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compliment Chairwoman Norton for 
the splendid work she has done 
chairing the subcommittee, holding 
hours of hearings on the Pre-Disaster 
Mitigation program and on various as-
pects of FEMA’s programs that have 
unfolded in the aftermath of Hurricane 
Katrina. She has rendered enormous 
service to the country, to the people of 
flood prone, disaster prone areas of the 
country through these hearings and 
done a superb job. And to Mr. GRAVES, 
the ranking member of the sub-
committee, and Mr. MICA who has fully 
participated in the shaping of this leg-
islation. It is truly a bipartisan initia-
tive, but one that goes back a very 
long time. 

It was in 1988, then the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation au-
thorized FEMA’s Hazard Mitigation 
Program. We thought then this was a 
very important initiative to provide 
grants to communities so that they 
could put in place initiatives, whether 
structures or nonstructural approaches 
to protecting communities and individ-
uals, businesses, residences against the 
hazards of flood, tornado, hurricane 
and, in our northern tier, excessive 
snowfall. 

The idea was to build better after a 
disaster and be better prepared for the 
next time around. But that idea 
evolved over time, and it was in the 
mid 1990s that then James Lee Witt, 
the administrator of FEMA, conceived 
the idea of taking hazard mitigation a 
step further to pre-disaster mitigation. 
He called it Project Impact. 

He came up to the committee, now 
the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure, to meet with then 
Chairman Bud Shuster and me as the 
ranking member to discuss Project Im-
pact, saying that we can save money, 
as the gentlewoman, the minority lead-
er for this afternoon, has indicated, 
that we can save money by protecting 
against what we know will be hazards, 
disasters happening in the future. And 
so the committee crafted in 2000 the 
Pre-Disaster Mitigation program in our 
FEMA disaster Hazard Mitigation Pro-
gram. 

Out of that program was allocated to 
the City of Seattle $50 million to 
strengthen structures in the city 
against the possibility of earthquake. 
The city invested some $50 million in 
strengthening public structures, public 
buildings, public roadways, and private 
structures as well. And then they had 
an earthquake. After the effects of the 
earthquake had been analyzed, FEMA 
estimated that the Pre-Disaster Miti-
gation investments saved $500 million 
in what would have been damaged pub-
lic and private structures alike, ten- 
fold the value of the investment. 

The program then was further ex-
tended as the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure continued its 
work. I remember subsequent Chair-
man Don Young saying so often: Yes, 

we have to be prepared. FEMA is in the 
Department of Homeland Security and 
has to be part of protecting against the 
security threat to the United States. 
We don’t know when it will come. We 
know that we have to be prepared. But 
we do know that every year, said 
Chairman Young, there are going to be 
hurricanes, there is going to be a flood, 
there is going to be whiteouts, there is 
going to be an earthquake, and we need 
to continue this program. So with bi-
partisan support, we have extended the 
program. 

In the aftermath, one of the best ex-
amples was the town of Valmeyer, Illi-
nois, devastated in the 1993 Mississippi 
River flood. For $45 million in Federal, 
State, and local funding and Pre-Dis-
aster Mitigation, the town was simply 
relocated to bluffs 400 feet above the 
site of the former town. This year, as 
the Mississippi overflowed its banks in 
many places along its course from 
southern Minnesota through Iowa, the 
Chicago Tribune ran a story entitled, 
‘‘Valmeyer, Illinois, Soaked in ’93, 
Town Now High and Dry.’’ Quoting a 
resident, Eleanor Anderson, 86 years 
old, home destroyed in the 1993 flood, 
said, ‘‘I am sure glad I don’t have to 
worry now that we are high enough 
here on the hill.’’ That is a reasonable 
investment of public funds. 

Story County, Iowa, in 1990, 1993 and 
1996, homes were flooded out. Finally, 
in 1996, with Pre-Disaster Mitigation 
Funds, those six homes were bought 
out and moved out. And in 1998 when 
the floods struck, FEMA estimated 
that the Federal and State and local 
governments saved $541,900 in what 
would have been damages to restore 
those homes. 

In my own district, in 1999, on the eve 
of July 4, on July 3, straight-line winds 
called a derecho of 100 miles an hour in 
a swath 15 miles wide swept through 
the Superior National Forest, the 
Boundary Waters Canoe area on the 
U.S.-Canadian border, and blew down 26 
million trees, 3 years’ worth of timber 
harvest for the whole State of Min-
nesota, creating an enormous hazard 
for fire to local residents. In the area 
outside of the wilderness, trees had to 
be subjected to salvage logging to clear 
out a way from homes, from resorts, 
and from outfitter buildings. 

Following up, FEMA came to the 
area and said, with Pre-Disaster Miti-
gation funds, we propose a 75/25 partici-
pation to install sprinkler systems 
around all the homes and all the busi-
nesses in the Gunflint Trail area to 
protect against the potential, the very 
real potential of future fire. Almost 
every resident and business partici-
pated in the program, and about 96 per-
cent of the people maintained their 
sprinkler systems. Then last year, in 
April of 2007, a fire broke out. Careless 
campers left the site of their camping 
and a wind came up and blew it into 
what eventually became a 75,000 acre 

fire. The homes that had the sprinkler 
systems, the buildings that were pro-
tected with the sprinkler systems were 
unscathed. Those that weren’t, 147 of 
them, burned. 

Pre-Disaster Mitigation saves lives, 
saves property, saves costs. It is a 
sound investment in the future. We 
have authorized in this legislation the 
program for an additional 3 years at 
$250 million each for fiscal 2009 through 
2011. The chair of the subcommittee, 
the gentlewoman from the District of 
Columbia (Ms. NORTON) has outlined all 
of the specifics of the bill; I need not go 
into them. 

I simply speak to reinforce the spe-
cific examples the benefits of the Pre- 
Disaster Mitigation program. It is a 
sound investment in the future of this 
country for all of us as we are sub-
jected to increasing amounts of dis-
aster from natural causes. 

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
DAVIS of California). The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentlewoman 
from the District of Columbia (Ms. 
NORTON) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 6109, as 
amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill, as 
amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

OLD POST OFFICE BUILDING 
REDEVELOPMENT ACT OF 2008 

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 5001) to authorize the Admin-
istrator of General Services to provide 
for the redevelopment of the Old Post 
Office Building located in the District 
of Columbia, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 5001 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Old Post Office 
Building Redevelopment Act of 2008’’. 
SEC. 2. OLD POST OFFICE BUILDING DEFINED. 

In this Act, the term ‘‘Old Post Office Build-
ing’’ means the land, including any improve-
ments thereon and specifically including the Pa-
vilion Annex, that is located at 1100 Pennsyl-
vania Avenue, NW., in the District of Columbia, 
and under the jurisdiction, custody, and control 
of the General Services Administration. 
SEC. 3. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds the following: 
(1) For almost a decade the Subcommittee on 

Economic Development, Public Buildings, and 
Emergency Management of the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure of the House 
of Representatives has expressed considerable 
concern about the waste and neglect of the val-
uable, historic Old Post Office Building, cen-
trally located in the heart of the Nation’s Cap-
ital on Pennsylvania Avenue, and has pressed 
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the General Services Administration to develop 
and fully use this building. 

(2) The policy of the Government long has 
been to preserve and make usable historic prop-
erties rather than sell them for revenue. 

(3) Security concerns related to this property’s 
proximity to the White House may hinder the 
sale of the Old Post Office Building to a private 
party. 

(4) On December 28, 2000, the General Services 
Administration, pursuant to Public Law 105– 
277, submitted to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committees on Appropria-
tions and Environment and Public Works of the 
Senate a plan for the comprehensive redevelop-
ment of the Old Post Office. 

(5) The Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure approved the redevelopment plan 
on May 16, 2001, and the Committees on Appro-
priations and Environment and Public Works 
approved the plan on June 15, 2001. 

(6) The General Services Administration 
issued a Request for Expression of Interest in 
2004 for developing the Old Post Office Building 
that generated a healthy, private sector interest, 
but the General Services Administration has 
failed to proceed with implementation of the ap-
proved redevelopment plan. 

(7) Redevelopment of the Old Post Office 
Building will preserve the historic integrity of 
this unique and important asset, put it to its 
highest and best use, and provide a lucrative fi-
nancial return to the Government. 
SEC. 4. REDEVELOPMENT OF OLD POST OFFICE 

BUILDING. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of Gen-

eral Services is directed to proceed with redevel-
opment of the Old Post Office Building, in ac-
cordance with existing authorities available to 
the Administrator and consistent with the rede-
velopment plan previously approved by the 
Committee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture of the House of Representatives and the 
Committees on Appropriations and Environment 
and Public Works of the Senate. 

(b) RELOCATION OF EXISTING BUILDING TEN-
ANTS.—The Administrator is authorized, not-
withstanding section 3307 of title 40, United 
States Code, and otherwise in accordance with 
existing authorities available to the Adminis-
trator, to provide replacement space for Federal 
agency tenants housed in the Old Post Office 
Building whose relocation is necessary for rede-
velopment of the Building. 
SEC. 5. REPORTING REQUIREMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of Gen-
eral Services shall transmit to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure of the House 
of Representatives and the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works of the Senate a re-
port on any proposed redevelopment agreement 
related to the Old Post Office Building. 

(b) CONTENTS.—A report transmitted under 
this section shall include a summary of a cost- 
benefit analysis of the proposed development 
agreement and a description of the material pro-
visions of the proposed agreement. 

(c) REVIEW BY CONGRESS.—Any proposed de-
velopment agreement related to the Old Post Of-
fice Building may not become effective until the 
end of a 30-day period of continuous session of 
Congress following the date of the transmittal of 
the report required under this section. For pur-
poses of the preceding sentence, continuity of a 
session of Congress is broken only by an ad-
journment sine die, and there shall be excluded 
from the computation of such 30-day period any 
day during which either House of Congress is 
not in session during an adjournment of more 
than 3 days to a day certain. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from 
the District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON) 

and the gentlewoman from Virginia 
(Mrs. DRAKE) each will control 20 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and to include extraneous mate-
rial on H.R. 5001. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia? 

There was no objection. 
Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

I am pleased to rise in support of 
H.R. 5001, as amended, and to ask for 
the support of the House, a bill to di-
rect the General Services Administra-
tion to redevelop the Old Post Office 
located on Pennsylvania Avenue, right 
in the center of the District of Colum-
bia. 

On January 16, 2008, I introduced H.R. 
5001, the Old Post Office Development 
Act, to redevelop the nearly empty Old 
Post Office, a unique historic treasure 
which was once the post office of the 
Nation’s capital located at 1100 Penn-
sylvania Avenue Northwest, owned by 
the Federal Government’s GSA. 

For more than ten years, our Sub-
committee on Economic Development, 
Public Buildings, and Emergency Man-
agement has expressed continuing and 
mounting concern about the neglect 
and underutilization of this invaluable 
government site, and has pressed the 
GSA to develop and use this building to 
its full potential. 

Madam Speaker, when I brought this 
bill to the full committee, Mr. OBER-
STAR from whom we just heard on a 
prior bill and Ranking Member MICA 
lead what could only be called a round 
of hoorahs and hosannas that this bill 
was being brought forward. 

More than 20 million visitors come. 
This building is so strategically placed 
that it is almost certain that constitu-
ents of Members have ventured into 
this extraordinary building which 
looks like just the kind of building 
that invites people on the outside, and 
then they come on the inside and they 
can’t believe what they see. So the 
building is well known not only by our 
subcommittee but by the full com-
mittee. Worse, as I shall relate, is why 
it has not been brought forward. 

The Old Post Office Building was 
completed in 1899. That makes it one of 
the oldest buildings here, and is cer-
tainly one of the oldest, perhaps the 
oldest, for which rehabilitation and 
preservation has not somehow begun or 
envisioned. This grand example of Ro-
manesque revival occupies an entire 
city block. Because it was the main 
post office, it was strategically located 
for a purpose not as an historic build-

ing, but in the 19th century when that 
is how you built post offices. 

The building was placed on the His-
toric Register in 1973, and remains one 
of the city’s most unusual, interesting, 
and appealing landmarks. Part of the 
appeal of the Old Post Office Building 
also is its central location in the Fed-
eral Triangle, its proximity to many 
Federal historic sites not the least of 
them the White House which is a 
stone’s throw from the Old Post Office. 
Our major metro lines converge there, 
and a host of restaurants and other 
amenities surround this location’s 
major tourist site. 

b 1615 
This bill is important for the city I 

represent, as well, but its importance 
goes far beyond any particular district. 
This building belonged to the United 
States of America before there was any 
home rule in the District of Columbia. 

When the Congress of the United 
States ran the District of Columbia, 
they saw fit to have a post office befit-
ting the Nation’s capital. You would 
have thought, particularly given the 
history of developing historic struc-
tures here, for which the GSA deserves 
special credit, that this building cer-
tainly, at some point in the 20th cen-
tury, would have been rehabilitated. 

Actually, this particular struggle 
started in 1998. Congress passed the 
Omnibus Consolidated and Emergency 
Supplemental Appropriations Act of 
1999, and in that act our committee re-
quired the GSA to submit a develop-
ment plan for the Old Post Office be-
fore any Federal funds could be used to 
convert the space. And on February 28, 
2000, GSA did in fact, pursuant to law, 
submit such a plan as required. 

Madam Speaker, no bill, and in my 
entire history on the committee, no 
bill has been necessary for this work. 
We don’t trouble the Congress with 
this work. But it took a bill now 10 
years ago just to get a plan. On May 16, 
2001, the Committee on Transportation 
and the Infrastructure passed an addi-
tional resolution authorizing the devel-
opment of the Old Post Office. So we 
come forward with bills that ordinarily 
are unnecessary because the GSA goes 
ahead and submits a prospectus that 
we approve, and that’s it. 

The GSA finally in 2005 did issue 
what we call a request for expression of 
interest. That’s the way we do federal 
development in our subcommittee. 

This is a priceless treasure. If you go 
to the inside of the building, you see it 
was built and looks now almost like a 
cavernous space, most of it is ceiling 
like this chamber, Madam Speaker, 
without the room to place for offices or 
the like. So in order to decide whether 
or not this was a property which the 
private sector thought could be devel-
oped, we required GSA to ask for ex-
pressions of interest. 

The GSA received apparently many 
indications of interest from the private 
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sector. But the agency has never pro-
ceeded to the next step. For that rea-
son—and remember we are talking 
about 2005 when the request for expres-
sion of interest occurred—as has been 
required, every step along the way, a 
bill is going to be necessary to move 
the GSA to act and that is what H.R. 
5001 does, so that this structure can in 
fact be utilized for the benefit of Fed-
eral taxpayers, for the benefit of visi-
tors to the city, and of course for the 
benefit of the city as well. 

The Congress may be curious as to 
why there would be any resistance. It 
is difficult to understand, Madam 
Speaker, considering that for three, al-
most four decades we have poured 
money into the Old Post Office because 
they didn’t want to let it just stand 
there and get no revenue. So each year 
the Federal Government loses $6 mil-
lion or $7 million more than it takes in 
from the tiny agencies around the rim 
of the cave, as it were. 

If you multiply that over many dec-
ades, you will understand that pouring 
renovations into a building that needed 
a complete makeover, while allowing a 
tiny agency here or there to occupy 
whatever space you could find, has re-
sulted in the loss of billions of dollars 
to the Federal Government, when in 
fact we could have reversed that proc-
ess, bringing billions of dollars of rev-
enue for us, had we done what we did 
with the highly regarded Tariff Build-
ing, another one of the grand old build-
ings that stood here when I was a kid 
and where GSA has already shown it 
can make excellent use of otherwise 
antiquated and virtually useless struc-
tures. 

What it did was to convert the old 
Tariff Building into the rarified, high 
priced Monaco Hotel, which sits across 
from the Portrait Gallery. That build-
ing quickly returned revenue to the 
Federal Government. The redevelop-
ment of the Tariff Building shows what 
can be achieved when the Federal Gov-
ernment works with the private sector 
to redevelop a site that brings a return 
to the government, provides a safe and 
necessary facility for the city and for 
visitors, and importantly, preserves a 
priceless, truly priceless historic treas-
ure. 

Madam Speaker, our bill now has 
language that makes it impossible for 
the GSA to refuse to proceed, as it has 
done with our prior two bills. GSA is 
directed to proceed. We waived the pro-
spectus. OMB is not implicated. And I 
should say for the record that I think 
the villain in the piece is OMB and not 
GSA. For reasons known only to itself, 
and some have said that they wanted 
to sell the building, even though there 
is a bipartisan ‘‘no’’ to, in fact, selling 
any historic structure in the United 
States. Whatever is the reason, it took 
a killing in front of the building when 
they had rented it out to a George 
Washington University student organi-

zation in order to get any movement 
on the bill, and now the Congress is 
going to have to make it impossible for 
OMB to keep GSA from proceeding or 
face contempt of Congress. 

We also take away the excuse that 
there are agencies in the building. 
There are a couple of tiny agencies in 
the building, the kind of agencies that 
GSA can relocate on the back of an en-
velope because it relocates very large 
agencies all the time. Congress has 
done its homework. It is now time for 
the GSA to do its work and start bring-
ing some revenue here from this his-
toric structure and some pleasure for 
the many visitors who wander inside 
and are distressed by what they see. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mrs. DRAKE. Madam Speaker, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Madam Speaker, I rise today in sup-
port of H.R. 5001, the Old Post Office 
Building Redevelopment Act of 2008. 
The bill would direct the General Serv-
ices Administration to enter into an 
agreement to develop the Old Post Of-
fice building on Pennsylvania Avenue 
in accordance with its plan approved 
by the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure in 2001. The bill 
would also authorize GSA to relocate 
the Federal agencies currently occu-
pying the Old Post Office Building. 

The management of Federal real 
property has been on the Government 
Accountability Office’s high-risk list 
since 2003. One of the key issues the 
GAO has raised is the problem of un-
used and under-used Federal property. 

Currently, the Old Post Office is 
under-used and has been for some time. 
Over the years, there have been many 
attempts to make better use of this 
historic building. The most recent at-
tempt was made after Congress passed 
the Public Buildings Cooperative Use 
Act in 1976. This act, among other 
things, required GSA to encourage the 
public use of public buildings for ‘‘cul-
tural, educational and recreational ac-
tivities’’ and allowed Federal entities 
and commercial enterprises to share 
federally owned buildings. 

Unfortunately, the mixed use of Fed-
eral and commercial space was not suc-
cessful in this case. Today, there are 
only a handful of Federal agencies in 
this historic building on Pennsylvania 
Avenue, considered America’s Main 
Street. This area of the city has under-
gone revitalization to help benefit and 
attract people who live, work and visit 
the Nation’s capital. Allowing for the 
redevelopment and reuse of this impor-
tant building will help to further the 
progress made in this area of the city. 

Authorizing GSA to proceed with the 
full redevelopment of this building has 
the potential of being a win-win situa-
tion for the Federal Government, the 
taxpayers, and the local community. I 
support this bill, and I urge my col-
leagues to do the same. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Speaker, I rise in 
support of H.R. 5001, a bill to direct the rede-
velopment of the Old Post Office Building, 
which is not only a landmark in the Nation’s 
capital, but a jewel of ‘‘America’s Main Street,’’ 
Pennsylvania Avenue. I commend the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia (Ms. 
NORTON) for introducing this legislation and for 
her work on this issue as Chair of the Sub-
committee on Economic Development, Public 
Buildings, and Emergency Management. 

Completed in 1899, the Old Post Office 
building was intended to be the U.S. Post Of-
fice Department Headquarters building as well 
as the city’s main post office. The Old Post 
Office building was awarded a place on the 
National Register of Historic Places in 1973. 
This Romanesque building is the second tall-
est structure and one of the first steel-frame 
buildings in the District of Columbia. 

Despite the magnificence of this building 
and its extraordinary location, it has been dif-
ficult to develop this building to its fullest po-
tential. A renovation of the Old Post Office 
began in 1977 as part of the redevelopment of 
Pennsylvania Avenue. In 1982, the General 
Services Administration, GSA, entered into a 
55-year lease with a private sector developer 
to lease and operate the Old Post Office build-
ing. The building was renovated as a multi-
functional building that included office space, 
retail, and a food court. Unfortunately, this re-
development effort was not successful be-
cause of high turnover among the retail busi-
nesses and low satisfaction among tenants. 
The original developer went into bankruptcy 
and the lender foreclosed on the leasehold. 

Today, the Old Post Office building is an 
aging historical building that is inefficient, un-
derutilized, and a financial drain on the Fed-
eral Building Fund. The building’s large atrium 
and other factors contribute to the high costs 
of operating and maintaining the building. 

The Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure has provided oversight and direction 
to GSA previously in attempts to foster the de-
velopment of the Old Post Office, including re-
quiring that GSA submit a viable development 
plan for the Old Post Office before any Fed-
eral funds be used to convert the space. Not-
withstanding these efforts, the desired devel-
opment has not occurred. 

H.R. 5001, the ‘‘Old Post Office Building Re-
development Act of 2008’’, authorizes the Ad-
ministrator of General Services to enter into 
an agreement to redevelop the Old Post Office 
Building in a manner that is beneficial to the 
Federal Government. This bill will not only 
help spur the redevelopment of this building 
but also help ensure that the taxpayers get the 
fullest return from this historic and treasured 
structure. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in support 
of H.R. 5001, the ‘‘Old Post Office Building 
Redevelopment Act of 2008.’’ 

Mrs. DRAKE. Madam Speaker, I have 
no further speakers, and I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I 
have no further requests for time, so I 
too am prepared to yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentlewoman from the District of 
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Columbia (Ms. NORTON) that the House 
suspend the rules and pass the bill, 
H.R. 5001, as amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill, as 
amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

b 1630 

RAW SEWAGE OVERFLOW 
COMMUNITY RIGHT-TO-KNOW ACT 
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 

Texas. Madam Speaker, I move to sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill (H.R. 
2452) to amend the Federal Water Pol-
lution Control Act to ensure that sew-
age treatment plants monitor for and 
report discharges of raw sewage, and 
for other purposes, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 2452 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Sewage 
Overflow Community Right-to-Know Act’’. 
SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS. 

Section 502 of the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1362) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(25) SANITARY SEWER OVERFLOW.—The 
term ‘sanitary sewer overflow’ means an 
overflow, spill, release, or diversion of waste-
water from a sanitary sewer system. Such 
term does not include municipal combined 
sewer overflows or other discharges from a 
municipal combined storm and sanitary 
sewer system and does not include waste-
water backups into buildings caused by a 
blockage or other malfunction of a building 
lateral that is privately owned. Such term 
includes overflows or releases of wastewater 
that reach waters of the United States, over-
flows or releases of wastewater in the United 
States that do not reach waters of the 
United States, and wastewater backups into 
buildings that are caused by blockages or 
flow conditions in a sanitary sewer other 
than a building lateral. 

‘‘(26) TREATMENT WORKS.—The term ‘treat-
ment works’ has the meaning given that 
term in section 212.’’. 
SEC. 3. MONITORING, REPORTING, AND PUBLIC 

NOTIFICATION OF SEWER OVER-
FLOWS. 

Section 402 of the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1342) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(r) SEWER OVERFLOW MONITORING, RE-
PORTING, AND NOTIFICATIONS.— 

‘‘(1) GENERAL REQUIREMENTS.—After the 
last day of the 180-day period beginning on 
the date on which regulations are issued 
under paragraph (4), a permit issued, re-
newed, or modified under this section by the 
Administrator or the State, as the case may 
be, for a publicly owned treatment works 
shall require, at a minimum, beginning on 
the date of the issuance, modification, or re-
newal, that the owner or operator of the 
treatment works— 

‘‘(A) institute and utilize a feasible meth-
odology, technology, or management pro-
gram for monitoring sewer overflows to alert 
the owner or operator to the occurrence of a 
sewer overflow in a timely manner; 

‘‘(B) in the case of a sewer overflow that 
has the potential to affect human health, no-
tify the public of the overflow as soon as 
practicable but not later than 24 hours after 
the time the owner or operator knows of the 
overflow; 

‘‘(C) in the case of a sewer overflow that 
may imminently and substantially endanger 
human health, notify public health authori-
ties and other affected entities, such as pub-
lic water systems, of the overflow imme-
diately after the owner or operator knows of 
the overflow; 

‘‘(D) report each sewer overflow on its dis-
charge monitoring report to the Adminis-
trator or the State, as the case may be, by 
describing— 

‘‘(i) the magnitude, duration, and sus-
pected cause of the overflow; 

‘‘(ii) the steps taken or planned to reduce, 
eliminate, or prevent recurrence of the over-
flow; and 

‘‘(iii) the steps taken or planned to miti-
gate the impact of the overflow; and 

‘‘(E) annually report to the Administrator 
or the State, as the case may be, the total 
number of sewer overflows in a calendar 
year, including— 

‘‘(i) the details of how much wastewater 
was released per incident; 

‘‘(ii) the duration of each sewer overflow; 
‘‘(iii) the location of the overflow and any 

potentially affected receiving waters; 
‘‘(iv) the responses taken to clean up the 

overflow; and 
‘‘(v) the actions taken to mitigate impacts 

and avoid further sewer overflows at the site. 
‘‘(2) EXCEPTIONS.— 
‘‘(A) NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS.—The no-

tification requirements of paragraphs (1)(B) 
and (1)(C) shall not apply a sewer overflow 
that is a wastewater backup into a single- 
family residence. 

‘‘(B) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.—The re-
porting requirements of paragraphs (1)(D) 
and (1)(E) shall not apply to a sewer overflow 
that is a release of wastewater that occurs in 
the course of maintenance of the treatment 
works, is managed consistently with the 
treatment works’ best management prac-
tices, and is intended to prevent sewer over-
flows. 

‘‘(3) REPORT TO EPA.—Each State shall pro-
vide to the Administrator annually a sum-
mary of sewer overflows that occurred in the 
State. 

‘‘(4) RULEMAKING BY EPA.—Not later than 
one year after the date of enactment of this 
subsection, the Administrator, after pro-
viding notice and an opportunity for public 
comment, shall issue regulations to imple-
ment this subsection, including regulations 
to— 

‘‘(A) establish a set of criteria to guide the 
owner or operator of a publicly owned treat-
ment works in— 

‘‘(i) assessing whether a sewer overflow has 
the potential to affect human health or may 
imminently and substantially endanger 
human health; and 

‘‘(ii) developing communication measures 
that are sufficient to give notice under para-
graphs (1)(B) and (1)(C); and 

‘‘(B) define the terms ‘feasible’ and ‘time-
ly’ as such terms apply to paragraph (1)(A), 
including site specific conditions. 

‘‘(5) APPROVAL OF STATE NOTIFICATION PRO-
GRAMS.— 

‘‘(A) REQUESTS FOR APPROVAL.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—After the date of 

issuance of regulations under paragraph (4), 
a State may submit to the Administrator 
evidence that the State has in place a legally 
enforceable notification program that is sub-

stantially equivalent to the requirements of 
paragraphs (1)(B) and (1)(C). 

‘‘(ii) PROGRAM REVIEW AND AUTHORIZA-
TION.—If the evidence submitted by a State 
under clause (i) shows the notification pro-
gram of the State to be substantially equiva-
lent to the requirements of paragraphs (1)(B) 
and (1)(C), the Administrator shall authorize 
the State to carry out such program instead 
of the requirements of paragraphs (1)(B) and 
(1)(C). 

‘‘(iii) FACTORS FOR DETERMINING SUBSTAN-
TIAL EQUIVALENCY.—In carrying out a review 
of a State notification program under clause 
(ii), the Administrator shall take into ac-
count the scope of sewer overflows for which 
notification is required, the length of time 
during which notification must be made, the 
scope of persons who must be notified of 
sewer overflows, the scope of enforcement 
activities ensuring that notifications of 
sewer overflows are made, and such other 
factors as the Administrator considers ap-
propriate. 

‘‘(B) REVIEW PERIOD.—If a State submits 
evidence with respect to a notification pro-
gram under subparagraph (A)(i) on or before 
the last day of the 30-day period beginning 
on the date of issuance of regulations under 
paragraph (4), the requirements of para-
graphs (1)(B) and (1)(C) shall not begin to 
apply to a publicly owned treatment works 
located in the State until the date on which 
the Administrator completes a review of the 
notification program under subparagraph 
(A)(ii). 

‘‘(C) WITHDRAWAL OF AUTHORIZATION.—If 
the Administrator, after conducting a public 
hearing, determines that a State is not ad-
ministering and enforcing a State notifica-
tion program authorized under subparagraph 
(A)(ii) in accordance with the requirements 
of this paragraph, the Administrator shall so 
notify the State and, if appropriate correc-
tive action is not taken within a reasonable 
time, not to exceed 90 days, the Adminis-
trator shall withdraw authorization of such 
program and enforce the requirements of 
paragraphs (1)(B) and (1)(C) with respect to 
the State. 

‘‘(6) SPECIAL RULES CONCERNING APPLICA-
TION OF NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS.—After 
the last day of the 30-day period beginning 
on the date of issuance of regulations under 
paragraph (4), the requirements of para-
graphs (1)(B) and (1)(C) shall— 

‘‘(A) apply to the owner or operator of a 
publicly owned treatment works and be sub-
ject to enforcement under section 309, and 

‘‘(B) supersede any notification require-
ments contained in a permit issued under 
this section for the treatment works to the 
extent that the notification requirements 
are less stringent than the notification re-
quirements of paragraphs (1)(B) and (1)(C), 
until such date as a permit is issued, re-
newed, or modified under this section for the 
treatment works in accordance with para-
graph (1). 

‘‘(7) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection, the 
following definitions apply: 

‘‘(A) SEWER OVERFLOW.—The term ‘sewer 
overflow’ means a sanitary sewer overflow or 
a municipal combined sewer overflow. 

‘‘(B) SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE.—The term 
‘single-family residence’ means an individual 
dwelling unit, including an apartment, con-
dominium, house, or dormitory. Such term 
does not include the common areas of a 
multi-dwelling structure.’’. 
SEC. 4. ELIGIBILITY FOR ASSISTANCE. 

(a) PURPOSE OF STATE REVOLVING FUND.— 
Section 601(a) of the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1381(a)) is amended— 
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