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Dear Mr. Ryan: 

Ir, aceordance with our responsibilities under .&the Nariol;lal En~~ironmexltal.Policy Act 
(NEPA), 42 U.S,C. Section 4332(2)(C), and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. Section 
7609, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency @PA) has reviewed the Drd? and 
Supplemental Drafi Environmental Impact Statements (DEN and SDEISJ for fhe proposed Red 
Kver Valley Water Supply Project (RRVWSP). Given the broad geographic nature of the 
proposed project, EPA's review has been extensive and has included Regions 5,7, and 8, as well 
as several offices within EPA ~kad~uarters .  

. 

The RRVWSP is a proposal of the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) and the State of 
North Dakota to develop and deliver a bulk water supply to meet the long-term water needs of 
the Red River Valley in North Dakota and Minnesota. The proposed action would include 
construction of features and facilities needed to develop and deliver sufficient water to existing - - 
infrastructure for distribution to municipal, rural, and induitrial 'water users'in the service area 
through the year 2050. 

EPA has been a participant in many of the activities leading up to the publication of this 
SDEIS. We appreciated the opportunity to work closely with Reclamation agd Garrison 
Diversion Co,nservmcy District staff over the past several months. A high level of cooperation 
and coordination were achieved on this complex project as you developed the SDEIS, which 
replaces the DEIS in its enti~ew. Through this effo'rt, many of EPA's coxicerns have been 
addressed. 

. , 



Our comments on tlie SDEIS are as follows: 

- Jmpactsfrompotential introduction ofinvasive species, The optiinal metbod for .fully 
ovel-corning the potential for transfer of invasive species with this project i s  to select one of 
tile two In-Basin water supply alternatives. Since theSDESS .identifies the preferred 
alternative as the Garrison Diversion ULTnit hnport to the Sheyenne River, which transports 
water from the ~issouri  River Basin to the Hudson Bay Basin, we have focused our review 
of the  SDEIS on that alternative. 

The SDE'IS references the risk analysis reporl: and rwo supplemelllal reports prepared by the 
U.S. Geological S~uvey (LJSCS) which are included in d ~ e  SDEIS supporting doc~unents. 
EPA notes there are several approaches that can be used to assess the possibility of invasive 
species becoming established in the Red River Basin. This includes the approacl~ used by 
the USGS as described in the SDEIS that combines both the likelihood of ii~vasion (based , 
on biological characteristics) and treatment (reduction of organisms with water treatment) 
into a ,model of instaotaneous risk reduction: EPA invasive sp kcies experts he1 d follow-rq3 
cliscu,ssions with the USGS principal ti~dl~ors during f l~e  DEIS open comment period, and 
noted that we fo~ound the USGS +pp'oach d,ifficul:l to incorporate into OLU risk assessment and 
management analyses for the proposed life of the project. 'fhe USGS principal aud~ors . 

agreed it was appropriate to factor the model of instantaneous risk reduction wit11 the 
proposed water volumcs. Then, EPA initially attempted to further assess invasive species 
risks by en~ploying a simple engineering approach that calculates the number of organisms 
~a t .might  be transferred when considering different source water concentrations, treatxqent 
alternatives, and various volumes of water. However, we were.unable to complete this risk 
analysi$ due to a lack of data for a potential range of concentrations of disinfectant-~csistant 
spore-forming pathogens in a column of water (c.g., Myxobolus cerebralis (wllirling 
disease), or unidentified fish pathogens), and their predicted illvasiveness. 

Of the keclmiques available to predict invasiveness, propagule pressure (the number of 
spores bat can be transported to a new area) appears to be the most ecologically appropriate. 
Thus, a water treatment method that reduces propagde pressure will reduce the potential for 
the sp<cies to become established in the new area. Due Lo the lack of d a ~ a  noted above, it is 
difficuu to accurately assess overall biota risk reduction effectiveness. However, a state-of- 
the-art lmultiple barrier biota treatment process that achieves four orders (or greater, 
depending on operational effectiveness) magnitude of propagule'reduction rising a 
combihation of removal (filtration) and inactivation (~ldorine and ultra-violet (UV) 

I disinfe~tion) methods is a level, of treatment that can be implemented with current 
technology for large continuous volumes of raw water. Given that whirling disease has not 
yet been detected in Lake Sakalcawea, and the low expected concentration of 
Cryptospcrridium (as a biota transfer indicator and subject to ongoing analysis), EPA 
believes that a multiple barrier biota trentrne~~t process would be appropriate when used in 
conjunction with a monitbring plan and an adaptiveaianagement program. ,While it is not 
possible to fully quantify the reduction in the potential transfer of i~lvasive species fiozn 
these processes, EPA believes Ulat these nmltiple processes will ef£ecti,vely ininin~ize the 
iisk of lnnsfer. 



Despite the difficrilties r e f c r i e d  above, we are encouraged by your coinmilment in the 
SDEIS to address tile potential introduction of hvasive species througl~ the propoied ose of 
a state-of-the-art multiple barrier biota treatment process that uses a combination of removal 
(filtration) and bactivation (chlorine and UV disinfection) as an integal component of lfie, 
water delivery system, As you know, this approach was.iqitidly .s~~ggested by the Manitoba 
Water Stewardship in their letter to ~eclaniation on junk 30,2006, While we recognize that 
additiona1 work is required before you will be able to provide more specifics on the exact 
method'of~realment, we believe lhis cormnibnent to a multiple barrier process will lead to 
an appropriate level of treatment and minimize the risks associated with the proposed water 
transfer: We also appreciate the work you have done td share your trekmeill proposals with 
representatives of the Canadian governments and your efforts to respond to their concenls. 

EPA recommends that as you develop final plans for the biota treament process, the 
following components be addressed and more fully described in the Find Environmental 
Impact Statement (FEIS): 

pretreatment of the raw water; 
conventional filtration treatment as defined under 40 CFR 141.2, or an equivalent; 
chlorination and IIV treatment; 
engineering controls and fail-safe systems to identi-fy and prevent del5very of . 
inadequately treated water; . 
facility inspection, operations, maintenance, and capital replacement plans to 
minimize potential for facility degradation .and future breakdowns; 
contingency plans, emergency response procedures, and periodic exercises to address 
rcsponse to accidental releases of untreated water; . 

controls to contain and prevent the site release of any accidental spills o i  recycled 
backwash or softening clarification supernatant; . 

management of sludge resulting from the filter backwash and softening clarification 
processes (e.g., either treated to ii~lacctivate disinfectant-resistant'pad~oge~~ spores, or 
transported for disposal at an appropriate disposal facility within the Missowi River 
Basin); and 
deveIopment and implementation of ,an adaptive management program to ensure that 
risk of biota transfer is rnininiized. 

- Polenlial Impacts of Missouri River Busin depletion. EPA appreciates the additional 
analyses that were undertaken to evaluate potintial effects of the RRVWSP on the Missouri 
River. In these analyses, Reclanation used an increased basin depletion value o f '  557,500 
acre footlyenr over current depletions. 

As.reported in the U.S. Am~y Corps of Engineers' (Corps) September ZOO6 Red River 
Valley Water Supplv Proiect Analysis of Missouri River Effects the MVWSP would have 
potential adverse effects to.the habitat of the,endangered piping plover md interior leas1 
tern. The SDEZS explains these potential adverse effects may be offset by t11e Corps' habitat 
restoration efforts that are currcntly undertvii- We understand that Reclamation is also 
currcntly engaged in consultations with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services regarding these 
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potential effects pmsuant to the Endangered Species Act requirements. We recomrllend the 
results of these consultations be summarized in the .FEE. 

The SDEIS rcports the Missouri River reservoir system storage is 73.4 million ac're-feet 
(MAF) @. 3-12). This value represents the Missouri River system storage capacity at the 
top of the Exclusive Flood Control Zorie at the time that the project was completed. In 
aveIage hydrologic conditions (non-drought), the Corps strives to evacuate the system down 

. to 57.1 MAF in early spring to provide'for Annual Flood Control and Multiple Use plus the. 
' 

Exclusive Flood Control Zone. The actual. storage value ili any of the storage zones has 
been climinished by sedimentation, Currenr storage capacity is estimated by the Corps to be 
diminished by 10% due 'to sedixnentation, . Wilout sediment reinoval or bypass tl-uough the 
system,. scdimcntation will cohtinue and h f i e r  diminish available stirage, aud magnify 
en~lironmentd consequences in drought conditions. We recoxnme~ld  at the FBIS include 
information as to how the Corps' Daily Routing Model accounted for system storage loss 
due to sedimentation, and how the model foreca'sted water storage effects if sedimentation 
rates continue without correctivc measures th'at could addrcss further storage capacity loss. 

We recommend that the discussion on potential water quality impacts to the Missouri Eve r  
be expanded to better describe how it was determined that water quality impacts to the 
Missouri River would be minimal. 

The SDEIS also reports that water quality in Lake Sakakawea is dcgradecl when lake levels 
are low. At times, there are algal blooms, reduced dissolved oxygen levels in deeper 
portions of the lake, and arsenic concentrations that exceed water quality stmldmds Cp. 3-30). 
we are concerned the proposed project could further lower the lake levels, exacerbating 
conditions within Lake Sakakawea arid resulting in transfers of dagradsd water. To address 
this issue, we recommend that the FEIS colnpare water quality parameters currently existing 
at both the Lake Sakalcawea sourGe water intake (i.e., the Snake Creek Pumping Plant), and 
the receiving water bodies. This analysis may provide information for consideration of the 
need for limiting the withdrawals. from Lake Sakakawea or for additional pre-transfer water 
treatment. We also recommend the differences in water quality between tlle soprce waters 
and re&iving waters'be sumntxized (possibly in a table) in the FEIS. 

- Ecological impacfsfrom an invasion of biota ofconcern. The SDEIS uses a habitat 
equivalency analysis and a regional economic a~alysis to examine the economic impacts of a 
successfbl invasion of biota of conccm. In addition, Appendix F,2 presents general , 

. information on the ljfe histories of a selocted number of invasive species and the status of 
invasions in other watersheds by these selected species. Once fie species &come . 
established in a new area, complete eradication is not .biologically practicable, and this is 
especially true for aquatic systems. While we agrec that the proposed biota treatment 
approach provides a low probability of a biota ti-ansfer, a successful invasion may have 
irreparable and irreversible ecological, consequences beyond thase analyzsd in the 
equivalency analysis. We recommend the FEIS provide more specific information on the 
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potential ecological consequences of a successful invasion of the Hudson Bay basin, e.g., 
how a decrease in native species populations due to transmission of diseases or parasites 
couldzffect the ecological structure and functioning of the, affected aquatic habitats. 

- Impacrs to water quality. EPA recomnlends expanding,fhis discussion i i~  the FEIS to 
include a summary of those mdytes that are associated with cGent water quality 

' impairments, i.e., all analytes from river segments on the states' Clean Water Act 303(d) list 
requiring Total Maximum Qaily Loads (TMDLs). These analytes were identified in the 
supporting te~llnical documentation but the analysis of this expanded list was not included 
in the SDEIS, nor is it apparenl'how the information in the report was factored into the watci 
quality analysis of the alterriatives, EPA believes it would be belpfid to inclulde a discussion 
of the inore reactive analytes, such as. nitrogen, temperature md  dissolved oxygen that would 
likely have a higher sensitivity to drought and low flows conditions. 111 addition, we 

' 

recommend tllat additional s - q  information regarding the USGS unsteady model be 
included in the FETS (infomation on the model development, calibration, validation, and 
data for analysis of the altematives). 
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We recommend the FEIS clhrifL how the total nitrogen and phosphorus loads in the Red 
River and Lake Winnipeg *ere dcterrnined. Also, it would be helpful to f~u-ll~er. discuss total 

' 

phosphorus modeling, with 'consideration of sed,iment modeling, since phospborns is highly 
adsorbed to sediment. 

We recommend an expanded discussion of the cumulative impact analysis regal-ding water 
quality for Red River of the North and the Missouri River be provided in 111e FEIS, For 
example, by 2050, water quality could further degrade due to t h B  increases in point and noil- 
point discharges associated with population increases; ind~,trial development, and 
agriculture in the basin. 

Expansion of these discussions in the FEIS wiIl provide for a more complete and readily 
available understanding of water quality impacts in a single document. EPA is available to . . 
assist incorporating these recomnlendaiions in the FEIS. 

- Adaptive Management. We commend your comniitmcnt to develop and implement: an . 
adaptive management approach for this project. We recommend that the adaptive a 

n~anageinent process be designed to address all water quality objectives (i.e., not only biota 
water treatment). :EPA bclievcs a comprehensive adaptive management process will provide 
the ability to proactively manage water qua1it-y for the proposed project area in the long term, 
and may help address uncertainties associated with the long-term planning.lio~izon. 



- Rr~ughI contingency Measures. The SDEIS states that in form~dating the project , 

alternatives, drought contingency measures were not considered to reduce water demands. 
Moreover, the SDEIS states that ddrougl~t contingency measures are not included,in the 
project alternatives because if "uncertainties involved in estimating future water demands 
and future water supplies" (p. A. 1-4) and because Re$lamation'-sTapproach, to project 
planning i s  to avoid emergcncy water supply interruptions (p. ES41). At the same time, we 
are aware that the Lake Agslssiz Water Authority considers "drought contingency plhs" as 
one dfthe essential components of a "Three Pronged Solution" in dealing with water supply 
issues in the Red River Valley (Lake Agassiz Water Authority Bulletin, 

I 
Novcmber/December 2006): We recormnend the FEIS clarify the role'of the Lake Agslssiz 
Water Authority, and the relatjon,ship between its and any other appropriate drought 
contingency plans and the overall design of the Red River Valley Water Supply Project . 

- Clean Water Act Seclion 404 Compliance. As noted in ihe SDEIS, disdharges of dredged 
or fill material associated with project features, such as the intake, outfall, pipeline 
crossings, pumping stations, storage facilities, etc. impacting wetlands or slreanls. may be 
subject to regulation under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. As such, authorization from 
the Corps, either through nationwide or individual permit process, may be required, 
depending upon the activity or specifics of thc impacts. Should an individual perrnit be 
required, additional information may be reqilired in order to demonstrate compliance with 
Clean Water Act Section 404@)(1)' (40. CFR Section 230). We recornmend that the FEIS 
either provide specific infomation on the location ind extent of potential inlpacls to aquatic 
resources associated with the discharge of dredged or fill, activities for each alternative in 
order to help ivform.the Section 404 permining process, or clarie that t h i s  information will 
be developed in any sul7seq,ueir MEPA docunlmts as appropriatatc for t l2.c Secti.on. 404 
perrr~itting process. We also recommend that you continue to coordinate efforts with the 
Corps md EPA as you proceed in obtaining appropriate Section 404 authorizations 

For the reasons discussed above, EPA has sated the SDEIS as "Environnlental Concerns 
- Adequate Information" (EC-1) in accordance with EPA's national rating system, a descriptio~l 
of which is attached to this letter. While we have some rsmaining concerns regarding #le 
potential environmental impacts of the preferred alternative,' we are confident that additional 
refiaeme~lts of the project design and application of mitigation measures can further reduce the 
potei~tial impacts of the preferred alternative. In addition, we believe the SDEIS adequately sets 
forth the environmental impacts .of the project altenlatives, 

However, EPA recognizes the importance of the long-term effectiveness of the biota 
water treatment process for the preferred option, and its associated risk reduction regarding 
successful establishment of invasive spqcies. As such, EPA is prepared to work with 
Reclamation, and the State of North Dakota in developing the FEIS, and during the subsequent 
engineering phase, As part of this continuing cooperation, EPA also looks fol~vard to assisting 
will1 addressing specific RRVWSP issues as they relate to the 1909 Boundary Waters Treaty. 



In closing, K would lilce to acknowledge the complexity of developing a project of this 
scope and magnitude and fulfilling all regulatory requirements. Please feel free to contact me at 
303-3 12-6308 or Carol Rushin at 303-3 126.598 should you desire a meeting to cl.iscuss these 
comments. 

Robert E. Roberts 
Xegiond Adminisbator 

Enclosure 
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U.S. EnvEronmental Protection Agency Rating System for Draft Environmental Impact 
Statements 

Definitions and Follow-Up ~Ztion* 

Ehvironmental Impact of the Action 

LO - - Lack of Objections: The Environmental Protection Agency @PA) review has not identified any potential 
environmentaI impacts requiring substantive changes to the proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities 
for application of mitigation measures that could be accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal, 

EC + - Envlrphmental C0hcerns: The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that s'hould be avoided in 
order to TulIy protect the environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or 
application of mitigation measures that can reduce these impacts. 

I30 - - Environmental Objections: The EPA review has identified significant environmental impack that should be 
avoided in order to provide adequate protection for the environment. Coqective measures may r e q ~ e  substantial 
changes to the preferred alternative or consideration of some other project alternative (including the no-action 
alternative or a new alternauvk). EPA intends to work W-MI the lead agency to reduce these impacts. 

EU - - Environmentally Unsatisfactory; The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of 
sufficient magnitude that they are unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental 
quality. EPA intends to work with the Iead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potential unsatisfactory impacts 
are not corrected at b e  find EIS stage, this proposal, will be recommended for referral to the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CHQ). 

Adeauacv of the Impact Statement 

Category 1 -.- Adequate: EPA believes the draft ETS adequa&ly sers forth h e  envirohmental irnpact(s) of the 
preferred aIternative and those af the alternatives reasonably availablt to the project or action. No further analysis of 
data collection is necessary, but rhe revie&srcr may suggest the addition of clarifyinglanguage or infornlation. 

Category 2 - - Insuffiicient Informatioh: The drafi ETS does not contain sufficient info~mati~n for EPA to fully 
assess enviroorne.r~tal impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect rhe environment or the EPA reviewer 
has  identified new reasonably available alternatives that are within the specmm of alternatives andyzed in the draft 
EIS, which could reduce the environmental impacts of the acdon. The identified additional information, data, 
analyses or discussion~should be included in the final ETS. 

Category 3 - - Inadequate: EPA'does not believe that thqdraft EIS adequately assesses potentially sigrlificmt 
environmental impacts, of the action. or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that 
art ahtside of the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the 
potentially significant environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional information, data, 
analyses, or discussions are of such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does 
not believe that the draft EIS 'is adequate for the purposes of the National Environmental Policy Act and or section 
309 review, and thus should be formally revised and made available for public comment in a supplemental or revised 
draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant impac~s involved. this proposal could be a candidate for referral 
to the CEQ. 

* From EPA Manual 1640 Policy and Procedtlm for the Review of Federal Actions Imuactin~ the Environment. Febm;uy. 
1987. 




