, a review focusing on prehistoric

tesources by the Oklahoma Archeological Survey is required for deter-
mining the presence of National Register quality prehistoric sites.
Documentation on any historic archaeological site discovered in the
course of archaeological surveys should be submitted to the State
Wistoric Prescrvation Office for review. This is an integral part of
the Scction 106 process.

Snould the Oklahoma Archeological Survey conclude that there are no
prehistoric archaevlugical sites of National Register guality, and
sh nild no hastoric site have been discovered in theé process of survey,

the State Historic Prescrvation Office finds no properties eligible for

the National Register of Historic Places within the referenced project
boundat tes.

Should turther correspondence pertaining to this project be necessary,
the above underlained tile number must be reterenced. If you have any
quuestiony, please contact Mr. Marshall Gettys, Historical Archaeclo-
gist, ot $05/9521-6249. Thank you.

Sincercetly,
. ’A : \4
L O REAN
!

Mulvena Helscoh
Oeputy State Hiotouriac

Prescrvation Oftaices

M pom
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ExamMpLE 7. RESPONSE: STATE BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES CONTACT

This example is from Oklanhoma. As with cultural resources, Oklahoma hasg

two blological resource agencies that should be conticted. This example:

1) indicates that there are no state-listed threatened or endangered

species in the area of the projecrt;

2) identfies other concerns such as potential downstream impaccts, and

suggests mitigation measures;

3) lists rare species and significant ecological communities in the

vicinity of the project.

Example 7- 1
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pt. C can be of further assistance, please contact OUr Mulural kesources
Section at 405/521-4616. sources

P.O. box 2020
springdale, AR 72705-2020
5 N
Lubject: Gerald Smith Farm Sincercely,
. il
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Dear Mr. Hairston: ’ K|
Mark D. Howery
This responds to your letter of November 9, 199) requesting Natural Rescutces biolugiot
information on sensitive species with regard to the following:

broject: Expanded Swine Growinc Operation

Location: Sections 26 and 27, * iN, R9E, Hughes County

Based upon our current recor 's, we have no information that
threatened or endangered spe« es occur at the proposed site;
however, please note that this [ partment has not conducted a field
survey of this specific location. We do have records for one
federal candidate species, the A ligator Snapping Turtle, at sites
dcwnstreanm from these two sections. Our yrimary concern in this
case is the potential impact run-off water from the swine operation
may have on water quality and t!:e downstream agquatic community in
Sanay and Muddy Boggy Creeks. Problems of this nature can be
avoided through the construct.on of a dike or berm around the
facility to contain and direct run-off water into an adequate-sized
retention pond(s).

For additional information on sensitive species, we recommend that
you contact the Oklahoma Natural Heritage Inventory, 2001 Priestly
Avenue, Building 605, Norman, Oklahoma 73019. For information on
federally listed threatened or endangered species, contact the U.S.
Fish and Wildlite Service, Ecological Services, 222 South Houston,
Suite A. Tulsa, UK 74127.
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SARAH H. PALIN
MAYOR

CIiTy OF WaASILLA

290 E. Herning Ave.
Wasilla, Alaska 996354-7091
Phone: {907Y 373-9033
Fax: (907) 373-9096

Matthew Harrington

EPA- Region 10

Office of Water - OW -130
1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, WA 398101

Re: Request for Categorical Exclusion
Wasilla Septage Facility Construction

Dear Mr. Harrington:

The City respectfully submits this request for a Categorical Exclusion. Supporting
documentation is included.

The City's sewer system was constructed in the mid-1980's as an
"innovative/alternative" technology. The City's STEP (septic tank effluent pumping)
system is truly unique. Each property has an on-site septic tank and lift station with
extensive control and alarm systems. Wastewater from each structure enters the septic
tanks and primary settlement occurs, just like a conventional septic system. The settled
effluent is then pumped into force mains and is transported to the treatment plant. The

system's Operation & Maintenance documents require periodic septic tank pumping for
all customers.

There are multiple purposes for this project:

e The project will provide a sanitary method for City sewer workers to empty the
City's pumper truck into the digester and considerably lessen workers' direct
exposure to raw septage during digester cleaning, maintenance, and repairs.

o Frequent septage spills onto the ground surface will be eliminated.

e The project will result in lower operating costs.

» Lastly, the septage treatment will be improved through steady rate feeding into
the digester instead of the current practice of periodic "slug" loading, possibly
resulting in lowering nitrate impacts to ground water.

Matt Harrington, EPA City of Wasilla

Page | of 3 Categorical Exclusion Request
Septage Facility



This septage receiving and pre-treatment project will be constructed in two phases at
the existing sewer treatment plant site. Phase A consists of site improvements ang
constructing a new structure with sanitary dumping facilities within the existing sewer
plant footprint. Phase B will provide the pretreatment equipment, controls, and backup
generation. A detailed project narrative Is attached.

This project meets the Categorical Exclusion criteria:

1. Wil the action only involve minor rehabilitation of existing facilities, functiona/
replacement of equipment, or construction of new, ancillary facilities adjacent or
appurtenant to existing facilities?

YES

The project will only involve minor rehabilitation of existing facilities (less than 1%) and
constructing new ancillary facilities adjacent to existing facilities.

There will be minor modifications made to the existing digester in order to receive
septage from the new septage receiving building. The new septage receiving and
pretreatment building will be built adjacent to the existing digester within the existing
paved parking lot area (located within the existing fence line).

2. Is the action consistent with 1) above, and will the action take place in a community
of any size but have no effect on the degree of treatment or capacity of the existing
facilities?

YES

There will be no additional septage received due to this project. There will be no
additional wastewater to be treated, except for wash water generated within the
structure. There will be no detrimental effect on either wastewater treatment or septage
treatment. (There should be an incremental improvement in the digester's septage
treatment and in wastewater treatment due to better scheduling of septic tank pumping.)

3. Will the action take place in a sewered community of less than 10,000 persons and
involve no more than minor upgrading and minor expansion of the existing wastewater
treatment works?

YES

The City of Wasilla's 1999 population was approximately 5,200 according to the official
State of Alaska documents, and remains significantly under 10,000 persons. '

The existing treatment works will have minor upgrading only. That minor upgrade will
be done to the digester to receive septage from the new structure and to remove some
mechanical equipment currently located inside the digester. The project includes a
minor expansion of existing treatment works in that the septage receiving building will
include pretreatment aeration.

Matt Harrington, EPA City of Wasilla
Page 2 of 5 Categorical Exclusion Request

Septage Facility



This project meets the following additional Categoricail Exclusion criteria:

1. Is the action known or expected to have a significant effect on the human
environment, either individually, cumulatively over time, or in conjunction with other
federal, state, local, tribal or other private actions?

NO

There will be no detrimental impacts on the human environment in the short- and long-
term. (In fact, City sewer plant workers will have lessened exposure to raw septage.)
This project will have no effect on other federal, state, city, borough, tribal or private
actions.

2. Is the action known or expected to directly or indirectly affect cultural resource
areas, such as archaeological or historic sites listed on or eligible for listing on the
National Register of Historic Places?

NO

This project will be constructed within the existing facility boundaries. All improvements
will be done within the existing fence line, with the exception of clearing and grubbing
for a new short driveway entrance. All excavation for the structure will be done adjacent
to and within 75 feet of the existing digester (bottom of existing digester is
approximately 30 feet below ground surface), with the minor exception of upsizing an
existing well water line. That narrow trench excavation will be done along the same
route where the existing waterline was installed during plant construction.

There are no known archaeological or cultural sites in the vicinity of the project. There
were no archaeological or historic places evidence encountered during original plant
construction in the mid-1980's. The sewer plant site is not within any historic site and
there are no sites on or eligible for the National Register.

3. Will the action cause irreparable loss or destruction of significant scientific,
prehistoric, historic, or archaeological data as identified by the State Historic
Preservation Officer?

NO

This project is being constructed in a small area at the treatment plant that was cleared,
excavated, and backfilled during original plant construction in 1985. This area has not
been identified by any organization, including the State Historic Preservation Officer, as
having any scientific, prehistoric, historic, or archaeological status.

4. Is the action known or expected to directly or indirectly affect endangered or
threatened species and their critical habitats as listed by the US Fish & Wildlife Service,
the US National Marine Fisheries Service, or state fish and wildlife agencies?

NO '

This project consists of a structure that will be built where a parking lot currently exists.
The new driveway will be located in an area that received gravel fill during original plant
construction. There will be no discharges to surface water and no indirect activities that

Matt Harrington, EPA City of Wasilla
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would affect any fish, waterfowl, or other animals. No habitat or endangered species will
be directly or indirectly affected.

5. Is the action known or expected to directly or indirectly affect environmentally
important natural areas such as floodplains, wetlands, important farmlands, or aquifer

recharge areas?
NO

This project consists of a structure that will be built where a parking lot currently exists.
The new driveway will be located in an area that received gravel fill during original plant
construction. No environmentally sensitive areas will be directly or indirectly affected.

6. Is the action known or expected to not be cost-effective?
NO

The City expects that maintenance costs will be significantly lessened for septic tank
pumping and digester operations. Digester cleaning will be reduced due to the grit and
debris removal pretreatment. This lessens the considerable cost of confined space
entry to hand shovel rocks and debris and to remove rags, etc by hand. Digester
inspections will not need to be done as frequently due to removing much of the
mechanically operated equipment inside the digester.

7. WIill the action cause significant public controversy?
NO

Funding of this project has been the subject of public City Council meetings, has been
included in the City's Capital Improvement program (discussed in Planning
Commission) voted by the City Council, and included in the State Capital Improvements
budgets for Fiscal Year 2000 and 2001). No public comments have been received
concerning this project even with the extensive public processes.

It is hoped that improved digester operations and treatment will result in lessened odors
when the treated sludge is placed onto the existing drying beds, resulting in increased
public satisfaction with plant operations.

8. Will the action create a new dfscharge to surface or ground waters?
NO

No new discharge volume will be created, with the minor exception of the dump station
wash down water (discharging into the digester). No new sewage is created. The
treated sludge will still be discharged to the existing drying beds, used for 15 years.

9. Will the action relocate an existing discharge to surface or ground waters?
NO

Matt Harrington, EPA City of Wasilla
Page 4 of 5 Categorical Exclusion Request
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The treated sludge will still be discharged to the existing drying beds, used for 15 years.
There will be no relocation of the treated sludge discharge.

10. Will the action result in substantial increases in the volume of discharge (from an
existing source or new facilities) to receiving waters?
NO

No additional wastewater will be created or discharged to receiving waters.

11. Wil the action result in substantial increases in the loading of pollutants (from an
existing source or new facilities) to receiving waters?
NO

No additional wastewater will be created or discharged to receiving waters, therefore,
there will not be additional pollutants. The treated sludge will still be discharged to the
existing drying beds, used for 15 years. It is hoped that there will be an incremental
improvement in treated digester sludge resulting in a slight lowering of nitrate impacts to
the ground water. It is also hoped that better septic tank pumping will result in fewer
poliutants entering the wastewater stream and therefore, fewer pollutant entering the
ground water after discharge to the drain fields.

12.  WIll the facilities provide capacity to serve a population 30% greater than the
existing population?
NO :

The septage receiving facility is being sized to match the existing plant. There is no
plant capacity expansion capability with this project.

Summary

This septage facility will be constructed abutting existing sewer treatment works (a site
drawing from the construction plans is attached) and there will be no archaeological,
scientific, or environmental impacts due to this project. The City believes that this

project meets the Categorical Exclusion from NEPA criteria. We respectfuily request
your concurrence.

If you have any questions concerning this request, please contact Mr. Don Shiesl,
Public Works Director, at 907-373-9095.

Sincerely,

- ’

Sarah Palin
Mayor

Matt Harrington, EPA City of Wasilla
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Alaska Community Database - Query Results Page 1 of 2

Alaska Department of Community and Economic Development

Alaska Community Database
Detailed Query Results

Wasilla

For Photos of Wasilla click here

Population and Housing

The following Population and Housing data is from the 1990 U.S. Census.
This is the only available source of detailed community-level
information available on a statewide basis.

Wasilla is located in the Mat-Su Census Area.
The figures are estimates, subject to sample variability.
The percent of all households sampled in Wasilla was: 14.1%.
Note: Current socio-economic measures could ditfer significantly.

Population and Ethnicity -------c- oo

Total Population (1990)*: 4,028 American Indian: 80
Male: 2,045 Eskimo: 71

Female: 1,983 Aleut: 61

Native: 212 Caucasian: 3,728

% Native: 5.3% African American: 24

Non-Native: 3,8.6 Asian/Pac Islands: 36

Other Ethnic: 28

*Current Population, 5,213 (certified December, 1999, by DCED)

Population History -

1880: 0 1940: 96

1890 0 1950: 97

1900 0 1960: 112

1910 0 1970: 300

1920: 0 19890: 1,559

1930 sl 1990 4,028

Housing Characteristics ----- ..

Total Housing Units: 1,723 Owner Occupied: 732
Occupied Housing: 1,410 YMedian Value Owned Homes:$ 81,600
Jacant Housing: 313 Renter Occupied: 678
Median Rent Payed: $443

Persons 1 Owred Units: 2,270:

http://www . dced. state.ak us/mra/CF RT OCK otm AR



ALK Lommunity batabase - Query Results

Persons in Rented Unlts: 1,788
Persons in Institutions: 0
Persons in Group Quar:ters: 19

Structure types:

Single Family: 870

Single Family Attached: 46 17 to 19 Units: 5
Duplex: 155 20 plus Un:its: >
3 or 4 Units: 385 Trailers/Mobile Homes: g4

5 to 9 Units: 103 Boats/Other Types: N

Household types:

Occupied Households: 1,410 Family Households: 1,011
Avg. Persons per House: 2.80 Non-Related Households: 37a

Housing: Plumbing/Water/Sewer/Heating/Phones - ........._ . __
Plumbing, Percent of Households That do not Have:
Complete Plumbing: 1.1% (lack sink, bath/shower, or flush

Complete Kitchen: 0.4% (lack stove, fridge, or running wage

Water, Percent of Households Using:

Public Water System: 37.1%
Individual Well: 62.1%
Other: 0.8% (River, Cistern, etc.)

Sewer, Percent of Households Using:
Public Sewer System: 28.8%
Septic Tank/Cesspool: 70.7%
Other Disposal: 0.4%

Heating Methods, Percent of Households Using:

Electricity: 11.2% Piped Gas (utility): 72.3%

Fuel 01il, Kerosene: B.7% Coal or Coke: 0.0%
Wood: 6.3% Solar Energy: 0.0%

Bottled, Tank, LP Gas: 1.4% Other Fuel: 0.0%
No Fuel Used: 0.0%

Phones, Percent of Households That do not Have:
Phone: 24.6%

Back to Detailed Information Query Pa ge

Back to Alaska Community Database - Home Page

Department of Community & Economic Development
Research & Analysis Section
Phone: 907-465-4750 Fax: (307) 465-5085
e-mail: Michael_Cushing@dced.state.ak.us

httn-//www deed state ak ns/mra/CF RI OCK cfm

Page 2 of 2
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City of Wasilla EPA Grant Application
Septage Facility Apnt 5, 2000
Project Narrative

PROJECT NARRATIVE

The City of Wasilla's sewer system was constructed in 1985-1987, jointly funded
by the EPA, the State of Alaska, Farmer's Home Administration (now the Rural
Development Administration) and the City. The project received 85% funding
from EPA because of the “Innovative/Alternative” design classification.

The City's STEP (septic tank effluent pumping) system is truly unique. Each
property has an on-site septic tank and lift station with extensive control and
alarm systems. Wastewater from each structure enters the septic tanks and
primary settlement occurs, just like a conventional septic system. The settled
effluent is then pumped into force mains and is transported to the treatment
plant. (The initially constructed “treatment plant” consisted of multiple drain fields
and a digester for septage. The City has since added a two aerated lagoons
attempting to solve ground water contamination violations of the ADEC discharge
permit, which remains unresolved.)

This “Innovative/Alternative” system has high maintenance requirements.
Extensive electrical and float controls problems in our cold climate and corrosive
conditions result in high City operating costs.

Septic Tank Pumping

One of the most time-consuming, high cost aspects is the tank pumping
maintenance requirement. Large commercial customers are pumped yearly,
small commercial every two years and residential customers are pumped every

three years. The pumped septage is then placed into the digester at the
treatment plant.

Digester

The digester remains the same as when the system was constructed, as do its
problems:

e There is no sanitary method to discharge septage into the digester. In
fact, the discharge point would be in violation of the Uniform Plumbing
Code for a small RV dump station. There is no spillway. Sewage is
frequently spilled onto the ground and there is no wash down hose.
Combining a lack of sanitary facilities with freezing conditions results in
unacceptable health risks to City employees.

» Every two years, the digester is emptied into drying beds and taken off line
for inspection and repairs. Extensive volumes of rock and other debris
need to be hand shoveled (in order for surface suction pumps to carry
debris to the surface from the 20-foot plus deep digester). Weeks of



City of Wasilla EPA Grant Application
Septage Factility Apnl 3, 2000
Project Narrative

OSHA confined space entry procedures, with their inherently high costs,
are required. The grit and debris foul pump pulling chairs and gear, and
cause hardware damage.

Maintenance manpower is limited. Fewer than 500 customers are on the
system, supporting minimal employees. Tank pumping is difficult to
schedule during winter months. Digester maintenance needs to be done
in warmer months. However, the conflict is the need to do both during the
short summer. Therefore, the result is pumping and digester maintenance
can not be done according to the O&M manual, the system continues to
deteriorate, and ground water contamination remains.

The digester was designed to receive up to 4,200 gallons/day of sludge,
based on a 7-day average. With the limited time to perform tank pumping
during summer months, the digester receives “slugs” of septage, instead
of the steady design feed rate, especially when a large commercial tank
(up to 20,000 gallons) is pumped. The digester can not be operated as

designed.

The initial proposed solution was to construct a second digester. (The ADEC
and State Legislature approved a $420,000 matching grant) The second
digester would provide the City with sufficient flexibility to pump tanks as
scheduled or on an emergency basis, and would provide a dumping point for
tanks when a digester would be off-line for maintenance. However, that solution

would not provide three key requirements:

1.

2.

Improve worker health and safety, and minimize potential
environmental impacts due to septage spils.

Decrease maintenance expenses by eliminating extensive manpower
to clean and repair the digester by removing grit and debris, and by
eliminating hardware within the digester.

Increase the level of septage treatment by having a steady rate feed
instead of batch, “slug” loads (resulting in a higher treated sludge being
applied to the drying beds, decreasing nitrate impacts to shallow
ground water and odor complaints).-

For additional technical background, please réview the attached March 16, 1998
City memorandum by William Harvey, RE: Digester Construction Project FY 98,
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Septage Facility

[n 1998 and early 1999, the City reevaluated the proposed second digester in
conjunction with the design engineering firm of CH2MHill. The December 10,
1998 CH2MHill technical memorandum entitled, City of Wasilla Septage
Handling Improvements Alternative Description, is attached.

The reevaluation resulted in a decision to construct a septage receiving and
pretreatment facility. A structure will be built that will contain septage receiving
equipment (pumper truck connection, screening and grit removal equipment)
aerated pretreatment/holding basin, truck wash down and wastewater collection,
worker hygiene facilities, digester improvements, and backup electrical
generation upgrade (for entire plant). Also included in the project is a potable
water well, drain field discharge piping reconfiguration, gravel access drive and
gate, and paving adjacent to treatment works.

ADEC and the State Legislature concurred with the revised project and
reappropriated the $420,000 grant to a Septage Facility for state fiscal year 2000.
The ADE C continues to support this project by recommending an additional
$430,000 for State FY 2001. This $430,000 grant is included in the Governor's
proposed budget and the Legislature is expected to approve the appropriation by
early May, 2000.

Septage Facility Phased Construction

The City intends on constructing this facility in two phases. This is due to the
ADEC grant not becoming available until July, well into Alaska's short
construction season.

Phase A is "structure and site construction." Phase B is the equipment works.

Phase A: Phase A consists of the site improvements and constructing the
structure. The structure includes a subsurface 30,000-gallon aerated holding
tank and other construction features (such as conduit and piping) that will
facilitate Phase B construction.

The construction plans have been approved by ADEC. Plans and specifications
are included in the bid documents that have been provided to EPA.

Phase A is currently out to bid, with the bid opening scheduled for April 29. The
schedule calls for the bid to be awarded by Council on May 22, 2000.
Substantial completion of the structure and site work is September 1, 2000.
Phase A is to be completed by October 31, 2000.
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Phase B: This phase includes the mechanical equipment, electricai controls,
and backup generation, among other miscellaneous items. Phase B has been
designed but not put out to bid, pending award of the $430,000 ADEC grant. The
City intends on advertising for bids starting in mid-October, 2000. Bid award is
anticipated for late November 2000. Completion of construction is scheduled for
April 2000.

If this project is not funded, several problems result:

» Raw sewage will continue to be spilled onto the ground during pump truck
emptying directly into the digester, subjecting City employees to raw
septage exposure.

» The new facility will provide septic truck wash down equipment, which can
not be done in a sanitary manner with the current treatment works, again
exposing the equipment operators to raw septage.

« Personal hygiene of sewer plant workers will continue to be at risk.
» Pretreating raw septage will not be done.

+ No standby storage will be available when the digester needs to be taken
down for maintenance.

» No screening of rags, rocks, grit and other materials undesired in the
digester will be done, leading to further maintenance problems such as
level sensor fouling, slide gate jamming, etc.

« Digester feeding will continue to be in batches instead of continuous
feeding, contrary to optimum treatment.

¢ Backup electrical generation for the existing treatment works will remain
inadequate.
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM CH2MHILL

City of Wasilla Septage Handling Improvements
Alternative Description

PREPARED FCR: Mike Krieber/City of Wasilla
Bill Harvey/City of Wasilla
Mike Becwar/ City of Wasilla

PREPARED 8Y: Chris Arts

COPIES: Mike Guthrie/SFO
Jim Wodrich/ANC

DATE: December 10, 1998

This memo presents a basic description of the alternative recommended by CH2M HILL to
enable the City of Wasilla to more effectively process septage at their existing wastewater
treatment plant.

Problem Description

Currently, a single aerobic digester at Wasilla’s wastewater treatment plant is used for
processing septage hauled in from domestic and commercial sources. Problems with the
current septage handling, or holding, system include the following:

» There is no receiving, holding or treatment system for septage when the digester is
down for maintenance.

+ Plastics, rags, grit and other undesirable materials are not removed prior to discharge
into the aerobic digester. These materials accumulate within the digester and require
that the digester be taken off-line periodically for maintenance. The stringy materials
clog pumps, and the accurnulated grit must be shoveled out manually.

+ Additonal maintenance issues with internal components of the digester include: level

sensor fouling; slide gate jamming; and corrosion of header floor mounts, pump guide
rails and other internal equipment.

* After maintenance and removal of materials from the digester, the digester requires a
‘seed’ source, (activated sludge) to initiate the biological digestion process in the
digester. Feed sludge is typically removed from the WWTP aeration lagoons and
represents additional labor during these maintenance periods.

+ Septage haul trucks need a wash down area prior to leaving the WWTP site.

¢+ Septage material is fed to the digester in batches during short periods. When material is
held over the weekend, the digester is not fed. The preferred operational mode for a
digester, and when the best performance is obtained, is by continuous feeding.

ANCPREFSARED ALT. SUMMAARY DOC 149458, T1.22
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Alternative Description and Features
Tre basic design philosophy for the altemnative recommended by CH2M HILL includes the

following criteria:

Minimize exposure of mechanical equipment to inaccessible and damaging
environments (e.g., within the digester tank).

Provide a covered, heated area for unloading of septage

Remove plastics, rags, grit and other deleterious materials from the septage prior to
feeding the digester.

Provide a holding tank (wide spot) upstream of the digester.

Provide a steady, daily septage feed rate to the digester to provide better process
performance.

Provide facilities that can be utilized with future expansion / modifications of the
treatment plant.

Provide a fadility that requires minimum staffing requirements.

These criteria were used to develop the recommended altemative described in this
memorandum. The alternative includes the following major features:

*

An enclosed heated septage receiving building containing all major equipment
Two 3,500 gallon septage receiving tanks - sized to handle a 3,000 gallon septage trucks

All required transfer feed and mix pumps located in the septage receiving buildin
easily accessible for maintenance (no submersible pumps). ° &

Septage screening equipment (Parkson Strainpress sludgecieaner) - this piece of
equipment removes all trash, large rocks, rags, hair etc. from the septage stream

A grit removal system (Eutek Systems Teacup) - this equipment will remove fine sand
and grit from the septage stream.

A 30,000 gallon septage holding tank - a storage tank this size will provide seven da

of storage at the maximum 1998 seven day average flow (4,200 gallons). The tank ys
volume will provide for storage of septage during the time that the aerobic digester is
off-line for cleaning or maintenance, and a solids inventory source to the digesgfer wh

it comes back on;lline. Air w-dl:e provided to assure aerobic conditions during stora;:
A high pressure hot water wash system for cleanin 5 . -
to lefvir}:g the site. § trucks and septage equipment prior

A PLC to automate the operation of the septage receiving system and aerobic digester

ANC/PREFERRED ALT. SUMMARY.0OC
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Alternative Process Description

Thus secnon provides a basic description of the process. The system 1s designed ‘o minimize
operadcrs ard maintenance requirements, and the PLC based system will provide
automated cperation of the septage receiving and treatment operations

A septage tank truck will drive into the extreme end of the building through a 12-foot wide
bv 12-foot high roll-up door. The driver would connect discharge hosing from the truck to
one of the two dump station connections. The dump stations discharge into 3,500-gallon
receiving tanks located in the basement of the building. Having two dump stations allows
the City to test a tank load if it is suspected of being unacceptable, as well as allows for rapid
off-loading during high volume periods. The receiving tanks are equipped with an intermal
pressure Tansmitter which signals the operation of shut-off valves and transfer pumps ata
pre-set liquid level. The tanks and pumps will be in the basement area of the building.

The transfer pumps convey the septage through the %-inch opening septic screen where
rags, plastics 2tc. are removed. The rags and plastics are continuously dewatered and
extruded ‘o a dumpster, located in ‘the truck receiving bay for landfill disposal. The
screened septage is discharged directly to the septage holding tank. Removing trash and
large rocks from the septage offers several advantages: 1) it minimizes wear on
downstream pumps and equipment, 2) eliminates the need to clean the aerobic digester and
3) allows for a cleaner final sludge product that can be more used beneficially.

The septage holding tank is a 30,000-gallon concrete tank located in the basement of the
building. [t's primary purpose is to allow for equalization of the incoming septage loads:
and to provide sutficient storage capacity of septage to feed the digester at a steady,
controlled rate. The septage holding tank will be connected by piping and pumps, to both
the existing aerobic digester and the new grit removal system. A separate pumping system
will keep the solids in the holding tank mixed. Its other purpose is to provide storage of
digested sludge if the aerobic digester is out of service. Air from the existing blower system
will be routed to the septage holding tank to keep the solids aerobic when the aerobic
digester is off-line for maintenance.

Grit removal is accomplished by pumping the holding tank contents through the Teacup,
which removes gt through a combination of centrifugal and gravitatonal forces. The
vortex created separates high density, inorganic solids (grit) from organic solids and water.
The grit removed is collected in a decanter hopper. This device allows drainage of excess
liquid through a wedgewire underdrain screen. Dewatered solids are typically in excess of
90%. The decanter is portable, allowing it to be towed to a disposal site. The degritted
septage is pumped back to the septage holding tank.

The sizing of the septage holding tank was based on providing seven days of storage at the
maximum seven-day average conditions. The existing aerobic digester will undergo the
following modifications:

+ Existing submersible pumps, rail system and associated 4-inch piping will be removed.

+  All sluice gates will be removed.

¢ The sloped floor of the digester will be back-filled with concrete.

ANCPREFERRED ALT. SUMMARY OCC
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* A 12-inch piping connection to the septage holding tank will be core-drilled into the
digester tank wall.

* Connections for decant piping will be core-drilled

The digester will be fed on a daily basis and a v-ball flow control valve will accomplish flow
control. Decanting of the digester is through the operation of automatic valves.

Sludge will be removed from the digester after an automatic decant cycie, using the digester
feed pump. The sludge will be discharged to the exdisting drying beds.

Future Capabilities

Sufficient rocm is provided for a gravity belt thickener or belt filter press equipment and
required support systems (i.e. polymer systems). Additional area in the electrical panels
will be provided for future electrical loads.

ANCPREFERRED ALT. SUNMARY.DOC



CITY OF WASILLA

190 £. HERNING AYE.
WASILLA, ALASKA 996547091
PHONE: (907) 373-9050
FAX: (907) 373-9085

MEMO

TO: Cindy Roberts
Director of Public Works

FROM: William W. Harvey 4;‘%
Deputy Director of Public Works

DATE: March 16, 1998
RE: Digester Construction Project FY98

The current number of sewer customers is 470 as provided by Ultility Billing. Installation
records show there are 225 residential tanks, 154 small or light commercial tanks, and 47
heavy commercial tanks. Tank size can range from 1000 gallons to 20,000 gallons.
Residential tanks are normally in the range of 1000 gallons to 2000 gallons. Light
commercial are in the range of 1500 gallons to 3000 gallons. Heavy commercial range
from 5000 gallons to 20,000 gallons.

Wasilla Municipal Code states that residential tanks are to be pumped once every three
years , commercial tanks with less than 80,000 galions of flow per month every two years
and commercial that exceeds 60,000 gallons per month, each year. Residential systems
are pumped during warm weather to eliminate layered freezing if done during the winter
months. The two types of commercial systems are pumped during the winter months due
to the volume of water entering the system as it eliminates freezing that is encountered in
residential systems with low flow.

The current digester is 35 feet in diameter and has a 20 foot high side wall. The
operational height of the digester is 19 feet. A minimum level of 11.5 feet must be
maintained in the digester at all times in order to provide the necessary back pressure for
the blowers. The actual working capacity as to gallonage fill is 7.5 feet or a total of 52,500
gallons. This was calculated as one foot of height is 7000 gallons. The above information
was obtained from the Operation and Maintenance manual. The O and M manual also
says that the total gallonage dumped is 4200 gallons per day on a seven day average.

0C000x4



The functicn of the digester is to treat the solids from the septic tanks through aerobic
microbial bacteria, essentially eating the solids. The loading capacity of the digester is
based on the ability of the aerobic bacteria to handle the gallonage of septage dumped
each day. The strength of the septage (BOD) also effects the number of gailons per day
that can be dumped.

The digester is usually cleaned every 12 to 18 months. This is the removal of the solids
from digester to drying beds and inspection of system components and repair as needed.
The Operation and Maintenance manual says that the digester has to run for 30 days from
last dumping of septage until it is ready to be placed on the drying beds. Itis possible, if
repairs are needed, that the digester would be out of service for up to 60 days.

Problems arising from single digester:

1. Lack of ability to pump tanks on a scheduled basis due to gallonage of wastewater
and strength of wastewater,

2. Not abie to meet Wasilla Municipal Code requirements.

3. Odor - Increased potential due to shock loading system. This means unbalancing
the delicate relationship of PH, dissolved oxygen and microorganisms during the
treatment process.

4, Emergency septic pumper cost when digester cannot be utilized by City pumper.
5. Lack of power to run plant during an extended power outage.
6. Ineffective use of time as to collection personnel.

The installation of a second digester will eliminate the above problems as well as lower
personnel casts over the life cycle of the treatment plant. '

The City Council has appropriated $600,000 for the FY38 CIP to construct this project.
Through the efforts of Public Works staff, the City of Wasilla is on the Alaska Department
of Environmental Conservation grant list to be funded for $420,000 for FY93. As part of
the digester project, a dump and wash building was included along with an electrical
upgrade for the entire plant to provide emergency power in case of an extended power
outage by Matanuska Electric Association. It is felt that the cost of the design of these
areas could be reduced through sole sourcing of professional services as provided for by
the Wasilla Municipal Code. Attached is a proposal from CH2MHill and ADEC.

000022
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Section 8

Example of an EPA Categorical Exclusion
Determination Letter and Public Notice of CE for

Grantee's Publication in a L.ocal Newspaper




ST UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

r A9 % REGION 10

3 w7 i 1200 Sixth Avenue

%@MOJ Seattle, WA 98101
P, PROTY AR

Reply To

Attn Of: Ow-130

City of Wasilla

Mayor Sarah Palin

290 E. Herning Ave.
Wasilla, Alaska 99654-7091

Dear Mayor Palin:

The following is written in regards to the categorical exclusion application material
submitted by the City of Wasilla on April 3, 2000 to the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA). Upon review of the application material, EPA has decided that the Wasilla Septage
Facility Construction Project does fulfill the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) criteria
at 6.107 (d) and (e) and 6.605 for categorical exclusion from further NEPA review. A categorical
exclusion determination letter is provided as an enclosure to this letter for your records.

As a condition for receiving the categorical exclusion, the NEPA regulations at 40 CFR
Part 6.400 (f) require the applicant to "publish a notice indicating the determination of eligibility
(for categorical exclusion) or recession in a local newspaper of community-wide circulation and
indicate the availability of the supporting documentation for public inspection.” A draft public
notice of eligibility for categorical exclusion from further NEPA review has been included for
your use or modification. The timing for publication of the notice should be coordinated with
Matt Harrington. In further compliance with 40 CFR Part 6.400 (f), Mr. Harrington will be
responsible for making available to the public and distributing to known interested parties a copy
of the determination notice.

Please feel free to contact Matt Harrington, NEPA Compliance Coordinator, at
(206) 553-0246 with any questions regarding this issue.

Sincerely, /<

Randall F. Smith

Director
Office of Water

Enclosure



Categorical Exclusion Determination

for

Wasilla Septage Facility Construction Project

Project Description-

The project action is for the development and construction of a sepatge receiving and
pretreatment facility. The project is divided into two phases. Phase A consists of minor site
improvements and constructing the sepatge facility. The structure includes a subsurface 30,000-
gallon aerated holding tank and other construction features (conduit and piping) that will
facilitate Phase B construction. Phase B includes the mechanical equipment, electrical controls,
and backup generation, among other miscelianeous items.

The City of Wasilla’s sewer system was constructed in 1985-1987, jointly funded by the EPA,
the State of Alaska, Farmer’s Home Administration (now the Rural Development
Administration) and the City. The project received 85% funding from EPA because of the
“Innovative/ Alternative” design classification.

The City’s STEP (septic tank effluent pumping) system is truly unique. Each property has an on-site
septic tank and Lift station with exiensive control and alarm systems. Wastewater from each
structure enters the septic tanks and primary settiement occurs, just like a conventional septic system.
The settled effluent is then pumped into force mains and is transported to the treatment plant. (The
initially constructed “treatment plant” consisted of multiple drain fields and a digester for septage.
The City has since added a two aerated lagoons attempting to solve ground water contamination
violations of the ADEC discharge permit, which remains unresolved.)

This “Innovative/Alternative” system has high maintenance requirements. Extensive electrical and

float controls problems in our cold climate and corrosive conditions result in high City operating
COsts.

Septic Tank Pumping

One of the most time-consuming, high cost aspects is the tank pumping maintenance requirement.
Large commercial customers are pumped yearly, small commercial every two years and residential

customers are pumped every three years. The pumped septage is then placed into the digester at the
treatment plant.

Digester

The digester remains the same as when the system was constructed, as do its problems:



There is no sanitary method to discharge septage into the digester. In fact,
the discharge point would be in violation of the Uniform Plumbing Code for a small RV
dump station. There 55 no spillway. Sewage is frequently spilled onto the ground and there
is no wash down hose. Combimng a lack of sanitary facilities with freezing conditions
results in unacceptable health risks to City employees.

Every two years, the digester is emptied nto drying beds and taken off line
for inspection and repairs. Extensive volumes of rock and other debris need to be hand
shoveled (in order for surface suction pumps to Carry debris to the surface from the 20-foot
plus deep digester). Weeks of

OSHA confined space entry procedures, with their inherently high costs, are required. The
grit and debris foul pump pulling chairs and gear, and cause hardware damage.

Maintenance manpower is limited. Fewer than 500 customers are on the
system, supporting minimal employees. Tank pumping is difficult to schedule during winter
months. Digester maintenance needs 10 be done in warmer months. However, the conflict
is the need to do both during the short summer. Therefore, the result is pumping and digester
maintenance can not be done according to the O&M manual, the sysiem continues to
deteriorate, and ground water contamination remains. .

The digester was designed to receive up to 4,200 gallons/day of sludge, based
on a 7-day average. With the limited time to perform tank pumping during summer months,
the digester receives “slugs” of septage, instead of the steady design feed rate, especially
when a large commercial tank (up to 20,000 gallons) is pumped. The digester can not be
operated as designed.

The initial proposed solution was to construct a second digester. (The ADEC and State Legislature
approved a $420,000 matching grant.) The second digester would provide the City with sufficient
flexibility to pump tanks as scheduled or on an emergency basis, and would provide a dumping point
for tanks when a digester would be off-line for maintenance. However, that solution would not

provide three key requirements:

L. Improve worker health and safety, and minimize potential environmental
impacts due 1o septage spills.

2. Decrease maintenance expenses by eliminating extensive manpower to clean
and repair the digester by removing grit and debris, and by eliminating hardware within
the digester.

3. [ncrease the level of septage treatment by having a steady rate feed instead of

' batch, “slug” loads (resulting in 2 higher treated sludge being applied to the drying beds,
decreasing nitrate impacts to shallow ground water and odor complaints).



Septage Facility

In 1998 and early 1999, the Ciiy reevaluated the proposed second digester in conjunction with the
design engineering firm of CH2MHill. The December 10, 1998 CH2MHill technical memorandum
entitled, City of Wasilla Septage Handling Improvements Alternative Description, is attached.

The reevaluation resuited in a decision to construct a septage receiving and pretreatment facility.
A structure will be built that will contain septage receiving equipment (pumper truck connection,
screening and grit removal equipment) aerated pretreatment/holding basin, truck wash down and
wastewater collection, worker hygiene facilities, digester improvements, and backup electrical
generation upgrade (for entire plant). Also included in the project is a potable water well, drain field

discharge piping reconfiguration, gravel access drive and gate, and paving adjacent (o treatment
works.

ADEC and the State Legislature concurred with the revised project and reappropriated the $420,000
grant to a Septage Facility for state fiscal year 2000. The ADEC C continues to support this project
by recommending an additional $430,000 for State FY 2001. This $430,000 grant is included in the

Governor's proposed budget and the Legislature is expected to approve the appropriation by early
May, 2000.

Septage Facility Phased Construction

The City intends on constructing this facility in two phases. This is due to the ADEC grant not
becoming available until July, well into Alaska's short construction season.

Phase A is "structure and site construction.” Phase B is the equipment works.
Phase A: Phase A consists of the site improvements and constructing the structure. The structure
includes a subsurface 30,000-gallon aerated holding tank and other construction features (such as

conduit and piping) that will facilitate Phase B construction.

The construction plans have been approved by ADEC. Plans and specifications are included in the
bid documents that have been provided to EPA.

Phase A is currently out to bid, with the bid opening scheduled for April 29. The schedule calls for

the bid to be awarded by Council on May 22, 2000. Substantial completion of the structure and site
work is September 1, 2000. Phase A is to be completed by October 31, 2000.

Phase B: This phase includes the mechanical equipment, electrical controls, and backup generation,



among other misceilaneous items. Phase B has been designed but not put cut w bid, pending award
of the $430,000 ADEC grant. The City intends on advertising for bids starting tn mid-October,
2000, Bid award is anticipated for late November 2000. Completion of construction is scheduled

for April 2000

Categorical Exclusion Criteria-

The Wasilla Sepatge Facility Construction Project will not only rehabilitate existing facilities,
but also will involve construction of new ancillary facilities adjacent to or appurtenant 10 existing
facilities. Therefore, the proposed project does meet the generai criteria for a categorical exclusion
delineated at 40 CFR 6,107 (d) (1)

The proposed project meets the criteria of specialized categories of actions eligible for
categorical exclusion by being a project that takes place in an unsewered community of less than
10,000 people (40 CFR 6.605 (b)).

In addition to meeting the general requirements for a categoricatexclusion, construction grant
waslewater treatment projects must also aot vialate the criteria for granting a categorical exclusion
which are delineated at 40 CFR 6.107 (¢) and 6.605 (c). For the proposed Wasilla Septage
Counstruction Facility Project, the criteria have not been violated. A detailed explanation by the City
of Wasilla for how the project does not violate the CE criteria is provided as an addendum to this

finding.

Finding-

Upon review of the application material and NEPA regulations periaining to the granting of
a categorical exclusion determination, it is the finding of the undersigned that the Wasilla Septage
Facility Construction Project has met the criteria 10 be categorically excluded from further NEPA

review.

oL 2 k { 7-( .
/7 /’7 ;/ L T—
e

Matt Harrington
NEPA Compliance Coordinator



Public Notice
City of Wasilla
Wasilla, Alaska
Wasilla Septage Facility Construction Project

The City of Wasilla is planning 1o undertake minor rehabilitation activities at the existing
Wasilla Sepatge Facility and Lo construct a septage receiving and pretreatment facility.

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has determined that the proposed project is
consistent with the criteria found in 40 CFR 6.107 (d) and 40 CFR 6.6505 (b) and is eligible for
exclusion tfrom {urther environmental review.

The categorical exclusion and supporting documentation are available for public
nspection by contacting Matt Harrington. EPA Seattle Office, at 206-553-0246.
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Example Public Notice Affidavit of Publication in
Local Newspaper from Grantee




Alaska's Bast Small Town Newspaper

5751 E. Mavflower Court

(907 376-512
AFFIDAVIT OF PUBLICATION
UNTTED STATES OF AMERICA
STATE OF ALASKA
THIRD DIVISION.

BEFORE ME, THE UNDERSIGNED, A NOTARY PUBLIC THIS DAY

PERSONALLY APPEARED KAR!I SLEIGHT, WHO, BEING FIRST

DULY SWORN, ACCORDING TOLAW, SAYS THAT SHE [STHE

PUBLISHER OF THE FRONTIERSMAN NEWSPAPER PUBLISHED AT

WASILLA INSAID DIVISION THREE AND STATE COF ALASKA AND

THAT THE ADVERTISEMENT, OF WHICH THE ANNEXED IS A TRUE
I%U"‘\

COPY. WAS PUBLISHED ON THE

DAY OF Q\@/\J\k

ADDITIONAL ISSUES, THE LAST PUBLICATION APPEARING ON THE

_\ A DAY OF

CHARGED THERE ON [S NOT IN EXCESS OF THE RATE

, 2000, AND THEREAFTER FOR j_,

m&k};‘ 2000, AND THAT THE RATE

CHARGED PRIVATE INDIVIDUALS.

Gl 5—@91" 24‘
SUBSCRIRED AND SWORN TO BEFORE ME
THIS DAY OF ___ YY) XL XA 2000.

S AL O
71

NOTARY PUBLIC FOR STATE OF ALA?KA
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES 2 ;o/ 39

Frontiersman/Valley San Newspapers

Wasiila, AK 996354
(907 352-2277 Fax

PUBLIC NOTICE .
CITY OF WASHLA

WASILLA, ALASKA
SEPTAGE FACILITY
The City of Wasila is plan.
ning io undlertaice minor reha-
baitation activities at the axist-
g Waslia Sewer Plant and 1©
CONBUUCT 2 Septage raceiv-
Ing and pretreatment facifity.

The Envi p ;
Agency (EPA) has gstermined
mmmmbm
‘slslom with the critena lound
3 F:IOR%FR u.r)OT(d) and a0
.S05(b} and ia aigble
for exclusion from further ervi-
The categorical exciusion srg
‘:"mt“é:'”w o
a of Wasifa Pubic
Worka Office and by cortace-
:;g Mu!:DH;:ngwn. EPA
egion e Offics
206-353-0248. . *

Pubfish: Apdl 18, 21, 25, 28,

May 2, 5, 9, 12, 2000
FRE254
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Step by Step Process Grantees, EPA PO, and EPA
NEPA Compliance Coordinators Should Follow to

Prepare a CE Request Application




Roles and Responsibilities of Grantees, EPA Project Officers,
and EPA NEPA Compliance Coordinator

=« Step 1.) Grantee Contacts EPA Project Officer (PO) to discuss project
and schedule for proposed project.

= Step 2.) Grantee and EPA PO determine other potential state and federal
agencies with permits or SEPA/NEPA responsibilities.

« Step 3.) Grantee coordinates with other State and Federal Agencies for
- documentation of response for EPA CE application.

« Step 4.) Grantee prepares CE application.
= Step 5.) Grantee submits CE application to EPA PO.

= Step 6.) EPA PO reviews the CE application for consistency with EPA CE
criteria.



Roles and Responsibilities of Grantees, EPA Project Officers,
and EPA NEPA Compliance Coordinator (continued)

« Step 7.) EPA PO either determines that the Grantee's CE application
needs to be revised to include missing information, etc. or the
EPA PO sends the CE application to the NEPA Compliance
Coordinator for final approval.

a Step 8.) EPA NEPA Compliance Coordinator prepares CE approval
documentation and public notice.

= Step 9.) EPA NEPA Compliance Coordinator obtains the Director of the
Office of Water's signature on the CE approval documentation.

= Step 10.) EPA NEPA Compliance Coordinator provides a copy of the CE
approval documentation and public notice to the Grantee and

the EPA PO.



Roles and Responsibilities of Grantees, EPA Project Officers,
and EPA NEPA Compliance Coordinator (continued)

= Step 11.) Grantee publishes the EPA CE approval public notice in a local
newspaper.

= Step 12.) Grantee provides a public review copy of the Grantee's CE
application and EPA CE approval documentation in one public
location as specified in the public notice. (The documents must

be accessible to the public for review. City Hall is a typical place
- utilized for display of these materials).

= Step 13.) There is a mandatory thirty day public review period for the CE
documents prior to EPA being able to proceed with Grant award.
The thirty day public review timeframe starts from the date of the
CE approval documents from EPA. The public notice should be
timed closely with the date of the CE approval by EPA.



Roles and Responsibilities of Grantees, EPA Project Officers,
and EPA NEPA Compliance Coordinator (continued)

= Step 14.) Grantee is required to provide an affidavit of publication of the
CE public notice to the EPA NEPA Compliance Coordinator and
EPA PO.

= Step 15.) If there are no comments received by EPA on the CE within the
thirty day public comment period, then the EPA NEPA
Compliance Coordinator will notify the EPA PO that the PO can
- proceed with grant fund release.

« Step 16.) EPA PO will notify the Grantee that grant fund release can
proceed.



